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Abstract This paper investigates constrained nonsmooth multiobjective fractional program-
ming problem (NMFP) in real Banach spaces. It derives a quotient calculus rule for com-
puting the first- and second-order Clarke derivatives of fractional functions involving locally
Lipschitz functions. A novel second-order Abadie-type regularity condition is presented, de-
fined with the help of the Clarke directional derivative and the Péles-Zeidan second-order
directional derivative. We establish both first- and second-order strong necessary optimality
conditions, which contain some new information on multipliers and imply the strong KKT
necessary conditions, for a Borwein-type properly efficient solution of NMFP by utilizing
generalized directional derivatives. Moreover, it derives second-order sufficient optimality
conditions for NMFP under a second-order generalized convexity assumption. Additionally,
we derive duality results between NMFP and its second-order dual problem under some
appropriate conditions.
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1 Introduction

Multiobjective fractional programming (MFP) represents a crucial model in operations re-
search, finding widespread applications in fields such as computer vision, portfolio opti-
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mization, management science, image processing, and communications. Various works have
investigated and utilized MFP problems, including those in [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10]. Due to
the nonsmooth nature of the functions involved in realistic MFP problems, practical chal-
lenges emerged in fields like economics, decision theory, optimal control, scheduling, machine
learning, engineering, and game theory. As a result, MFPs have been extensively examined
using subdifferentials and directional derivatives, as evident from the studies in [11,12,13,
14,15,16]. Within the optimization theory of MFP, duality theory and optimality conditions
constitute fundamental areas of study. Recent research has been attempting to identify both
first- and second-order characterizations for efficient points of MFP problems, leveraging a
range of first- and second-order directional derivatives.

First- and second-order characterizations for a local weak efficient solution of NMFP
were derived in [17] by generalized derivatives as the first- and second-order approximations
of the involving functions. Khanh and Tung [18] investigated the first-order Karush-Kuhn-
Tucker (KKT) conditions for a local Borwein-type proper efficient solution of nonsmooth
semi-infinite multiobjective programming by a Mangasarian-Fromovitz regularity condition.
Su and Hang [19] applied Hadamard directional derivative to establish a first-order quotient
rule and derived first-order conditions for local weak efficient solutions of NMFP. They also
derived, in [20], second-order conditions for strict local efficient solutions of MFP by utilizing
second-order Péles-Zeidan-type upper directional derivative. The duality results and first-
order sufficient optimality conditions for single-objective fractional programming problems
were obtained under the (F, a, p, d)-convexity assumption in [21]. Further, in [22], the results
proposed in [21] were extended for smooth multiobjective fractional programming problems
under a convexity assumption. In [23], a notion of (C,a, p, d)-convexity was introduced
and applied to investigate the first-order sufficient optimality conditions and duality for
nonsmooth minimax fractional programming problems. The first-order optimality conditions
and duality for nondifferentiable MFP problems were also explored in [24]. Very recently, in
[25], duality results and optimality conditions for F-minimax fractional programming were
investigated assuming the E-invexity of the involved functions, and applied to multiobjective
optimization.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, only very few results exist concerning
the second-order duality and second-order strong necessary optimality conditions for
NMFPs. This study focuses specifically on the realm of Borwein-type proper efficient
solutions for NMFP problems, which are known to be more potent than (weak) efficient
solutions. By leveraging the Clarke directional derivative and second-order Pales-Zeidan
generalized directional derivative, we aim to explore second-order characterizations of
Borwein-type proper efficient solutions and report second-order Mond-Weir duality the-
ory for NMFP problems involving both equality and inequality constraints. Notably, our
investigation considers the locally Lipschitz continuous functions rather than those that
are Fréchet differentiable.

Towards deriving second-order duality results and strong optimality conditions, we pro-
pose a generalized second-order Abadie-type regularity condition (GSOARC) with the help
of Péles-Zeidan second-order generalized directional derivatives, which do not require the
continuous Fréchet differentiability and existence of second-order directional derivatives of
all involved functions that were a requirement in [26]. The first- and second-order strong
KKT optimality conditions for Borwein proper efficient solutions of NMFP problems are
reported under mild conditions. We show that the GSOARC cannot be relaxed to the gener-
alized second-order Guignard-type regularity condition in obtaining the derived second-order
strong optimality conditions. Furthermore, sufficient optimality conditions for NMFP are
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derived under a generalized second-order convexity assumption. Additionally, the Mond-
Weir-type second-order duality results for NMFP are derived. The weak, strong, and con-
verse duality results between NMFP and its second-order dual problem are identified under
some suitable conditions.

The rest of the paper is demonstrated as follows. In Section 2, we recollect some basic no-
tions and present quotient calculus for locally Lipschitz functions. We introduce a GSOARC
and investigate the first- and second-order strong KKT conditions for a Borwein-type prop-
erly efficient solution of NMFP in Section 3. Subsequently, second-order sufficient optimality
conditions are presented in Section 4 under some second-order generalized convexity assump-
tions. In Section 5, the second-order Mond-Weir-type dual problem is introduced. We also
study duality results between NMFP and the corresponding second-order dual problem.
Finally, we give the conclusions in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries

Let Z be a real reflexive Banach space with the norm || - ||, and U be a nonempty open
subset of Z. For A C Z, its closure, topological interior, and convex hull are denoted by
cl A, int A, and co A, respectively. Let Z* be the topological dual space of Z, and (-, -) denote
the coupling between Z* and Z. We denote the nonnegative orthant and positive orthant
of R" by R and R, , respectively. Let

F:=(F,F,....F,)" : Z > RP,
f:: (flana"'7fp)T:Z—>Rp,

g:= (91,921 9m) : Z = R™
and h := (h1,h2,...,hl)T -7 SR

b " lued functi dlet F(z) € RP d fx) . (filz) fo(x) fp(x) Tf
e vector-valued functions, and le T v and wo5 = (RO By Fa) or
all z € U, where the superscript T denotes the transpose. For = (z1,z2,... ,xp)T and
y=(y1,y2,--- ,yp)—r € R?, we undertake the following conventional notations:
T=1y = r, =y, t=12,...,p,

rSy <= r—yec—-RE,

r<y <+ z-ye-RL\{0},

r<y <= rv—ye-RE

z=xky == 2= (T1Y1,TaYa, - TpYp)

and w =1y < W =2T1Y1 + T2y2 + -+ TpYp.

The relations y = z, y > z, and y > z simply mean z < y, z < y and x < y, respectively.
For brevity, we use the following notations:

I={1,2,....p}, J:={1,2,...,m}, K:={1,2,...,1}

and for each z € U, we denote

(5= 28, (R 5 1

it (5) @ = (7w F,)l(x))T'
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In this study, we focus on the first- and second-order Borwein proper optimality and
second-order Mond-Weir duality of the following nonsmooth multiobjective fractional
programming problem:

min

)
st. g(x) 20, h(z) =0,z € U.

(NMFP) { (1)

The set of all feasible points of NMFP is denoted by X, i.e.,
X:={xe€U:g(x) 20, h(x)=0}. (2)
We also consider the following parametric problem associated with NMFP:

min (f —sx* F)(x)
(s-MFP) { st. g(x)£0,h(z)=0,z€eU, (3)

where s := (s1,82,...,5p) € RP and (f —s* F) (z) = f(x) — s * F(x).

We next recall some standard definitions [19] and well-known results, which will be useful
later.

Definition 2.1 An element zg € X is said to be
(i) a Pareto efficient solution of NMFP iff, there is no € X such that

(£)@=(£) @

(i) weak efficient solution of NMFP iff, there is no x € X such that

(Br= (4)

Similarly, one can define (weak) Pareto efficient solutions of s-MFP by substituting
(f —s*F) for (%)

The following result shows an equivalence between the (weak) efficient solutions of NMFP
and s-MFP.

Lemma 2.1 A feasible solution xy € X is a (weak) Pareto efficient solution of NMFP if

and only if it is a (weak) Pareto efficient solution of s-MFP, where s := };((Z‘;))

Proof A proof for xy being a weak Pareto point is given in [19, Proposition 1]. For a proof
of xy being a Pareto efficient point, we observe for any x € U with = # x( that

(%) (2) (%) (x0) & —RZ\ {0}

= (L w-s¢-r\(©)

— ﬁmz) s+ F(x)) ¢ —R%\ {0}

— f(x) —s* F(x) ¢ —RY \ {0} because R, is a cone and F(z) € RY |
= (f—s*xF)(x) £ (f —sxF)(x).

Hence, the result follows. The proof is completed.



Second-order Strong Optimality and Duality for Nonsmooth Constrained MFP 5

Definition 2.2 [27] A function ¥ : U — R is said to be Gdteauz differentiable at xo € U in
a direction vy € Z iff, the limit

iyt tv0) — i)
t—0+ t

(4)

exists. If the limit exists, it is denoted by ¥ (zo;v9) and called the Gateaux derivative of ¢
at xo along the direction vg.

Let zg € U. If ¥/ (zo;v) exists for any v € Z and there is a continuous linear function
Ve (xo) : Z — R such that

Y (zo;v) = (5 (x0),v) for each v € Z,

then we say that ¥ (xo) is the Gateaux derivative of ¥ at zo.

A vector-valued function 9 := (91,94, ... ,ﬁp)T : U — RP is called Gateaux differen-
tiable at g € U if its components ¥;,i € I, are Gateaux differentiable at .

Remark 2.1 (i) In some instances, as discussed in [5], the limit described in (4) can be
alternatively expressed with ¢ — 0. However, for consistency with other definitions of
directional derivatives, we use the one-sided limit in this paper.

(ii) It cannot be generally concluded that 9 is continuous at x even if ¥ is Gateaux differ-
entiable at x.

(iii) If ¥ is Fréchet differentiable at xq, then ¢ is Gateaux differentiable at z¢ and Vi (xg) =

Ve (o), where V() is the Fréchet derivative of ¥ at .

Definition 2.3 [27] Let ¥ : U — R be a real-valued function and z¢ € U.

(i) The (Clarke) generalized directional derivative of 9 at xo € U in the direction vy € Z
is defined by

9 tvg) — ¥
9°(zo;v9) ;= limsup (0 + tvo) (yO)'
y—xo, t—0F t

(ii) ¥ is said to be regular in the sense of Clarke at zg if ¥/ (zo;v) exists and ¥ (zo;v) =
9°(zo; v) holds for all v € Z.

For any given xy € X, with regard to the problem (1), we denote
J(wo) :=={j€J : gj(zo) =0}, J(xo,v) := {j € J(20) : g§(xo;v) =0},
and

Q:={zxeZ:g(x)=0,h(x)=0, f(x) Sc sxF(x)}, (5)

where s = % (zo) and g5 (zo;v) is the Clarke directional derivative (Definition 2.3) of g;

at x( in the direction v € Z.

Definition 2.4 [5,27] Let X and Q be as in (2) and (5), respectively, and X # 0.

(i) The contingent cone of X at xy € X is defined by

T(X,:Co) = {dE Z : ity *)()Jr, ddi — d such that xg + trdyg EX,V]CGN}.
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(ii) The linearizing cone of @ at o € X is defined by

de 7 : (%) (z0;d) <0, i€,
C(Q,x0) == g5 (xo;d) <0, j e J(xo),
h$ (zo;d) = 0, ke K

The set T (X, xo) is a nonempty and closed cone with 0 € T(X, xp). It is well-known that if
xo € clX; CclXs C X, then T'(X1,x0) C T(X2,x0); see e.g., [5].

Definition 2.5 A vector v € Z is called a critical point at xo € X iff
veT(X,xz) ﬂC(Q,xO).
We denote the set of all critical points at xg € X by D(xg), i.e.,
D(zo) :={ve Z : veT(X,x)[)C(Q.0)}.

Definition 2.6 [28,29] Let ¥ : U — R be a function and zp € U.

(i) The second-order directional derivative of ¥ at xy in the direction vy € Z is defined by

0" (560; vg) := lim U (w0 + tvo) — ¥ (o) — 19’ (203 v0)

t—0+ %tQ

, provided limit exists.
(ii) The Pdles-Zeidan second-order generalized directional derivative of ¥ at xy in the
direction vy € Z is defined by

J tvg) — ¥ — $9° (o
9°° (20;v9) := lim sup (zo + tvo) 1(‘7320) (w05 v0)
t—0+ §t

Remark 2.2 [29]
(i) If O is twice Fréchet differentiable at z, then
(V29 (x0)v,v) = ¥ (x0;v) = 9°°(x0;0), Vv € Z.

(ii) If &' (xo;v0) = ¥°(xo;vo) and 9" (xo;vg) exists, then ¥ (zg;v9) = 9°°(xo;v0). Besides,
for any 8 > 0, (89)" (203 vo) = BY' (w03 v0), (BY)° (203 v0) = BY° (203 v0), (BY)" (z0;v0) =
LY (x0;v0) and (819)°°(xo; v9) = BI°°(z0; Vo).

Definition 2.7 [27] A function ¢ : U — R is called locally Lipschitz continuous at zg € U
if there exists a neighborhood V(xy) and a positive constant L(zg) such that

[9(y) = 9(2)| < L(zo)|ly — [, Yy, 2 € V(zo) N U.

The function ¥ is called locally Lipschitz continuous on U if it is locally Lipschitz continuous
at every « € U. In particular, if the positive constant L(x) is independent of € U, then
is called Lipschitz continuous on U.

Definition 2.8 [27] Let ¥ : U — R be locally Lipschitz continuous on U. The Clarke
subdifferential of ¥ at zg € U is defined by

0¥ (xg) :={£ € Z" : (&) <9 (xp;v), Vv € Z}. (6)

Lemma 2.2 [30] Let 9 : U — R be locally Lipschitz continuous at xo € U. Then there exists
a constant Lo > 0 such that ||&]| < Lo for arbitrary & € 09(xo).
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Remark 2.3 (i) The existence of ¥°(xzp;vg) does not necessarily imply the existence of
¥ (z0;v0), and even if ¢’ (xg; vg) exists, they may not be equal. However, if 1 is a contin-
uously Fréchet differentiable function at x¢ and the Fréchet derivative is V&(xp), then
it is regular in the sense of Clarke, i.e.,

V' (205 v0) = 9° (w03 v0) = (VI(20),v0) = (e (20),v0)-

(ii) If ¥ is locally Lipschitz continuous on U, then ¥°(x;v) exists (finite) for any x € U
and v € Z, which implies that 9¢(x) is compact. Besides, if 1,92 : U — R are locally
Lipschitz continuous and regular in the sense of Clarke at xy € U and d5(z) # 0 for all
x € U, then Z—; : U — R is regular in the sense of Clarke at xg € U, i.e., for each v € Z,

(2 o= (2 e - 25 b

Next, before we end the section, we present chain rules of quotient functions involving
locally Lipschitz functions in terms of generalized directional derivatives.

Proposition 2.1 Let 1 and 92 be two real-valued locally Lipschitz continuous functions
on U with ¥4 being positive-valued. For any xg € U, v € Z and 8 € R4, the following are
true:

(i) 91 — B2 and g—; are locally Lipschitz continuous on U;
If, in addition, Vs is Gdteaux differentiable at xo with Gdteaur derivative ¥y (o), then
.. ° ° 91 (x
(i) (32) (@oiv) = gy [V (s 0) — 5230} s (w0), 0) ]
(ili) (91 — BV2)°(wo;v) = V7 (w03 v) — B(Y5 g(70),v);
Moreover, if 95 (xo;v) exists, then
: \° cor) — 0o Yy (z . .
(v) (5) (@oiv) = gty |98 (wose) — G605 (o)

(v) (U = Bi2)°(wo; v) = V7% (w03 v) — By (o3 v).

Proof (i) By calculation, one has

101 = Bi2) (z) — (h = B92) (2)]| = (|01 (2) — D1 (2) — V2 (2) +5192 )l
<91 (&) = O ()] + B9z (x) — D2 (2)]),

and
[(3)@- () o] | o8 - Bl
H U1 (z) — v (2) ’ n Hﬂl (2) [92 () — 92 (2)] H .
192 (z) V2 (z) V2 (2)

By virtue of Definition 2.7 and ¥2(x),92(z) > 0, we obtain that ¢ — S92 and are locally
Lipschitz continuous on U.

(ii)—(iv) The proofs are analogous to [20, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2] .
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(v) If 95 (zo;v) exists, Definition 2.6 and Remark 2.2 imply that

(V1 — pV2)°° (05 v)
(P — BI2)(xo + tv) — (Y1 — B2)(mo) — t(h — BY2)°(x0;v)

o 1
— Jim sup {(191 — BY2) (w0 + tlv) — (V1 — B2)(wo) (V1 — 5:92)‘)(550;@)]

t—0t 3t 3t

. (91 — BU2) (mo + tv) — (91 — BUI2) (x) U] (zo;v) — tﬂ@%,a (z0) ,v)
= lim sup T - T

t—0+ 7t 7t

. 191 (1‘0 + t’l)) — 191 (1‘0) — tﬂcl) (1‘0; ’U) 192 (:CO + t’U) - 192 (1'0) - <19/2,G (:CO) 7U>
= lim sup ) - o
t—0t §t t—0t §t

= 93° (wo;v) — BIY (zo3v) -

The proof is completed.

Remark 2.4 In the chain rules for quotient functions involving locally Lipschitz functions
presented in [20], the function ¥, is taken to be strictly differentiable on U in the sense of
Clarke. In comparison, Proposition 2.1 just assumed the existence of the Gateaux derivative
V5 (70). Although in finite-dimensional normed spaces, the Clarke strict derivative D2 ()
and the Gateaux derivative 1) ;(z) coincide, Proposition 2.1 being in a general Banach
space is a stronger result than Theorem 3.2 in [20]. Furthermore, it is worth noting that
Proposition 2.1 (iv) and (v) may not be true if ¥4 (x; v) is replaced by ¥5°(z;v) (see Example
2.1).

Example 2.1 Let 91,92 : R — R be two functions as follows: 91 (x) = 22 + 1 and

1
9o () = zQSinEqu,if:c#O,
1, if x =0.

It is easy to verify that both ¥; and 195 are locally Lipschitz continuous on the open interval
U = (-1,1). Also, 95 is Gateaux differentiable on U and its Gateaux derivative is

1 1
! o (x) = 2xsin; —cos;,ifx;«éo;
0, if x =0.

After calculation, we obtain that
93(0;0) = 0, 97°(0;v) = 20%, ¥5(0;v) = V5 (0;v) = V% 5(0)v = 0,
(91 — 92)°(0;v) = 0, ¥5°(0;v) = 2v*, and 9% (0;v) does not exist.

So,

L °0((): p 7191(0) % (0:v)| = ’[}2* 1)2:
92(0) [191 (050) 192(0)192 (G:) ? ? " "

and 9¥5°(0; v) — ¥5°(0; v) = 0. However, by Definition 2.6 (ii) and Definition 2.3 (i), one has

(Z_:)O (0;v) =0, (z_;)% (0;v) = 40* and (91 —2)°°(0;v) = 40°. (8)
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So, for any v # 0, (7) and (8) imply that

(5) @05 oo - 3o o

and
(U1 = 92)°°(0;0) > 97°(0; v) — 95°(0;v) = 0.
Therefore, ¥4 (x;v) cannot be replaced by 9¥5°(x;v) in Proposition 2.1 (iv) and (v).

Lemma 2.3 Let 91,92 : U — R be locally Lipschitz continuous and regular in the sense
of Clarke at ¢y € U, Y2 be positive-valued, Gateaux differentiable on U and (g—;) (zo;v)

exist in the direction v € Z. Assume that x, — xg, t, — 07, r, — r and v, > 0 for all
neN. Ifw, = w — w, then

(Z_;) (zn) — (%) (w0) — tn (g—;)o (zo;v)

27n
1,.—1

n—oo 2Tn t2

- (z_;)/ (zo;w) + 7 (g—:)oo (o5 v).

1
Further, if (19—1) (z0;v) exists in the direction v € Z, then

n

lim sup
n—oo §Tn

9 9 91\ (.
o) (@n) = (55 ) (o) —tn (55 ) (203v) 91\ 91\
() ( ) 1 (&) <(go) @ow)y+r (5] @ov). (9)
t2 2 U2
Proof Let z, = zo+t,v+ 27, ' t2w,. From Remark 2.3 (ii) and Proposition 2.1 (i), it yields

that 1 is locally Llpschltz continuous and regular in the sense of Clarke at x¢o € U. By
Lebourg s Mean-Value Theorem (see [31, Theorem 2.3.7]), we get that there exist 6,, € (0, 1),

&n €0 (79—2) (2o + thv + 7r;1t%wn) such that

<Z_;> () — (z—;) (o + tyv) = Lr 12 (€, wn).

Combining Lemma 2.2 with the Lipschitz continuity of g—;, there exists a constant Ly > 0
such that [|£,|| < Lo for n sufficiently large. Without loss of generality, assume that &, — &.

Owing to the closedness of 9 (g—;) (+) (see [32, Theorem 8.6]), there exists £ € 0 (g—;) (x0)
such that

In turn, due to 0 < r,, — r, using Definition 2.6 (ii) we get

()t ()-8 0y
ST o Lo;v),

lim sup

71
n—oo 1 t2
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which together with (6) yields that

(32) @) = (3) @w0) = ta (%) @oiv)

lim su
n—)oop %r;lt%
o ()50 (3
< limsup 1.,
n—oo 57"” tn
(%) o+ tav) = (%) () =t (%) (w030)
+hmsup Do 0 n Do 0 n\ 9 0,
n—oo %T;lt%

< few+r () oo

2

= (Z—;)/ (ro;w) 47 <Z—;>oo (o3 v),

1
which comes from the Clarke regularity of g—; at ¢g € U. If (g—;) (x0;v) exists in the
direction v € Z, then (9) results from Remark 2.2 (ii). The proof is completed.

Remark 2.5 It should be pointed out that Lemma 2.3 improves Lemma 2.1 of [26] even when
¥ is continuously Fréchet differentiable at xq, ¥ is a positive constant, and f°(zo; v) exists
in the direction v € Z. Moreover, Lemma 2.3 is reduced to Lemma 2.1 of [26] when ¢ is
continuously Fréchet differentiable at x, 92 is a positive constant, and ¥/ (zg; v) exists along
vE L.

3 Second-order strong KKT necessary conditions for NMFP

If the multipliers of all objective functions in the KKT conditions are positive, it is that the
strong KKT conditions hold. The strong KKT condition basically implies that all objective
functions are active at the point at which the necessary optimality conditions hold. This
section introduces a generalized second-order Abadie regularity condition, which extends
the second-order Abadie regularity conditions proposed in [26,33]. We further study second-
order strong KKT necessary conditions that contain some new information on multipliers
and imply the strong KKT necessary conditions for Borwein-type properly efficient solutions
of NMFP, which is stronger than (weak) Pareto efficient solution.

To begin with, we recollect the notions of Borwein properly efficient solution, projective
second-order tangent cone, and projective second-order linearizing cone.

Definition 3.1 [34,35] A point 2o € X is said to be Borwein properly efficient solution of

NMFP iff
r((£) 0 +72 (L) @) N Ew) = o1

It is pointed out in [36] that a Borwein properly efficient solution defined in Definition
3.1 must also be a Pareto efficient solution.

Definition 3.2 [26] Let X,Q C Z and v € Z.
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(i) The projective second-order tangent cone of X at xop € X in the direction v is defined
by

T? (X, xo,v) = {

(w,r) € Z xRy : Ity — 0%, Irp — 1, Ewkﬁw such that
tk—)OJr, xo + tpv + twkEX,VkGN

Tk

(ii) The projective second-order linearizing cone of @ at zo € X in the direction v is defined

by
_ (w,r) € Z xRy : ( ) To; W (F) (zo;v) <0, i€,
O (Q,20,0) = PHEN >+rg] (20;v) <0, j € J(xo,v),
hz(x w) + rhy°(zo;v) = 0, ke K

The projective second-order tangent cone T2 (X, x0,v) has been widely applied to study
optimality conditions; see [26,33,37,38,39]. Moreover, it follows from [39, Proposition 2.1]
that 72 (X,20,0) =T(X,20) x Ry, and v ¢ T(X, zg) implies T2 (X, 0,0) = 0.

Next, we introduce a new second-order Abadie regularity condition and a new second-
order Guignard-type regular condition for NMFP.

Definition 3.3 We say that

(i) a generalized second-order Abadie-type regularity condition (GSOARC) holds at g € X
in the direction v € D(x¢) iff

6’2(Q,$0,’U) g TQ(X, ZL'0,’U). (10)

(ii) a generalized second-order Guignard-type regular condition (GSOGRC) holds at zy €
X in the direction v € D(xg) iff

C*(Q, xo,v) C cleoT?(X, 0, v). (11)

Remark 3.1 (i) Ttis easy to see that GSOGRC is a weaker regular condition than GSOARC.
If v = 0, specifically, the Péales-Zeidan second-order generalized directional derivative
becomes 0, then GSOARC is reduced to a degenerate form

C(Q,:C()) - T(Xa 1'0)5 (12)

as C? (Q,0,0) = C(Q,x0) x Ry and 12 (X,20,0) =T (X,20) X Ry.

(ii) If all the functions involved have continuous Fréchet derivatives and the corresponding
second-order directional derivatives in the direction v exist, then the GSOARC is
reduced to the second-order Abadie regularity condition SOARC in [26].

(iii) In [26], SOARC was proposed by utilizing Fréchet derivatives and second-order direc-
tional derivatives. Another second-order Abadie constraint qualification in [33] was
introduced in terms of Clarke generalized directional derivatives and Pales-Zeidan
second-order generalized directional derivatives, which did not involve the objective
functions. Compared with the second-order Abadie regularity conditions in [26,33],
GSOARC is introduced in terms of Clarke generalized directional derivatives and
Péles-Zeidan second-order generalized directional derivatives, which also incorporate
objective functions.

Assumption 3.1 (i) For i € I, j € J, k € K, the functions fi, Fi, g; and hy are
locally Lipschitz continuous and regular in the sense of Clarke on U, and f2°(x;v),
95°(z;v) and hy°(z;v) are finite on U for all direction v € Z.

(ii) Fori € I, F;’s are Gateauz differentiable on U with Gdteaux derivative Fj o, and
FE/'(z;v) exist on U for each direction v € Z.
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Lemma 3.1 Let 29 € X be a Borwein properly efficient solution of NMFP, v € D(zg) and
s = (s1,82,...,8p) be defined as that in Lemma 2.1. Let Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled. Then,
the following system

2 (wosw) + 1 f2° (xo;v) — si ((F) o (x0) ,w) + 7F) (z0;v)) <0, Viel,

I7 (o w) + 1 f72° (w05 v) — 5i(<Fi/:G (z0) ,w) + rF] (xo5v)) <0, Ji € I, (13)
(w,r) € T? (X, x0,v),

has no solution (w,r) € Z x R,.

Proof From Proposition 2.1 (ii) and (iv), it follows that

(5 orer ()

1 ° . ! r
= Fw) Lf? (w05 w) = si(F} g (w0), w)] + Fiwo) [£° (203 v) — 8iFY' (203 0)]
- Fi(laco) [f5 (@o;w) + 0 (wo;v) — si((F] o (w0) , w) + 7F] (203 v))] .

Due to F;(zg) > 0 for all ¢ € I, it ensures that

(£) @owrer(£) @) < (<
= [ (@osw) + 17 (xo3v) = si(F] g (x0) w + rF]’ (0;v)) < (£)0.
Therefore, the system (13) is equivalent to
({7—1) (xo;w) +r (%) (xo;v) <0,Viel,
(£) @ow) +r(£) (@oiv)<0,3i€l, (14)

Consequently, invoking Lemma 2.3 by the similar proof presented in [26, Lemma 4.1], one
can obtain that the system (14) has no solution (w,r) € Z x R. This completes the proof.

We now derive the second-order strong KKT necessary conditions for a Borwein-type
proper efficient solution of NMFP with the help of GSOARC.

Theorem 3.1 [Primal condition] Let xg € U be a Borwein-properly efficient solution of
NMFP and s = (s1,52,...,5p) be defined as that in Lemma 2.1. Let Assumption 3.1 be
fulfilled. If GSOARC holds at xq in the direction v € D(xg), then for any r > 0, the system

12 (zo;w) +7f2° (mo, = si({F} ¢ (z0) ,w) +1F] (z0;v)) <0, Vi € I,

[ (wosw) + 1 f2° (wo;0) — si((Ff g (w0) ,w) +rF]'(w0;v)) <0, Ji € I, (15)
('T ) + rg;o ( 05 ) <0,Vje ('TO’U)a
zo;w) + rhy° (xo;v) =0, Vk € K,

is incompatible in w € Z.

Proof From Lemma 3.1, it follows that there is no (w,r) € Z xR, such that the system (13)
is consistent. Since GSOARC holds at ¢ in the direction v, combining (10) with Definition
3.2, for all » > 0, the system (15) does not have a solution w € Z. The proof is completed.
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Theorem 3.2 [Dual condition] Let zy € U be a Borwein properly efficient solution of
NMFP and s = (s1,82,...,8p) be defined as stated in Lemma 2.1. Let Assumption 3.1 be
fulfilled and functions f; (i € I), g; (j € J) and hi (k € K) be Géteauz differentiable at xo.
Assume that GSOARC holds at xo in the direction v € D(xq). Then, there exist X\ € RY
weERY and v € R! such that

l

P m
D Nilfla(wo) = siF ¢(20) + Y 1ig)6(x0) + Y vl ¢ (wo) =0, (16)
i=1 j=1 k=1

p l

Z)\i(fioo(aco;v) "(zo;v +Zujg] Zo3 v +Zukhzo($o;v) >0, (17)
i=1
wigi(zo) =0, 5=1,2,...,m (18)

and ujg;-ﬁc(xo)v =0,j=12,...,m. (19)

Proof From Theorem 3.1, it follows that there is no (w,r) € Z x R such that

(fi g(@0) — s8iF] g(x0),w) +7(f7°(x0,v) — siF' (20,v)) <0, Vi € I,

(fig(x0) = 8iF] g(wo), w) + 7(f°(x05v) — siF' (z0;v)) <0, Fi € 1,

(¢, (o), w) +71g5°(x0;v) <0, V5 € J(x0,v), (20)
<h;c,G($0)vw> +rhp°(zo;v) =0, Vk € K,

—r <0

Let J(xo,v) = {j1,72,---,Jt}- We consider the following matrices:

f{,G(%) - SlFl/,G(:C()) P (xo3v) — s1F (zosv)
B fa.c(@0) — 82 5 (x0) 5% (z05v) — 825 (o5 v)
fha(@o) = spF) o(xo)  f5°(w0;0) — spFy (205 0)
LA °° (203 v oo
zg_l’chog ﬁ&gxo_vg h1,c(20) h$°(xo;v)
. J27Gj 0 2 .0’ D Ry (o) h$°(xo;v)
= . . an = .
/ 00 X . :
gjt#G(OzO) g]t_(ic(),v) hi (o) hi®(zo;v)

Then, note that the system (20) is inconsistent in (w,r) € Z x R if and only if
(B, (w,r)) <0, (C,(w,r)) £0, (D, (w,r)) =0

has no solution (w,r) € Z x R. This together with [34, Theorem 3.24] yield that there exist
NeRE , puj >0,j € J(wo,v), v € RN and po > 0 such that

p
D i a(wo) = siF g (0)) +ZM;93G ) Zykh]G ) =0,
=1

j=1

and Z)\ an an + Z,ujg] Zos U + Zl/khzo(l'o;’()) = Mo > 0.

Consequently, we get (16)—(19) by picking up u; = 0 when j ¢ J(zo,v). The proof is
completed.



14 Jiawei Chen et al.

Remark 3.2 Theorem 3.2 presents a second-order strong KKT necessary conditions, which
contains some new information on multipliers (19) at a Borwein properly efficient solution of
the problem (1). From the proof of Theorem 3.2, we get a first-order strong KKT condition
(16) at a Borwein properly efficient solution. As indicated in Remark 3.1, when v = 0,
GSOARC reduces to (12). In this case, while (17) is trivial, (16) and (18) remain satisfied.

Remark 8.3 (i) If for each i € I,j € J,k € K, f; and g; are continuously Fréchet differen-
tiable at z9 € U and Fj(z) = 1 and hi(z) =0 for all z € U, and f;'(x0,v) and g7 (w0, v)
exist for all i € I, j € J(zg,v), then Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 in [26] can be deduced
by Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2, respectively.

(ii) If for each i € I,j € J, k € K, fi,g; and hy are continuously Fréchet differentiable at
zg € U and Fi(x) = 1 for all x € U, and f/'(x0,v), hj(z0,v) and g7 (wo,v) exist for
all i € I,j € J(xp,v), then Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 in [39] can be recovered by
Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2, respectively.

Corollary 3.1 Let xp be a Borwein properly efficient solution of NMFP and s = (s1,
S2, ..., Sp) be defined as that in Lemma 2.1. Let Assumption 3.1 be fulfilled and functions
fitel), g;(j €J) and hy (k € K) be Giteauz differentiable at xo. If (12) holds at xo,
then there exist vectors X € R, p € RT and v € R' such that (16) and (18) hold.

K2

_ ’
Remark 3.4 It is worth noting that A;(f] o(w0) — siF} 5(x0)) is identical to \; (f;—) - (x0) by
choosing \; = % according to Proposition 2.1. Analogously, A;(f2°(xo;v) — si F}'(zo;v))
is identical to \; (%) (xo;0).

Since GSOGRC is weaker than GSOARC, a natural question is whether the results pre-

sented in Theorem 3.2 hold under the GSOGRC assumption. The answer is not affirmative,
as evident from the following Example 3.1.

Ezxample 3.1 Let p = m = 2 and [ = 1. Consider the NMFP problem where the functions
fis iy gj, hi : R3 — R are as follows:

fi(x) = =3z + 29, fa(x) = 221 — 32, Fi(z) = Fa(x) = 14 21 + 2,

g1(x) = —x1, g2(x) = —x2 and h(x) = z129.
The feasible set for this problem is
X = {(.Tl,l'g,wg) c Rg cx1 20,29 20,2129 = 0} .

Clearly, g = 0 is a Borwein properly efficient solution for NMFP since

r((£)0+8 (L) @) n(-72) = 0.

By directly calculation, we obtain T'(X, z¢) = X, s = (0,0),

C(Q,z0) = {(vi,v2,v3) €R® 1 w1 > 0,01 <y <601},

D(x9) = T(X,20) N C(Q,20) = {(v1,v2,v3) € R® 1 01 = vz = 0},
and for arbitrary v € D(x¢),

TQ(X,xO,v):{(w,S) ER*xR:weT(X,20),s>0}

and C? (Q, zo,v) :{(w,s) eR3 XR:wEC(Q,xO),SZO}.
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It can be seen that GSOARC (10) is not satisfied and GSOGRC (11) is satisfied at xo. We
point out that the conclusion derived in Theorem 3.2 is not true for this example. Indeed,
because if there exist Ay > 0, A2 > 0, 1 > 0, pz > 0 and v € R such that (16) is fulfilled,
ie.,

M (Vi1 (zo) — s1VFi(x0)) + A2 (V f2 (m0) — 52V Fa(0))
+ 11V (z0) + p2Vg2 (x0) + vVh (x0) = 0,

then A = —%(S,ul + 2u2) < 0 and \g = —%(ul + 3uz2) < 0, which are contradictory to
A1 > 0 and Ag > 0. Therefore, Theorem 3.2 is not true under the GSOGRC assumption.

4 Second-order KKT sufficient optimality conditions for NMFP

This section studies second-order sufficient optimality conditions for NMFP under second-
order generalized convexity assumptions. To start with, we introduce some notions of second-
order generalized convexity.

Definition 4.1 Let 2o € X C U. A locally Lipschitz continuous function ¥ : U — R is said
to be

(i) second-order convex at zy with respect to X if for any z € X there exist v € Z \ {0}
and w € Z \ {0} such that

9(z) — 0 (o) = 9° (xo; w) + 39°° (w03 0) ,

(ii) second-order pseudoconvexr at xy with respect to X if for any € X there exist
ve Z\{0} and w € Z\ {0} such that

9° (zo; w) + %1900 (xo;v) >0 = Y (x) >V (x0),

(iii) second-order quasiconver at xy with respect to X if for any x € X there exist v € Z\{0}
and w € Z \ {0} such that

0 (x) <9 (20) = 9° (z0;w) + 59°° (20;v) <0,

(iv) second-order infine at xo with respect to X if for any z € X there exist v € Z \ {0}
and w € Z \ {0} such that

9 (2) = 9 (w0) = 9° (o w) + 20°° (w03 v)

Remark 4.1 Tt is noteworthy that if a function ¢ is second-order infine at zy with respect to
X, then ¥ is second-order convex at zy with respect to X. The second-order convexity of ¢
at xo with respect to X implies the second-order pseudoconvexity and second-order quasi-
convexity of ¥ at g with respect to X. Besides, if ¥ : U — R is locally Lipschitz continuous
and Gateaux differentiable at zg, and w = v = ¢ — x in Definition 4.1(i)(ii)(iii), then the
second-order convexity, second-order pseudoconvexity and second-order quasiconvexity of
¥ at xg with respect to X reduce to the corresponding second-order convexity of ¥ at xg
introduced in [40, Definition 4.1].

Example 4.1 (i) Consider the function ¥(z) = 22, x € R, and x¢ = 0. By direct calculation,
we get 9°(0;w) = VI(0)w = 0 for all w € R, and 9°°(0;v) = VZI(0)v? = 20% > 0.
Letting v = x — 9 = x, one has

I(x) — I(wo) = V°(wo; w) + $9°° (203 v).

Therefore, 1 is second-order infine at xy with respect to R. In addition, from Remark
4.1, it is obvious that ¢ is also second-order convex (pseudoconvex and quasiconvex) at
xo with respect to R.
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(ii) Consider the function ¥(z) = |x| and 2o = 0. By direct calculation, we get ¥°(0; w) = |w|,
and 9°°(0;v) = 0 for all v € R. Hence, for any « # 0, letting w := . — zy = z, we get
9°(zo; w) + $9°°(zo;v) = |z| > 0 for all v € R. So, ¥ is second-order pseudoconvex at
xo with respect to R.

Definition 4.2 A function f := (f1, fo,..., fp)T : U — RP is called second-order convex
(respectively, pseudoconvex, quasiconvex, and infine) at zp with respect to X if its compo-
nents f;, i € I are second-order convex (respectively, pseudoconvex, quasiconvex, and infine)
at o with respect to X and common v € Z and w € Z.

By direct calculation, one easily gets the following results.

Proposition 4.1 Let fi; and fo be two real-valued locally Lipschitz functions on U with fo
being positive, and xo € X C U. Suppose that for each x € U, both fy o(x) and f3 (x;v)
exist. Then,

(i) for each B >0, Bf1 is second-order convex (pseudoconvezx, quasiconvez, or infine) at o
with respect to X if so is fi1;

(ii) f1+ fo is second-order convex (infine) at xo with respect to X if so are f1 and fo with
a common v € Z and w € Z.

For simplicity, we take the following assumption to derive second-order sufficient opti-
mality conditions.

Assumption 4.1 All the functions involved in NMFP exhibit a form of second-order
convezity in the sense of Definition 4.2 with a common v € D(zg) and w € Z.

Next, we present second-order sufficient optimality conditions for NMFP.

Theorem 4.1 Let xg € X, s = % and let f — s F and g be second-order conver at xg

with respect to X, h be second-order infine at xo with respect to X and Assumptions 3.1 and
4.1 hold. Assume that there exist \ € RE |, p € R and v € R! such that for all v € D(x¢)
and w € Z,

m l
A (fo(wo;w) — (s % F&(xo), w)) + Z,ujg;(aco;w) + ZthZ(JCo;w) =0, (21)
j=1 k=1
m l
AT(Fo0(wosv) — s % F" (w03 0)) + Y 1ig5° (wo; v) + Y vkhg®(wo;v) > 0 (22)
j=1 k=1

and Zujgj (z9) = 0. (23)

j=1
Then, xq is a Pareto efficient solution of NMFP.

Proof From Lemma 2.1, it suffices to prove that xy is a Pareto efficient solution of the
problem (3). On the contrary, if z( is not a Pareto efficient solution of the problem (3), then
there exists € X for which

(f =5 F)(Z) < (f — s F)(x0)- (24)
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Due to Z,zo € X and A € RE | (23) and (24) yield that
m l
MN(f —s%F)(z0) + Zujgj (xo) + Z vehy (o)
j=1 k=1
m l
SA(f=sxF) (@) + > pig; (@) + Y vihi (2)
j=1 k=1
Note that f — s F and g are second-order convex at xg with respect to X, and h is second-

order infine at z¢ with respect to X . Using Proposition 2.1, Assumption 4.1 yields that there
exist v € D(z9) and w € Z such that

m l
)\T(f —s* F)(T) + Z/ngj(i') + Z Viehi(Z)
j=1 k=
m l
> N (f —sx F)(zo) + Z/L]’gj(l'o) + Z vihi (o)
j=1 k=1

1
+ AT (f = 5% F)°(z0;w —I—Zujgj ZTo; W ZukhZ(xo;w

m l
+ %)\T(f S * F oo .’L‘07 Z %M]g] To;V + Z %thk To;V

k=1
!
AT s D)) S mygs(e) 3 i)
j=1 k=1
!
+ AT (f°(zo;w) — (s % Ff(20), +Z,ujg] ZTo;w ZthZ(iﬁo;w)

+5 [ AT (wo;0) — 5% F" (w030 JrZMggJ To;v JFZthk To3 v

(21)&(22) m
> /\T(f*S*F)(zo)+Zﬂj9j(zo)+21/khk(zo), (26)
j=1 k=1

which is contradictory to (25). Therefore, xg is a Pareto efficient solution of the problem
(3), and hence the proof is completed.

Remark 4.2 From the proof of Theorem 4.1, we see that if A\ € R is replaced by X €
R% \ {0} and the inequality (>) in (22) is replaced by the strict inequality (>), then zg is
a weak efficient solution of NMFP under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 4.2 Let xg € X and s = F(I . Assume that there exist A € RE __, € R} and

v € R such that (21)—(23) hold. If \T (f — s x F) is second-order pseudoconvex at xo with
respect to X, ' g is second-order quasiconvex at xo with respect to X, h is second-order

infine at xo with respect to X and Assumptions 3.1 and 4.1 hold, then xq is a Pareto efficient
solution of NMFP.
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Proof Consider the functions ¢(z) := AT (f — s * F)(z) and ¥ (x) := pu'g(x) for z € X.
Then, we have
P(x) < P(xg) <0 and h(z) = h(zg) =0, Va € X.

Since " g is second-order quasiconvex at xo with respect to X and h is second-order infine
at zo with respect to X, Assumptions 4.1 yields that for any x € X, there exist v € D(x)
and w € Z such that

¥ (o3 w) + 59°° (w05 v) <0, hg(xo;w) + 3hi (zo;v) =0, k € K.
Moreover, we have

l

m m l
Zujg;(xo;w)Jr%Zujgﬁo(zo;v) <0 and ZykhZ(xo;w)nL %Zukhzo(zo;v) =0.
j=1 j=1 k=1 k=1

From (21) and (22), we deduce that
AT (f2(x0sw) — (s % Fgy(w0), w) + 5AT (£°° (w03 v) — s % F"(z05)) > 0,

ie., ¢°(zo;w)+ 2¢°°(zo;v) > 0. Since ¢(x) is second-order pseudoconvex at o with respect
to X, we have ¢(x) > ¢(x¢) for all x € X, and so

AT(f — 5% F)(a) > AT(f — 5% F)(zo), Va € X. (27)
Due to A € RE | (27) implies that

(f — s % F)(ao) = (f — s x F)(x) ¢ B\ {0}, Vr € X.

It, therefore, follows from Definition 2.1 that xg is a Pareto efficient solution of the prob-
lem (3), and hence it is a Pareto efficient solution of NMFP by Lemma 2.1. The proof is
completed.

In the following, we exemplify Theorem 4.2.

Ezxample 4.2 Let p =m = 2 and | = 1. Consider the NMFP problem, where the functions
fis Fi, g5, hi: R? — R are defined by

fil@) = 32t + 5 + 623, fo(w) = —223, Fi(z) = Fy(z) = 2] + 23 +1,

g1(x) := —22, go() := —x9 and h(x) := 5.
The feasible set for the problem is X = {(zl, r9) ER? 12y = 0,29 > 0}, and for zg = (0,0),
we get s = (0,0) and D(xg) = X. Take \y =1, da = 2, 3 = 1, us = 0 and v = —2. For
each x = (x1,72) € X, there exist v = z € D(zo) and w = (1,1) such that AT (f — s x F)
is second-order convex (and pseudoconvex) at xo with respect to X, u'g is second-order
quasiconvex at xg with respect to X, and h is second-order infine at zy with respect to X.
In addition, for any v € D(zg), we have (21)—(23). Observe that for any = € X,

flxo)  fla) _ (_3x§+5z%+6z§ 223 )T _ ( 6z3 23 )r B\ (o),

F(zo) F(x) ?+as+1 2?4341 R

It thus implies that x( is a Pareto efficient solution of NMFP.

Remark 4.3 From the proof of Theorem 4.2, specifically beginning with (27), we can con-
clude that if A € RY | is replaced by A € R% \ {0} in Theorem 4.2, then xy is a weak efficient
solution of NMFP under the assumptions of Theorem 4.2.
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5 Second-order duality

In this section, we study Mond-Weir-type second-order duality of NMFP. Duality results
between NMFP and its second-order dual problem are established under the generalized
second-order convexity assumptions. A Mond- Weir-type second-order dual problem (MWSD)
of NMFP is formulated as follows:

s (L)

m l
st AT(fa(w) — s+ Fs @) + 3 pighe() + 3 vihhc(w) =0,
j=1 k=1

l

AT(fo°(usv) — 5% F” (u;0)) + Zujg;’o(u; v) + Z vhy®(u;v) >0, Yo € D(u),
j=1 k=1

m l P
Z/ngj(u)+zykhk(u) >0, Z)‘izl’
j=1 k=1 i=1

(u, \y o v) € U x RE | x R x R,

(28)
where s = % A vector (u, A, i, v) satisfying all the constraints of MWSD is said to be a
feasible solution of MWSD. The set of feasible solutions of MWSD is denoted by Fjs.

Throughout this section, we always assume Assumption 5.1 hold.

Assumption 5.1 (i) fi, Fi(i € I), g; (j € J) and hy (k € K) are all locally Lipschitz
continuous, Gateaux differentiable and regular in the sense of Clarke on U with
Gdteauz derivative f] o, F| g, g ¢ and hj, g, respectively;

(ii) Forie I,j € J k€ K, f°(u;v), g5°(u;v), h®(usv) and F)'(u,v) are all finite at
each u € U for all directions v € Z.

We first give the weak duality between NMFP and MWSD.

Theorem 5.1 [Weak duality] Let x € X and (u, A, p,v) € Far. Assume that f —s* F and
g are second-order conver at u with respect to U, h is second-order infine at u with respect
to U and Assumption 4.1 holds. Then,

(£) @2 (1) w

Proof Suppose to the contrary that

(£)@=(£)w (29)

Taking into account that F(z) € RE  for all z € X, (29) implies that

(%) (2) - (%) (u) € ~R%\ {0} <= f(z) — s % F(z) € ~R% \ {0}

— f(z) —s* F(x) < f(u) — s* F(u).
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This together with A € R” | yields that
M(f—s*xF)(x) < AT (f —s% F)(u). (30)
Since z € X and (u, A\, u,v) € Far, we have g(z) £ 0, h(xz) = 0 and

m 1
Z 1595 (u) + Z vihy(u) > 0.
j=1 k=1

Combining with (30), we have

m l
M (f —s% F)(z) + Z,ujgj(x) + Z vihi ()
j=1 . k=1 | (31)
<N = sx F)(u) + Y pig; (w) + Y vihi(u).
j=1 k=1

By the similar arguments as that in deriving (26) in Theorem 4.1, we get

P

m l
Z ANi(fi = sily) () + Zujgj(z) + Z vehi(z)
=1 k=1

i=1
p m l

> Z Ai(fi = siFi)(u) + Zﬂjgj(u) + Z vy (w),
i=1 =1 k=1

which is a contradictory to (31). Hence, the result follows. The proof is completed.

Theorem 5.2 [Strong duality] Let 2o € X be a Borwein-properly efficient solution of
NMFP. Assume that all conditions of Theorem 3.2 are satisfied. Then, there exist X € R’_OH_,
B ERY and v € R! such that (zo, \, fi, 7) € Far. Furthermore, if all conditions of Theorem
5.1 hold, then (zo, \, i, 7) is a Pareto efficient solution of MWSD.

Proof From Theorem 3.2 it follows that there exists (), i, ) € RE . x RY x R’ satisfies
(16)-(18). Due to h(xg) = 0, (18) yields that

l

Z ,L_ngj(xo) + Z Ijkhk(xo) =0.

k=1

With no loss of generality, we can assume that » &, X\i = 1 since one can pick up Xi =
P/\—ii- due to X € R?H. Consequently, one has (xo,j\,ﬁ,f/) € Fpy. By Theorem 5.1, we

i=1 "7

obtain
(%) (20) £ <§) (), ¥ (u, A 1, v) € Far.

It, therefore, implies that (xo, A, u, V) is a Pareto efficient solution of MWSD. The proof is
completed.

Theorem 5.3 [Converse duality] Let (u, A\, u,v) € Fuar be a Pareto efficient solution of
MWSD with u € X. Assume that X' (f — s * F) is second-order pseudoconver at u with
respect to U, ' g is second-order quasiconvez at u with respect to U, h is second-order infine
at u with respect to U and Assumption 4.1 holds. Then u is a Pareto efficient solution of
NMFP.
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Proof If possible, suppose that u is not a Pareto efficient solution of NMFP. Then, there

exists T € X for which
(£)@=(f)w
Therefore, f(z) —s*x F(T) < 0= f(u) — s * F(u), and

M (f@) = s+ F(@) <\ (f(u) —s* F(u)). (32)

Due to (u, A\, g, v) € Far, (28) results in
Do Aillfie (), w) = silF g (u),w) + Y pilg)q (u),w)
; =

+ Y vilhi e (W), w) + 3 Z Ai(f7° (w5 0) = siF' (u; ) (33)

j=1 k 1
and ' g(u) + v h(u) > 0. This together with v € X yields that
W g(u) = 0> T g(x), h(u) = h(z) = 0, Va € X. (34)

Since i ' g is second-order quasiconvex at u with respect to U, h is second-order infine at u
with respect to U, it follows from Proposition 4.1 and Assumption 4.1 that for any = € U,
there exist v € D(u) and w € Z such that

Zug 9 (u QZuggj u;v) <0 (35)

l
and Z vi(h.q ( +5 Zykhk u;v) = v h(z) — v h(u) = 0. (36)
k=1
Summing (33), (35) and (36), it yields that
P
D Nillfie (W), w) = si(Flg (u),w) + 5 > Ni(f7 =51 (usv)) > 0.
i=1 i=1
By the second-order pseudoconvexity of AT (f — s * F') at u with respect to U, one has
M (f=sxF)x) >\ (f —sx F)(u), Yz € U\ {u},
which contradicts (32). Hence, the result follows. The proof is completed.

Remark 5.1 If X € RY __ is replaced by A € RY \ {0} in MWSD, then we can conclude the
strong duality and converse duality between the weak efficient solutions of NMFP and that
of MWSD.
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6 Conclusions

We have presented chain rules of quotient functions involving locally Lipschitz functions in
terms of first and second-order directional derivatives, which improves that of [20,26,39].
A new second-order Abadie-type regular condition has been introduced in terms of Clarke
directional derivative and Pales-Zeidan second-order directional derivative, which is different
from the second-order Abadie-type regular conditions in [26,33]. Second-order strong KKT
conditions for a Borwein-properly efficient solution of NMFP have been established. Based
on s-MFP, second-order sufficient optimality conditions for a Pareto efficient solution of
NMFP have been obtained under some generalized second-order convexity assumptions.
Finally, we have proposed a Mond-Weir-type second-order dual problem of NMFP and
obtained the weak, strong and converse duality results between NMFP and its second-order
dual problem.

In the lines of the derived results, one can study Schaible-type second-order dual problem
[22] of NMFP, and also can attempt to design algorithms of NMFP via s-MFP. The obtained
results in this paper can further be extended by using Dini Hadamard-type second-order
generalized directional derivatives. It is also interesting to extend the results presented in
this paper to the vector case when Ri is replaced by a general closed convex cone.
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