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Abstract: In this paper, we are concerned with optimality conditions and duality results for nondifferentiable multi-
objective fractional programming problems. Parametric necessary optimality conditions are established for such vector
optimization problems in which each component of the involved functions is locally Lipschitz. Further, under the intro-
duced concept of nondifferentiable (b, ¥, ®, p)-univexity, the parametric sufficient optimality conditions are established
for a new class of nonconvex multiobjective fractional programming problems. Furthermore, for the considered multi-
objective fractional programming problem, its parametric vector dual problem in the sense of Schaible is defined. Then

several duality theorems are also established under (b, ¥, @, p)-univexity hypotheses.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, multiobjective fractional programming problems have received much attention by many authors
due to the fact that in many operations research problems the objective functions are quotients of two functions.
Therefore, many authors established necessary optimality conditions and employed the conditions to search for
optimal solutions as well as duality theorems for such vector optimization problems in the recent past (see,
for example, [1, 2, 5, 6, 8-10, 12, 16, 18, 20-22, 25-31, 33, 35, 37-40, 42-44]). This is a consequence of the
fact that multiobjective fractional programming problems have been applied in various fields in different types
of objective functions with different constraints including portfolio selection, stock cutting, game theory, and
numerous decision problems in management science.

Recently, optimality conditions and duality for nonsmooth multiobjective fractional programs have been
studied under various kinds of generalized convexity notions. In [27], Liu established the Kuhn—Tucker necessary
and sufficient optimality conditions for an efficient optimum of multiobjective fractional programming problems
containing (F, p)-convex functions and duality results for the defined Bector-type dual problem. Kuk et al. [21]
established generalized Karush—Kuhn—Tucker necessary and sufficient optimality conditions and derived duality
theorems for nonsmooth multiobjective fractional programming problems containing V- p-invex functions. In
[37], Soleimani-damaneh, using the properties of limiting subdifferential vectors and a separation theorem in

convex analysis, derived some necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for the considered nonsmooth frac-
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tional multiple objective problems. In [20], under the introduced concept of a nearly invex function for locally
Lipschitz vector-valued functions, Kim et al. derived generalized sufficient optimality conditions and proved
weak and strong duality theorems for the multiobjective fractional optimization problem involving nearly in-
vex functions. Kim [18] introduced the concept of generalized invexity for a fractional function and then he
proved the sufficient optimality conditions and several duality results for the considered nonsmooth multiobjec-
tive fractional programming problems involving locally Lipschitz functions. Under the introduced generalized
(F,0, p,d)-convexity notion, Liu and Feng [28] derived optimality conditions and duality results for a class of
nonsmooth multiobjective fractional programming problems. In [33], Nobakhtian considered nonsmooth mul-
tiobjective fractional programming problems with mixed constraints and established the optimality conditions
and several mixed duality results under various generalized invexity assumptions. Mishra and Upadhyay [30] es-
tablished necessary and sufficient conditions for a feasible solution to be efficient in a nonsmooth multiobjective
fractional programming problem involving n-pseudolinear functions. They also showed the equivalence between
efficiency and proper efficiency under certain boundedness condition and proved various duality results for the
corresponding Mond—Weir subgradient type dual problem also under 7-pseudolinearity hypotheses. Lai and
Ho [22] studied a subdifferentiable multiobjective fractional programming and established sufficient optimality
conditions and parametric duality results under exponential V -r-invexity hypotheses. For a bibliography of
fractional programming, see Stancu-Minasian [38].

In the paper, we shall establish parametric necessary optimality conditions for the considered nonsmooth
multiobjective fractional programming problem with both inequality and equality constraints in which each
component of the involved functions is a locally Lipschitz function. Further, we introduce a new concept of
generalized convexity, that is, the definition of nondifferentiable (b, ¥, ®, p)-univexity, which contains many
concepts of generalized convexity previously defined in the literature. Then we prove parametric sufficient
optimality conditions for a new class of multiobjective fractional programming problems in which the involved
functions are (b, ¥, ®, p)-univex (not necessarily with respect to the same b, ¥ and b). Furthermore, for
the considered nonsmooth multiobjective fractional programming problem, we also define its parametric vector
dual problem in the sense of Schaible. Then, also under nondifferentiable (b, ¥, ®, p)-univexity hypotheses, we
prove several duality results between the primal nonsmooth multiobjective fractional programming problem and
its parametric Schaible dual problem. In particular, it does not seem that the optimality and duality results
have been established previously in the literature for such a large class of nonconvex multiobjective fractional

problems with locally Lipschitz functions.

2. Preliminaries
In this section, we provide some definitions and some results that we shall use in the sequel.

The following convention for equalities and inequalities will be used in the paper.

For any vectors = = (z1, %2, ... 2y) ", y = (y1,72, ...,yn)T in R™, we define:
(i) =y ifand only if z; = y; for all i =1,2,...,n;
(ii) « >y if and only if a; > y; forall i =1,2,...,n;
(iii) « 2y if and only if x; = y; for all i =1,2,....n;

(iv) z >y ifand only if x 2 y and = # y.
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Throughout this section, X is a nonempty subset of R" and wu is an arbitrary given point of X.
A function f: R™ — R is locally Lipschitz at a point u € R™ if there exist scalars K > 0 and € > 0
such that the following inequality |f (y) — f(2)| < K |ly — 2| holds for all y, z € u+eB, where B signifies the

open unit ball in R™, so that u + B is the open ball of radius ¢ about w.

Definition 1 [13] The Clarke generalized directional derivative of a locally Lipschitz function f: X — R at
u € X in the direction v € R"™, denoted f° (u;v), is given by

FO(us ) = limsup? Y0 = FW)

y—u 0
6.0

Definition 2 [13] The Clarke generalized gradient of a locally Lipschitz function f: X — R at u € X, denoted
Of (u), is defined as follows:

of (u) = {f € R": fO%u;v) 2 (€,0) forallve R”}.

Lemma 3 [13] Let f: X — R be a locally Lipschitz function on X and let u be an arbitrary point of X and
A€ R. Then
O(Af) (u) = A0f (u).

Proposition 4 [15] Let f; : X — R, i =1,..., k, be locally Lipschitz functions on X and let v be an arbitrary
point of X . Then

k k
0 (Z ﬁ) (w) C Y 0fi (u).

i=1
Equality holds in the above relation if all but at most one of the functions f; are strictly differentiable at w.

Corollary 5 [13] For any scalars X\;, one has

k k
d <Z m—) (w) © Y Xdfi (u),
i=1 i=1
and equality holds if all but at most one of the f; are strictly differentiable at w.
Definition 6 [7] A function f: R™ — R is said to be superlinear on R if
i) fle+y) 2 f(@)+ f(y), Yo,y R",
i) f(Ax)=Af(z), Ve e R", VAER, A=0.

We now introduce a new concept of generalized convexity, that is, we give the definition of a nondiffer-
entiable vector-valued (b, ¥, ®, p)-univex function. The introduced concept of a nondifferentiable (b, ¥, ®, p)-
univexity in the vectorial case generalizes the definition of an univex function given by Bector et al. [7] for a
differentiable scalar optimization problem and the definition of a nondifferentiable (®, p)-invex vector-valued

function introduced by Antczak [3].
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Definition 7 Let f : R® — RP be a vector-valued function such that each its component f;, i = 1,..,p,
be a locally Lipschitz function, and T € R™ be given. If there exist functions ¥ = (¥q,...,¥,) : R — RP,
b= (b1,....bp) : R"xR" - R, ®: R" X R"xR"x R — R, and p = (p1,...,pp) € RP such that, for all
x € R™, ®(z,T;(+,-)) is conver, ®(x,T;(0,a)) 20 for all a € Ry, such that the inequalities

bi(z,7)V(fi(x) — fi(@)) 2 @ (2,75 (&, pi)) (>),0=1,.,p, (1)

hold for any & € 0fi(T) and all x € R"™, (x # T ), then f is said to be (strictly) (b, U, ®,p)-univex at T on
R™. If inequalities (1) is satisfied at each T € R™, then [ is said to be (strictly) (b, U, ®, p)-univexr on R™. If
inequalities (1) is satisfied for all T € X, where X is a nonempty set of R™, then f is said to be (strictly)
(b, ¥, ®, p)-univex at T € X on X. Each function f;, i =1,..,p, satisfying (1) is said to be locally Lipschitz
(strictly) (bi, U;, @, p;) -univex at T on R™.

Remark 8 Note that the definition of a nondifferentiable (b, ¥, ®, p)-univezr vector-valued function generalizes
and extends many other generalized convexity notions previously defined in the literature. Indeed, from Definition

7, there are the following special cases:

i) If ®(z,7,(&,p:i) = EF(x—7), U;(a) = a and b(x,T) = 1 for all z,T € R™, then we obtain the

definition of a (nondifferentiable) convez function.

i) If ®(x,7, (&, pi)) = & (x —T) and ¥, (a) = a, then we obtain the definition of a (nondifferentiable)

b-convex function.

i) If ® (x,Z, (&, pi)) = En(x,T) for a certain mapping n: R x R* — R", ¥, (a) = a and b(z,7) = 1
for all x,T € R™, then we obtain the definition of a (locally Lipschitz) invex function (with respect to the
function n) (see Reiland [36] in a nonsmooth scalar case and Kim and Schaible [19] and Lee [23] in the

vectorial case).

i) If ® (2,7, (&, p;)) = &X' (z,%) for a certain mapping n : R™x R™ — R™, then the definition of (b, ¥, ®, p) -
univezity reduces to the definition of a (locally Lipschitz) univex function (with respect to the function n)

(see Bector et al. [7] in a differentiable scalar case).

v) If ® (2,7, (&, p:)) = En(2,7), ¥ (a) = a, and n: R* x R* — R", then we obtain the definition of a
nondifferentiable b-invex function (with respect to the function n) (see Li et al. [24]).

vi) If ® (2,7, (&,p:) = EF (x —T) + pi |z —Z|*, Vi(a) = a and b(x,%) = 1 for all 2,7 € R™, then
(b, ¥, ®, p) -univexity reduces to the definition of a nonsmooth p-convex function defined by Vial [{1] in

the scalar case (see also Zalmai [43] in a nondifferentiable case).

vii) If © (2,7, (&, p5)) = 0 (2, ) + pi 10 (2, 7)|°, V;(a) = a and b(z,7) = 1 for all 2, T € R, n :
R"xR*— R"™, 6: R"x R* — R", 0(x,T) # 0, whenever x # T, then (b, V;, ®, p) -univexity reduces to
the definition of a nonsmooth p-invex function (with respect to n and 6 ), in the scalar case introduced by
Jeyakumar [17] (see also Craven [14], Ahmad [1], and Suneja and Lalitha [40] in the vectorial case).
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viii) If ® (x,7, (&, p:)) = EXn (2, 7) + pi ||z ffH2 forall x, 7 € R™, n: R" x R™ — R™, then the definition of
a (b, U, ®, p)-univex function reduces to the definition of a nonsmooth p-univer function (with respect to
n and 0) (see, for example, Mishra [29]).

iz) If ®(x,%,(&,p:1) = F(x,T,&), where F(x,T,-) is a sublinear functional on R™, U, (a) = a and
b(x,T) =1 for all x,T € R™, then the definition of (b,V,®, p)-univexity reduces to the definition of

F -convezity introduced by Hanson and Mond [15] in the scalar case.

z) If ® (2,7, (&, pi)) = F (2,7,&) + pid® (x,T), where F (z,7,-) is a sublinear functional on R", ¥, (a) = a
and b(x,T) =1 for all x,T € R"™, then the definition of (b, ¥, ®, p)-univexity reduces to the definition of
(F, p) -convexity considered by Mukherjee and Rao [32] in a scalar case, and Liu [27] and Craven [14] in

the vectorial case.

zi) If @ (2,7, (&, pi)) = a(2,T) EFn (z,T), where n: R* x R* — R", a: R" x R* — R \{0}, a(z,T) =
ﬁ, U, (a) = a, then (b, ¥, ®, p)-univerity reduces to the definition of a nonsmooth a-invex function

(with respect to n ) introduced by Mishra et al. [31].

zii) If ® (2,7, (&, pi)) = a(2,T) En (2, ), where n: R* x R* — R", a: R" x R* — R, \{0}, a(z,T) =
ﬁ , then (b, ¥, ®, p) -univexity reduces to the definition of a nonsmooth a-univex function (with respect

to n and 6 ) introduced by Jayswal et al. [16].

ziii) If ® (z,7, (&, p:) = F (2,7, &) +pid? (2,7), where F (2,7, ) is a sublinear functional on R™, ¥, (a) = a,
and d: XXX — R, then (b, U, ®, p) -univexity notion reduces to (b, F, p) -convexity, in the smooth vectorial
case introduced by Pandian [34].

ziv) If U;(a) = a and b(x,Z) = 1 for all z,T € R™, then we obtain the definition of a locally Lipschitz
(P, p) -invex function (see Antczak and Stasiak [4] in a scalar case, and Antczak [3] in a nondifferentiable

vectorial case).

In the paper, consider the following multiobjective fractional programming problem:

fi(z) fk(:”))

V-minimize ¢(x) := (ql(w) s ()
subject to g;(z) £0, jeJ={1,..m},
hs(x)=0,s€ S =A{1,...,p},

e X,

(MFP)

where f; : X = R, ¢ : X - R, iel={1,..,k}, 95 : X 2R, jeJ, hy : X - R, s €8, are
locally Lipschitz functions on a nonempty open convex set X C R™ and, moreover, f;(z) = 0, ¢; (x) > 0,
i €I, forall z € X. Let D = {2 €X:g;(x)<0, je€J, hs(z)=0,s€S8, fi(x) 20, ¢; (x) >0,i € I}
(assumed to be nonempty) denote the set of all feasible solutions in the considered nonsmooth multiobjective

fractional programming problem (MFP). We also denote by J(x) the set of active constraints at « € D, that
is, J(z) ={j € J : gj(x) =0}.
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For such multicriterion optimization problems as the considered multiobjective fractional programming
problem (MFP), the optimal solution is defined in terms of a (weak) Pareto solution ((weakly) efficient solution)

in the following sense:

Definition 9 A feasible point T is said to be a weak Pareto solution (weakly efficient solution, weak minimum)
for (MFP) if and only if there exists no x € D such that p(z) < ¢(T).

Definition 10 A feasible point T is said to be a Pareto solution (efficient solution) for (MFP) if and only if
there exists no x € D such that p(x) < ¢(T).

3. Optimality
In this section, for the considered nonsmooth multiobjective fractional programming problem (MFP), we prove
various sufficient optimality conditions under a variety of (b, U, ®, p)-univexity hypotheses.

In order to prove the parametric necessary optimality conditions for the considered multiobjective frac-
tional programming problem (MFP), we use the parametric approach which is based on the method introduced
by Crouzeix et al. [11] for minimax fractional programming problems (see also [6]). Then, for the consid-
ered multiobjective fractional programming problem (MFP), we define the associated parametric nonfractional

multiobjective programming problem in the parameter v as follows:

V-minimize (f1(z) —viq1 (@), ..., fr(x) — vpqr (z))
subject to g;(z) £0, jeJ={1,..m},
hs (z) =0,s€S={1,..,p},
z e X.

For the auxiliary multiobjective programming problem (MP) defined above, the following result is true:

Lemma 11 Let T € D be a weak Pareto solution of the considered multiobjective fractional programming

problem (MFP). Then T is also a weak Pareto solution in the nonfractional multiobjective programming problem
(MP) with T; = ¢;(T), that is, T; = %, iel.

Theorem 12 (Parametric necessary optimality conditions). Let T € D be a weak Pareto solution of the
considered multiobjective fractional programming problem (MFP) with T = ¢(T) and the suitable constraint

qualification (for example, the generalized Slater constraint qualification) be satisfied at T. Then there exist

NERF, e R™, and @ € RP such that

k m p
0€ > N0 (fi(@) — vias(@)) + Y 7;09;(T) + Y w:0hs(T), (2)
i=1 j=1 s=1

1;95(T) =0, j € J, (3)
J— k J—
Azzo,zeI,ZAlzl,ﬁjgo,geJ (4)
i=1
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Proof Let T € D be a weak Pareto solution of the considered multiobjective fractional programming problem
(MFP). Hence, by Lemma 11, T is also a weak Pareto solution of the associated parametric nonfractional
multiobjective programming problem (MP). Further, by Theorem 2.1 [3], there exist Lagrange multipliers
A€ RF, i€ R™ and w € RP such that the above conditions (2)—(4) are fulfilled. This completes the proof of
this theorem. O

The following result follows directly from Theorem 12.

Corollary 13 (Parametric necessary optimality conditions). Let T € D be a weak Pareto solution in the
considered multiobjective fractional programming problem (MFP) with T = ¢(T) and the suitable constraint
qualification (for example, the generalized Slater constraint qualification) be satisfied at T. Then there exist

ANERF, e R™, and @ € RP such that

P

k
ZX (0f:(@) — vi0q;(x +Zﬂ]agj Z (5)

/’ng]( )*O’JEJ (6)
k

i LY XNi=1,7;20,j€J. (7)
=1

Proof Let T € D be a weak Pareto solution in the considered multiobjective fractional programming problem
(MFP). Hence, there exist A € RF, 1 € R™, and @ € RP such that the parametric necessary optimality
conditions (2)—(4) are fulfilled at Z. Therefore, it is sufficient to prove that the condition (5) follows from (2).
Indeed, by Lemma 3 and Proposition 4, it follows that 0 (f;(Z) — v,¢:(%)) C 0fi(T) — 1,0¢;(T), © € I. This

completes the proof of this corollary. O

Theorem 14 Let T € D, © = ¢(T) and the parametric necessary optimality be satisfied at T with Lagrange
multipliers X € RF, i € R™, @ € RP. Further, assume that either one of the following two sets of hypotheses

is satisfied:
A) a) foreach i=1,....k, fi (") —0;q; (*) is (b;, V;, P, p;) -univex at T on D and a < 0= ¥;(a) < 0;
b) for each j € J(T), gj(-) is (by;, Vy,, P, py,)-univer at T on D and a 0= V¥, (a) £ 0;

¢) foreach s € ST(T) :={se€ S:w>0}, hs () is (bhs,\llhs,é,pz)—univex atZ on D and (¥, (0) =0
or a£0= Ty (a) 20);

d) for each s € S™(T) = {s€S:w<0}, —hs() is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p), )-univer at T on D and
(95,(00=0 or a £ 0= ¥y _(a) £0);

koY _ _
€) Dz dipi t+ ZjEJ(E) Hjpg; + Zsesﬂf) WSPZS — D ses- (@) WsPh, = 0.
B) a) foreachi=1,..k, fi(-) is (b;,¥;, D, ps,) -univex at T on D and —q; (-) are (b;, ¥;, ®, p;) -univex

at T on D, ¥, is a superlinear function and a <0 = ¥;(a) < 0;
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b) for each j € J(T), gj(-) is (by;, Vy,, @, py;)-univer at T on D and a = 0= V¥, (a) = 0;

¢) for each s € ST (T), hs () is (bhs,\Ifhs,CI),p;S)—umvex at T on D and (¥, (0) =0 or
a<0= ¥y, (a) £0);

d) for each s € S~ (T), —hs () is (bn,, Vn,, P, p;, )-univer at T on D and (¥ (0) =0 or
a<L0= ¥y, (a) 20);

6) Ez 1 (pr + vlp(h) + Z]GJ(ZL’ /‘}’]qu + ZSES+ (T) wsph ZSES (Z) wsph = 0

Then T is a weak Pareto solution of the considered monsmooth multiobjective fractional programming
problem (MFP).

Proof We now establish this theorem under hypothesis A). Suppose, contrary to the result, that T is not a
weak Pareto optimal solution of the problem (MFP). Then, by Definition 9, there exists € D such that

e (@) <p(@). (8)
Hence, by the definition of ¢ and ¥ = ¢(Z), (8) implies
fl(,xv) vlqz( ) < fl( ) @iqi(f% i€l (9)

By hypothesis a), each function f;(-) —v;¢; (-), ¢ € I, is locally Lipschitz (b;, ¥;, @, p;)-univex at T on D.
Thus, by Definition 7, it follows that the inequalities

bi (Z,7) Y, (fi(®) —0:q:(%) — (fi(T) — 0:q:(T))) 2 (7,7, (&, pi)), P €1, (10)

hold for any & € O (f; —v:q:) (T), ¢ € I, respectively. Hence, by b; (Z,Z) > 0, ¢ € I, and hypothesis a),
inequalities (10) imply, respectively,
@(%757 (&;Pi)) < 07 tel. (11)

Multiplying each inequality (11) by the corresponding Lagrange multiplier \; and then adding both sides of

the resulting inequalities, we get that the inequality

k
Z (Z,7, (&, pi) <0 (12)

holds for any & € 9 (f; —v;q;) (T), i € [. By T € D and T € D, it follows that
9,(x) —g;() =0, j€J(T).
By hypothesis b), the above inequalities yield, respectively,
by, (T,7) Uy, (9,(T) — 9; (@) £0, j€J(T). (13)

Since each function g¢;, j € J (), is locally Lipschitz (bg]., \Ilgj7<I>,pgj)—univex at T on D, by Definition 7, it

follows that the inequalities
by, (2,7) Uy, (9,(@) — 9;(@)) 2 @ (2,7, (G pg,)) » €T (@), (14)
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hold for any (; € dg; (T), j € J (T), respectively. Combining (13) and (14), we get, respectively,
(I)(gaja (Cj,ng)) éoa ]EJ(E) (15)

Multiplying each inequality (15) by the corresponding Lagrange multiplier 7z; = 0, j € J (T), and then adding
both sides of the resulting inequalities, we get that the inequality

Y @ (%7 (¢rpg)) SO (16)

jeJ (@)
holds for any (; € dg; (), j € J (T). Using again the feasibility of Z and Z in the problem (MFP), we have
hs(T) — hs(Z) =0, s € S.
By hypotheses ¢) and d), the above inequalities yield, respectively,

bn, (Z,7) U, (hs(T) — hs(T)) £0, s€ ST (), (17)

bh, (Z,%) Up, (—hs(Z) + hs(z)) =0, s€ 5 (T). (18)

Since each function hs, s € ST (%), is locally Lipschitz (by_, Vs, , P, pl)—univex at T on D and each function

—hs, s € ST (T), is locally Lipschitz (bs,, Vs, ®, p, )-univex at  on D, by Definition 7, it follows that the

following inequalities

bu, (,7) Un, (hs(T) — hs(T)) 2 @ (7,7, (s5,01,)) » s €57 (), (19)
bhs (f,f) \1th (—hs(f) + hs(f)) z ® (%7fa (_Csvp;s)) , S€ S™ (f) (20)

hold for any <5 € Ohs (T), s € ST (T) and —¢; € d(—hs) (T), s € S~ (%), respectively. Combining (17) and
(18) , (19) and (20) we get, respectively,

@ (7,7, (s py,)) S0, s€ 5T (@), (21)

@(E,E, (—gs,p};)) <0, s€S™ (7). (22)

Multiplying each inequality (21) by the corresponding Lagrange multiplier @, > 0, s € S* (T), each inequality
(22) by —ws > 0, s € S~ (%), and then adding both sides of the resulting inequalities, we get that the

inequalities

> @@ (%7, (s p))) 20, (23)
s€EST(T)
> (@)@ (ZT, (—5apy,)) S0 (24)
s€5—(T)
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hold for any 5 € dhs (T), s € ST (Z) and —¢5 € O (—hs) (T), s € S~ (T), respectively. Combining (12), (16),
(23), and (24), we have

k
Z (&) + D> 1% (7,7 (¢ pg,)) + (25)
i=1 JjeJ(T)
Z wsq) (%afa (<S7p;—z)) + Z (_ws> q) (EE I‘ ( <s7ph )) 0
seSH(T) s€S— ()

Let us denote by

k m p
A=Y XN+D B+ o (26)

i=1 j=1 s=1
m:%, iel, (27)
B=" e, (28)
=2 sest @), (29)
= s s (@) (30)

Then, by the Karush-Kuhn—Tucker necessary optimality condition (4), it follows that @ := (@i, ...,ax) > 0,
0<@; £1,i€l,andat least one a; > 0, Bj = By Bm) 20, O§Bj <1,jeJ,0=7F<1,s€ ST (2),
057, £1,s€eS5 (%), A> 0, and, moreover, Ele a; + Z;n:l Bj + Zseer@) i+ Eses,@ 75 =1. Using
(26)—(30) in (25), we get

k
i=1 jeJ (@)
Y AR ET, (sl )) + D, T (FT (—ss ;) <O
seSH(T) seS— ()

By Definition 7, it follows that ® (7,7, ) is a convex function on R™*!. Thus, by the definition of convexity,
(31) yields

k
ivfa Zaigi Z ﬁ Cj Z 7:§s+ Z
i=1

JEJ(T) s€S*(T) s€ES—(T)

nMw

pit Y Bipg, + > TFiek + Yspn, | | <O

JjEJ(T) seSH(T) seS— ()
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Using (26)—(30) in the above inequality, we get

g ZA &+ Z RiG+ Z WsSs 5 (32)

jeJ(T) seSt(T)uS—(T)

k
Z i + Z ipg; + Z wsph Z WsPp. < 0.
i=1

JEJ(T) seStH(T) s€S—(x)
Taking into account the Lagrange multipliers fi; =0, j ¢ J (T), W, =0, s ¢ ST (Z)US™ (T), (32) implies that

the inequality

ZAmZujmzwscs :

| \

pit Y Tupg, + > W — > wepy || <0

jeJ(Z) seSH(T) seS—(T)

@
IIMw
I

holds for any & € O (f; —viqi) (%), i € I, ¢; € 0g; (T), j € J, s € Ohs(T), s € S. Hence, by the Karush—

Kuhn—Tucker necessary optimality condition (2), we have

k
i f,f% o,;X pit > e+ D Teph— > wpp || <O (33)

JjeJ(T) seSt+(x) seS—(x)

By hypothesis d), it follows that Z Aipi + Y jea@ FiPe; T 2 ses+(@ @ wsph — 2 ses-(z) Wshp, = 0. Thus,
by Definition 7, the following 1nequahty

S Z/\zpﬂr S Hipg, + > @ept = > @ep, | | 20

JEJ(T) s€ST(T) s€S~(T)

holds, contradicting (33). This means that T is a weak Pareto solution of the problem (MFP) and completes
the proof of this theorem under hypothesis A).

The proof of the theorem under hypothesis B) is similar. Namely, the parametric necessary optimality
conditions (5)—(7) should be used in place of the parametric necessary optimality conditions (2)—(4), which have

been used in the proof of this theorem under hypothesis A). O

Under stronger hypotheses imposed on the objective functions, the following result is true:

Theorem 15 Let T € D, 7 = ¢(Z) and the Karush—-Kuhn—Tucker necessary optimality be satisfied at T with

Lagrange multipliers X € R*, i € R™, @ € RP. Further, assume that either one of the following two sets of
hypotheses are fulfilled:

A) a) foreachi=1,..k, fi(")=T;q () is strictly (b;, U;, @, p;) -univex at T on D and a £ 0= ¥;(a) <
0;
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b) for each j € J(T), gj(-) is (by;, Vy,, @, py;)-univer at T on D and a = 0= V¥, (a) = 0;

¢) for each s € ST (T), hs(-) is (bhs,\Ilhs,q),pts)—um'vex at T on D and (U, (0)=0o0ra<0
= Uy_(a) £0);

d) for each s € S™(T), —hs(-) is (bn,, Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at T on D and (¥, (0)=0o0ra=0
= Uy, (a) £0);

e) iy Nipi+ > jer@) BiPa; + Lscst@ PsPh, — Lsecs— (@) PsPp, = 0.

B) a) for each i = 1,...k, fi () is strictly (b;,¥;, ®,p;)-univexr at T on D and —gq;(-) is strictly

(b;, U;, @, p;) -univex at T on D, U, is a superlinear function and a £ 0= ¥;(a) < 0;

b) for each j € J(T), gj(-) is (by;, ¥y, ,®,py;)-univer at T on D and a = 0= V¥, (a) = 0;

c¢) for each s € ST (T), hs(-) is (bhs,\Ith,q),pZa‘)—univex at T on D and (U (0)=0o0ra<0
= Uy, (a) £0);

d) for each s € S™(T), —hs(-) is (bn,, Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at T on D and (¥, (0)=0o0ra=0
= Uy, (a) £0);

e) Sy Ni(pr +Tipg,) + Y jerm FiPg; + Xses+@ PsPh, — Lses— (@) PsPp, 2 0.

Then T is a Pareto solution of the considered nonsmooth multiobjective fractional programming problem

(MFP).

4. Parametric duality

Now, for the considered nonsmooth fractional multiobjective programming problem (MFP), we consider a vector

dual problem (SD) in the sense of Schaible as follows:

Maximize v = (vq, ..., Ug) (34)
k m p
subject to 0 € 3 M0 (fi(y) — v (®)) + > 15005 (3) + > wsDha(y) (35)
i=1 j=1 s=1
fiy) —vigi(y) 20,i=1,..., k, (SD) (36)
.u]g_] (U) = O? .] =4 7m7 (37)
Wshs(y) 2 07 s = 17 , D,y (38)
k
YEX, N 20 i=1,.k > Ni=1,0;20j=1,....m. (39)
i=1

Let T' denote the set of all feasible solutions in the problem (SD), that is, the set of (y, v, A, u,w) verifying
the constraints (35)—(39). Further, we denote by € the set @ = {y € X : (y,v,\, u,w) € I'} and, for y € 0,

J(y)={j€J:g;(y) =0}.
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Theorem 16 (Weak duality). Let = and (y,v,\, u,w) be feasible solutions of the problems (MFP) and (SD),

respectively. Further, assume that one of the following two sets of hypotheses is satisfied:
A) a) foreachi=1,...k, fi () —vig; (-) is (b, ¥;, ®, p;)-univexr at y on DUQ and a < 0 = ¥;(a) < 0;
b) for each j € J(y), g;(-) is (bg,, ¥y,, P, pg,)-univex at y on DUQ and a < 0= V¥, (a) = 0;

¢) foreach s € ST (y), hs(-) is (bn,, ¥p,, P, p;fs) -univez at y on DUQ, U}, is a positively homogeneous
function and a £ 0= ¥}, (a) £ 0;

d) for each s € S~ (y), —hs(:) is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at y on D UQ, ¥ is a positively

homogeneous function and a £ 0= ¥}, (a) £0;
k _
e) D dipit+ ZjeJ(y) HjPg; + Zses+(y) WSPL - ZsES*(y) wspy, 2 0.

B) a) foreach i=1,...k, fi(-) is (bi,¥;, P, py,)-univex at y on DUQ and —q; (-) are (b;, ¥;, P, pg,) -
univex at y on DUQ, U, is a superlinear function and a <0 = ¥,(a) < 0;

b) for each j € J(y), g;(-) is (bg,, ¥y,, P, pg,)-univex at y on DUQ and a £ 0= V¥, (a) S 0;

¢) foreach s € ST (y), hs(-) is (bn,, ¥p,, P, p;) -univez at y on DUQ, Uy, is a positively homogeneous
function and a £ 0= ¥, (a) = 0;

d) for each s € S~ (y), —hs(-) is (bn,,Vn,,®,p, )-univex at y on D UQ, V¥, is a positively

homogeneous function and a £ 0= ¥y _(a) £ 0;

k _
e) YiciANi(pg +vipg) + ZjeJ(y) HjPg; + Zsesﬂy) WSPZS - ZsES*(y) wspy, 2 0.

Then
e (x) L.

Proof We prove this theorem under hypothesis A).
By means of contradiction, suppose that there exist € D and (y,v, A\, p,w) € ' such that

¢ () <wv. (40)
Thus, by the definition of the function ¢, (40) implies
filx) —viqi(x) <0,i=1,..., k.
Then the constraint (36) gives
filx) —vigi(z) < fi(y) —vigi (y), i =1,..., k. (41)
By hypothesis a), (41) yields
bi (z,y) Wi (fi(z) —vigi(@) — (fi (y) —vigs () <0,i=1,... k. (42)
Hence, by Definition 7, inequalities (42) imply that the following inequalities

@(:C,y, ('Swpl)) < 0’ i = 1; ak (43)
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hold for each &; € 9 (f; (y) —viqi (), i =1,....,k. Since A\; = 0, Zle A; = 1, inequalities (43) imply
k
i=1

By € D and (y,v, A\, p,w) € I', we have that g;(z) < g; (u), j € J(y). Using hypothesis b), by (44) and

Definition 7, we have
by, (x,y) Wy, (9;(x) —g; (y)) 0,5 € J(y). (45)
Using Definition 7 again, by (45), we obtain that the inequalities

® (2,9, (G pg;)) <0, € T (y)

hold for each ¢; € 0g, (y), j € J (y). Since p; 20, j € J, the above inequalities yield

Z :ujq)(xvyv (Cj7p9j)) <0. (46)

JEJ(y)

Since, by hypotheses ¢) and d), each function hs, s € ST (y), is locally Lipschitz (b, ¥y, P, pzs)—univex at y
on DUQ and each function —hs, s € S~ (y), is locally Lipschitz (bp_, ¥y, P, pﬁs)—univex at y on DU, by

Definition 7, the following inequalities

b, (2,9) U, (hs(x) — hs(y)) = (l‘,y, (§s7p;5)) , S€ St (Y), (47)

bhs ($,y) \Ijhs (—hs($) + hs(y)) z q) (l‘vya (_gsvp}ts)) y S € Si (y) (48)

hold for any <5 € Ohs(y), s € ST (y) and —¢s € d(—hs)(y), s € S~ (y), respectively. Multiplying each
inequality (47) by the corresponding Lagrange multiplier ws > 0, s € ST (y), and each inequality (48) by
—ws >0, s € S~ (y), respectively, we obtain

1\

bh, (ac,y) wsWh, (hs(x) - hé(y)) ws® (x,y, ((s,pzs)) , S€ St (y)’ (49)

—bn, (2,y) ws P, (—hs(z) + hs(y)) 2 —ws® (2,y, (=S5, p5,.)) » €S (1) (50)

Since each ¥y,_, s € ST (y)US™ (y) is a positively homogeneous function (see Definition 6 ii)), inequalities (49)
and (50) yield, respectively,

bhs (:c,y) \Ilhs (wshs(x) - wshs(y)) g ws® (xaya (Csap;ts)) , S€ S+ (y)a (51)

bi, (2,y) ws U, (wshs(z) — wshs(y)) Z —ws® (2,y, (=5, 0,.)), s€5 (y). (52)

By x € D and (y,v, A, p,w) € Q, we have

wshs(z) —wshs(y) £0, s€S. (53)
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By hypotheses ¢) and d), (53) gives
bh, (2,y) Un, (wshs(z) —wshs(y)) =0, s€S. (54)
Combining (51), (52), and (54) we get, respectively,

ws® (2,9, (so,p1.)) £0, s€ ST (y), (55)

—ws® (z,y, (—gs,p,;)) <0, s€S™ (y). (56)

Thus, (55) and (56) yield that the inequalities

> ws® (2, (s, 01)) S0, (57)
sEST(y)
Z (_ws) @ (377% (_§s7p}75)) é 0 (58)
seS~(y)

hold for any ¢s € Ohs (y), s € ST (y) and —¢5 € d(—hs) (y), s € S~ (y), respectively. Combining (44), (46),
(57), and (58), we get

k
i=1 JEJ(y)
D we® (2,y, (s pf )+ D (ws) @ (2,9, (=<5, ,,)) <O
seS+(y) s€S~(y)

Let us denote by

k m p
A=Z>\¢+Zug‘+zws, (60)
i=1 j=1 s=1

ai:%, i€l (61)
=5 jeu, (62)
7= se st ), (63)
o= se S (). (64)

Then, by z € D and (y,v, A\, u,w) € ', we have that a := (a1,...,a;) >0, 0 a; £ 1, i € I, but at least one
Oéi>0, ﬁ]:(ﬂlv7/87n)207026]217]6‘]5O§7j§17565+(y)70§75—§1aSES_(y)7A>Oa

and, moreover, Zle a; + Z;nzl Bi+ X ses+) v+ 2 ses—(y) Vs = 1. Using (60)—(64) in (59), we get

k
Zaiq) (z,y, (&, pi)) + Z Bi® (z.y, (¢jrpg;)) +
i=1

J€JI(y)
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Z ’-Yj(b (:E7y7 (gsap;—ts))+ Z 7:(1) (.’,E,y, (7§Sap;3)) <0

seSTt(y) s€S~(y)

By Definition 7, we have that ® (z,y,-) is a convex function on R"*!. Thus, by the definition of convexity, the

above inequality gives

!
oy | D b+ > BiG+ > e+ Z 75 ; (65)
i=1

JEJI(y) SEST(y) seS—

Z‘Wﬂr Z Bipg; + Z viop + Z Vs P, < 0.

JEJI(y) s€ST(y) s€S~(y)

Using (60)—(64) in (65), we obtain

o my, Z/\ G+ D> mG+ D ws, (66)

JEJ(y) s€St(y)uS—(y)

ZA1P1+ Z HjPg; + Z wsph Z WsPp,_ <0.

JEJ(v) s€ST(y) s€S~(y)

If we take the Lagrange multipliers pu; =0, j ¢ J (y), ws =0, s ¢ ST (y) US™ (y) in (66), then we have that
the following inequality

o w ZuﬁchﬁZws%?

Z)\zpﬁ‘ Z HjpPg; + Z wsph Z WsPp,, <0

JE€J(v) s€ST(y) s€S~(y)

holds for any & € O(fi —viqi) (y), i € I, ¢; € 0g; (y), j € J, s € Ohs(y), s € S. Hence, by the first

constraint in the problem (SD), we have

P xy, Z/\zpz—i— Z tipg; + Z wsph Z WspPp, < 0. (67)

JEJ(v) s€ST(y) s€S~(y)

. k 7
By hypothesis e), we have that 27, Xipg; + 225 50y HiPg; T 2 ses+(y) wspp — 2 ses—(y) WsPy, = 0. Thus, by
Definition 7, the following inequality

1\
o

o x,y7l OZ)\sz—i— Z Mipg; + Z wsph Z Ws P,

Jj€J(y) sEST(y) s€S—(y)

holds, contradicting (67). Thus, the proof of this theorem under hypothesis A) is completed.
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Proof of the theorem under hypothesis B) is similar to that under hypothesis A) and, therefore, it has

been omitted from the paper. O

Under slightly stronger (b, U, @, p)-univexity assumptions imposed on the objective function, the following

stronger result is true:

Theorem 17 (Weak duality). Let x and (y,v, A\, p,w) be feasible solutions for the problems (MFP) and (SD),

respectively. Further, assume that one of the following two sets of hypotheses is satisfied:
A) a) foreach i =1,....k, fi(-) —viq; (-) is strictly (b;, V;, ®, p;)-univex at y on DUQ and a £ 0 =
¥i(a) =0;
b) for each j € J(y), g;(-) is (bg,, ¥y,, P, pg,)-univex at y on DUQ and a 0= V¥, (a) 0;
¢) foreach s € ST (y), hs(-) is (bn,, ¥p,, P, p;fs) -univez at y on DUQ, Uy, is a positively homogeneous
function and a < 0= ¥},_(a) £0;
d) for each s € S™(y), —hs(:) is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p, )-univer at y on D UQ, ¥, s a positively
homogeneous function and a <0 = ¥y _(a) £ 0;
e) Yy dipi+ D ity HiPas T Lsest ) WsPh, — 2ses—(y) WsPh, = 0-
B) a) foreach i=1,...k, fi(-) is strictly (b;,U;, @, py,)-univez at y on DUQ and —g; () is strictly
(bi, Ui, D, py, ) -univez at y on DUQ, U, is a superlinear function and a £ 0= ¥,;(a) < 0;
b) for each j € J(y), g;(-) is (bg,, ¥y,, P, pg,) -univex at y on DUQ and a £ 0= V¥, (a) S 0;
c) foreach s € ST (y), hs(-) is (bn,, ¥p,, P, sz) -ungvez at y on DU, Uy, is a positively homogeneous
function and a £ 0= ¥y,_(a) £0;
d) for each s € S~ (y), —hs(:) is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at y on D UQ, ¥ is a positively

homogeneous function and a £ 0= ¥y _(a) £ 0;

k _
) i Ni (Pf F0ipg) + X ie sy HiPg; + Xsest(y) WsPh, — ses—(y) WP, 2 0-

Then
p(z) £v.

Theorem 18 (Strong duality). Let T be a weak Pareto solution (Pareto solution) of the considered multiobjec-
tive fractional programming problem (MFP) and the generalized Slater constraint qualification be satisfied at T .
Then there exist Lagrange multipliers X € R*, i € R™,w € RP and, moreover, 7 € R* such that (ﬁ 7, \, T, E)
is feasible solution in (SD). If also all hypotheses of Theorem 16 (Theorem 17) hold, then (E, v, \, T, w) s a
weakly efficient solution (efficient solution) of a mazimum type for the problem (SD) and the corresponding
optimal values of (MFP) and (SD) are the same.

Proof By assumption, T € D is a (weak) Pareto solution of the problem (MFP) with ¥ = ¢ (Z) and the
generalized Slater constraint qualification is satisfied at Z. Hence, by Theorem 12, there exist A € R*, 1 € R™,

and w € RP such that (E, T, \ 0, w) is feasible in the problem (SD). Since
v =(T),
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using the weak duality theorem (Theorem 16 or Theorem 17), we conclude that (E, 7, \, T, D) is a weakly efficient
solution (efficient solution) of a maximum type for the problem (SD). Hence, the corresponding optimal values

in problems (MFP) and (SD) are the same. This completes the proof of this theorem. O

Theorem 19 (Converse Duality). Let (E, 7, A\, ﬁ,@) be a weakly efficient solution (efficient solution) of a

mazximum type for the Schaible dual problem (SD) such that T € D. Further, assume that one of the following
two sets of hypotheses is satisfied:

A) a) for each i = 1,..,k, fi () —Uiq;i () is (strictly) (b, ¥;, P, p;)-univer at T on DUQ, ¥, is a

superlinear function and a < 0= ¥;(a) <0 (a S 0= Yy, (a) = 0) R

b) for each j € J(T), gj(-) is (by,, Vg, P, pg,)-univex at T on DUQ and a = 0= ¥, (a) Z0;

c) foreach s € ST(T), hy () is (bn,, Un,, @, p}} ) -univex at T on DUQ, Wy, is a positively homogeneous
function and a £ 0= ¥}, _(a) < 0;

d) for each s € S™(T), —hs(:) is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at T on D UQ, ¥y, is a positively
homogeneous function and a <0 = ¥y _(a) £ 0;

ko~ _ _ _
e) iz dipit ZjeJ(E) HjpPg; + Zses+(5) wsﬂi - ZSGS*(E) Wspp,, 20.

B) a) foreachi=1,..k, fi(:) is (strictly) (b;, ¥;, ®, py,) -univex at T on DU and —q; (-) is (strictly)
(bi, Ui, D, py, ) -univer at T on DUQ, U, is a superlinear function and a < 0 = ¥;(a) < 0
(a<0= ¥y, (a) £0);

b) for each j € J(T), g;(-) is (by,, ¥y, , @, py,)-univex at T on DUQ and a 0= V¥, (a) £ 0;
¢) foreach s € ST(T), hy () is (bn,, Un,, ®, p; ) -univex at T on DUQ, Wy, is a positively homogeneous
function and a £ 0= Uy_(a) £0;
d) for each s € S™(T), —hs(:) is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at T on D UQ, ¥y, is a positively
homogeneous function and a <0 = ¥y _(a) £ 0;
e) Z?:l Ai (pf, +Tipg;) + ZjeJ(i) Hjpg; + Zses+(§) Wspl - ZSES*(E) Wspy, 2 0.
Then T 1is a weak Pareto solution (Pareto solution) of the considered nonsmooth multiobjective fractional

programming problem (MFP).

Proof Proof of this theorem follows directly from weak duality (Theorem 16). O

Theorem 20 (Strict Converse Duality). Let T be a weak Pareto solution of the considered nonsmooth
multiobjective fractional programming problem (MFP), (@, v, \ T, w) be a weakly efficient solution of a mazimum

type for the Schaible dual problem (SD) and the generalized Slater constraint qualification be satisfied at T.
Assume, furthermore, that one of the sets of hypotheses is fulfilled:

A) a) foreachi=1,..k, fi(-)=Tiq () is strictly (b;, V;, @, p;)-univer at § on DU, a £ 0= ¥;(a) <
0;
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b) for each j € J(7), g;(-) is (bg,, ¥y, P, py,)-univex at g on DUQ and a = 0=V, (a) = 0;

¢) foreach s € ST (y), hs(-) is (bn,, ¥p,, P, p;fs) -univex at § on DUQ, Uy, is a positively homogeneous

function and a £ 0= ¥}, (a) = 0;

d) for each s € ST (y), —hs(") is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at § on D UQ, ¥ is a positively

homogeneous function and a <0 = ¥y (a) £ 0;

kY — — 4+ .
e) D1 ing + ZjeJ(y) RjPg; + Zsesﬂy) WsPp, — Zses—(y) wspy, 2 0.

B) a) foreach i=1,..,k, fi(:) and —q; (:) are strictly (b;, ¥;, ®, p;)-univex at T on DU, ¥; is a

superlinear function and a £ 0= ¥;(a) <0;

b) for each j € J(7), g;(-) is (bg,, ¥y,, P, pg,)-univex at j on DUQ and a < 0= V¥, (a) £ 0;

c) foreach s € ST (y), hs(-) is (bn,, ¥p,, P, pzs) -ungvez at § on DU, Uy, is a positively homogeneous

function and a <0 = ¥, (a) £ 0;

d) for each s € ST (y), —hs(:) is (bn,,Vn,, ®,p;, )-univer at § on D UQ, V), is a positively

homogeneous function and a =0 == ¥y (a) < 0;

TN _ _ _ _
e) iz Xi(pg +0ipg) + ZjeJ(y) Hipg; + Zses+@) Wspi - Zsesf@) wspy,, 2 0.

Then T=7.

Proof We now prove the theorem under hypothesis A). Suppose that T # 7§ and exhibits a contradiction.
By (3,v,\,i,w) €T, it follows that there exist & € 9 (fi —viqi) (¥), i € I, {5 € Bg; (), j € J, <s € Ohs (),

s € S such that

k m p
0> N&i+ Y MG+ Y Fsen
i=1 j=1 s=1
Also by (y, T, \, T, w) € I', we have
fi (y) - @iqi (y) 2 O, 1= ]., ceey k.
By the strong duality (Theorem 18), it follows that
7= (T).

This implies that

fi(@) —0iq;i (T) =0,i=1,...k.
Combining (69) and (70), we obtain

[i (@) —0qi (@) S £ () —05q; (W), i = 1,..., k.

By hypothesis a) and b; (Z,7) >0, i = 1,..., k, we have

bi (Z,7) Vi (fi (T) — 0iqs (T) — (fs () —0iqi ())) £ 0,i=1,....k.

(68)

(69)

(71)
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Using hypothesis a) again, by Definition 7, the following inequality

k
Z 7,7, (&, pi) <0 (72)

holds for any & € 0 (f; (¥) —0iq; (¥)), i =1,...,k. Using T € D, (y,0,\,5,w) €T, by, (T,5) >0, i =1,.... k,
together with hypothesis b), we get that the inequality

> (7.7, (Ghpg,)) SO (73)

JeJ (@)
holds for any ¢; € 0g; (§), j € J (). Using hypotheses ¢) and d), by Definition 7, the inequalities

bu, (T,7) Yn, (hs(T) — hs(D)) Z @ (2,7, (ss,p1r.))» s€5T (@), (74)

bn, (T,9) Un, (—hs(T) + hs(D) 2 © (7,7, (—5s,05.)) » €5~ () (75)

hold for any <5 € Ohs(y), s € ST (y) and —¢s € d(—hs) (y), s € S~ (y), respectively. Multiplying (74) by
wWs, s € ST(y), (75) by —ws, s € S~ (y) and using the assumption that any ¥, , s € ST (y)US™ (y) is a

homogeneous function, we get

bn, (T,7) Un, (@shs(T) — Wshs (7)) 2 0@ (7,7, (s, 01 ) s € ST (@), (76)

b, (T,7) Un, (@shs(T) — Tshs(7)) 2 0s® (7,7, (=<s,05,)) s €S (7). (77)
By T € D and (ym,X,ﬁ,w) € I', we have
Wshs(T) — Wohs() <0, s € S. (78)
By hypotheses ¢) and d), (78) yields, respectively,
b, (.7) U, @shs(T) — @hs(7) £0, s€ ST (HUS™ (@). (79)

Combining (76), (77), and (79) and then adding the resulting inequalities, we get that the inequalities

Y w® (@7 (1)) S0, (80)
S€EST(Y)
> (~w) @ (2,7, (—se,07,.)) S0 (81)
s€S~(v)

hold for any <5 € Ohs (§), s € ST (¥) and —¢5 € O (—hs) (§), s € S~ (), respectively. By (72), (73), (80), and
(81), we have that

k
Z {17 y7 glvpl Z /‘l’j LC y’ ijpgj))

Jj€J ()
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Z ws® (2,7, (5o, p1t.)) + Z (—ws) @ (2,7, (=<8, pp,.)) <O

s€St(7) s€S™(7)

The rest of the proof of this theorem is similar to the proof of Theorem 16. The proof of this theorem under

hypothesis B) is similar and, therefore, it has been omitted from the paper. O

5. Conclusion

In this paper, the class of nonconvex nondifferentiable multiobjective fractional programming problems in which
the involved functions are locally Lipschitz (b, U, @, p)-univex has been considered. For such nonsmooth vector
optimization problems, the parametric optimality conditions and parametric duality results in the sense of
Schaible have been established under the introduced notion of nondifferentiable (b, ¥, ®, p)-univexity. Since the
concept of nondifferentiable (b, ¥, @, p)-univexity contains several generalized convexities defined earlier in the
literature (see Remark 8), the optimality and duality results established in the present paper generalize and
extend similar results for multiobjective fractional programming problems presented in earlier works. It would
be interesting to generalize the optimality conditions and duality results established in the present paper for
nonconvex multiobjective fractional programming problems to other classes of fractional programming problems.

We shall investigate this question in subsequent papers.
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