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Abstract

In this paper, we consider a class of constrained multiobjective optimization problems, where
each objective function can be expressed by adding a possibly nonsmooth nonconvex function and
a differentiable function with Lipschitz continuous gradient, then subtracting a weakly convex
function. This encompasses multiobjective optimization problems involving difference-of-convex
(DC) functions, which are prevalent in various applications due to their ability to model non-
convex problems. We first establish necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for these
problems, providing a theoretical foundation for algorithm development. Building on these con-
ditions, we propose a proximal subgradient algorithm tailored to the structure of the objectives.
Under mild assumptions, the sequence generated by the proposed algorithm is bounded and each
of its cluster points is a stationary solution.

Keywords: DC programming, multiobjective optimization, optimality conditions, proximal sub-
gradient algorithm.
Mathematics Subject Classification (MSC 2020): 90C26, 90C29, 90C46, 65K05.

1. Introduction

Multiobjective optimization is a field that seeks to optimize multiple conflicting objectives simulta-
neously, often requiring trade-offs among the objectives due to the absence of a universally optimal
solution. Such problems are fundamental in diverse domains, including economics, engineering, and
the sciences, where decision-making processes necessitate balancing competing goals effectively; see,
e.g., [4, 6, 11, 14, 21].

In this paper, we consider a class of constrained multiobjective optimization problems where each
objective function is formed by adding a possibly nonsmooth nonconvex function and a differentiable
function with Lipschitz continuous gradient, then subtracting a weakly convex function. This gen-
eral formulation encompasses multiobjective optimization problems involving difference-of-convex
(DC) functions, a widely studied subclass of nonconvex optimization problems. DC optimization
problems naturally arise in applications such as portfolio optimization, engineering design, and
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location analysis, where nonconvexity is intrinsic to the problem structure. The study of DC opti-
mization has garnered significant attention due to its ability to model a broad range of nonconvex
problems while retaining certain advantages of convex optimization; see, e.g., [2, 5, 9, 13, 18, 22].
Despite its potential, solving DC multiobjective problems remains challenging due to the inherent
nonconvexity of the objective functions and the need to handle multiple objectives simultaneously.

Scalar optimization methods for DC functions have been extensively studied and provide a
foundation for tackling these problems. However, extending these approaches to the multiobjec-
tive setting introduces unique challenges. Multiobjective problems require managing the interplay
between competing objectives, often necessitating sophisticated adaptations to traditional opti-
mization techniques. Additionally, the constrained nature of these problems, involving feasibility
requirements for decision variables, further complicates their resolution.

In this work, we address these challenges by first establishing necessary and sufficient optimality
conditions for the considered class of constrained multiobjective optimization problems. These
conditions generalize concepts from scalar optimization to the multiobjective domain, offering a
theoretical framework for designing effective algorithms. Building on these conditions, we propose
a proximal subgradient algorithm that exploits the DC structure of the objectives. Under mild
assumptions, we demonstrate that the sequence generated by this algorithm is bounded, and its
cluster points are stationary solutions.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the preliminaries, includ-
ing key definitions and concepts relevant to multiobjective DC optimization. In Section 3, we derive
the necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for the considered problem class. Section 4 intro-
duces the proposed proximal subgradient algorithm and presents its convergence analysis. Finally,
Section 5 concludes the paper and discusses possible directions for future research.

2. Preliminaries

Let us recall some notions related to generalized differentiation from [15, 16, 20]. Throughout the
paper, we deal with the Euclidean space Rn equipped with the usual scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩ and the
corresponding norm ∥ · ∥. The closed ball centered at x with radius r is denoted by Br(x); when x
is the origin of Rn we write Br instead of Br(x). The topological interior, the convex hull, and the
nonnegative hull of a set D ⊆ Rn are denoted, respectively, by int D, co D, and pos D.

Let F : Rn ⇒ Rm be a set-valued mapping. The domain and the graph of F are given,
respectively, by

dom F = {x ∈ Rn | F (x) ̸= ∅}

and

gph F = {(x, y) ∈ Rn × Rm | y ∈ F (x)}.

We say that F is proper if dom F ̸= ∅. The limiting construction

Limsup
x→x̄

F (x) :=
{

y ∈ Rm | ∃xk → x̄, yk → y with yk ∈ F (xk)
}

is known as the Painlevé–Kuratowski outer/upper limit of F at x̄.

Definition 2.1 (See [15, 16]). Let S be a nonempty subset of Rn and x̄ ∈ S.
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(i) The regular/Fréchet normal cone to S at x̄ is defined by

N̂(x̄, S) =

v ∈ Rn | lim sup
x

S−→x̄

⟨v, x − x̄⟩
∥x − x̄∥

≤ 0

 ,

where x
S−→ x̄ means that x → x̄ and x ∈ S.

(ii) The limiting/Mordukhovich normal cone to S at x̄ is given by

N(x̄, S) = Limsup
x

S−→x̄

N̂(x, S).

We set N̂(x̄, S) = N(x̄, S) = ∅ if x̄ ̸∈ S.

Clearly, one always has

N̂(x, S) ⊆ N(x, S), ∀x ∈ S.

Given a function φ : Rn → R̄ := R ∪ {+∞}, its effective domain is

dom φ := {x ∈ Rn | φ(x) < +∞}

and its epigraph is

epi φ := {(x, α) ∈ Rn × R | α ≥ φ(x)}.

We call φ a proper function if its domφ is a nonempty set.

Definition 2.2 (See [15, 16]). Consider a function φ : Rn → R̄ and a point x̄ ∈ domφ.

(i) The regular/Fréchet subdifferential of φ at x̄ is

∂̂φ(x̄) := {v ∈ Rn | (v, −1) ∈ N̂epi φ(x̄, φ(x̄))}.

(ii) The limiting/Mordukhovich subdifferential of φ at x̄ is

∂φ(x̄) := {v ∈ Rn | (v, −1) ∈ Nepi φ(x̄, φ(x̄))}

and the limiting/Mordukhovich singular subdifferential of f at x̄ is

∂∞φ(x̄) := {v ∈ Rn | ∃vk ∈ ∂̂φ(x̄), λk ↓ 0, λkvk → v}.

It is well known that
∂φ(x̄) = Limsup

x
φ−→x̄

∂̂φ(x) ⊇ ∂̂φ(x),

where x
φ−→ x̄ means that x → x̄ and φ(x) → φ(x̄). In particular, if φ is a convex function, then the

subdifferentials ∂̂φ(x̄) and ∂φ(x̄) coincide with the subdifferential in the sense of convex analysis.
For the singular subdifferential, we have

∂∞φ(x̄) ⊆ {v ∈ Rn | (v, 0) ∈ Nepiφ(x̄, φ(x̄))},
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see, for example, [20]. This relationship holds with equality whenever φ is lower semicontinuous
(l.s.c.) at x̄.

Let S ⊆ Rn. We define the indicator function δS : Rn → R̄ by

δS(x) :=
{

0 if x ∈ S,

+∞ otherwise.

It holds that, for any x ∈ S, ∂δS(x) = ∂∞δS(x) = NS(x).
Some calculus rules for the limiting/Mordukhovich and singular subdifferentials used later are

collected in the following lemmas (see [15, 16, 20]).

Lemma 2.3 (Fermat rule, see [15, Proposition 1.114]). If a proper function φ : Rn → R̄ has
a local minimum at x̄, then 0 ∈ ∂̂φ(x̄) ⊆ ∂φ(x̄).

Lemma 2.4 (See [16, Theorem 4.10]). Let φi : Rn → R̄, i = 1, . . . , m with m ≥ 2, be Lipschitz
around x̄. Then the subdifferential of maximum function holds

∂(max φi)(x̄) ⊆

 ∑
i∈I(x̄)

λi∂φi(x̄) | λi ≥ 0,
∑

i∈I(x̄)
λi = 1

 ,

where I(x̄) := {i ∈ {1, . . . , m} | φi(x̄) = (max φi)(x̄)}.

3. Optimality conditions

In this section, we derive and analyze necessary and sufficient conditions for the multiobjective
optimization problem

min
x∈S

F (x), (MP)

where S is a nonempty closed subset of Rn, F : Rn → Rm is a vector-valued function with F :=
(F1, . . . , Fm)⊤, and, for each i ∈ I := {1, . . . , m},

Fi = fi + gi − hi,

where fi : Rn → (−∞, +∞] is locally Lipschitz, gi : Rn → (−∞, +∞] is differentiable with an ℓ-
Lipschitz continuous gradient, and hi : Rn → R is β-weakly convex, each satisfying its respective
property on an open set containing S.

Definition 3.1. Let x̄ ∈ S. We say that

(i) x̄ is a local weak Pareto solution of (MP) if there exists a neighborhood U of x̄ such that
there is no x ∈ S ∩ U satisfying

F (x) ∈ F (x̄) − intRm
+ . (1)

(ii) x̄ is a (global) weak Pareto solution of (MP) if there is no x ∈ S satisfying (1).

Remark 3.2. By definition, it is easy to see that a point x̄ ∈ S is a (local) weak Pareto solution
of (MP) iff x̄ is a (local) solution of the following minimax programming problem

min
x∈S

max
i∈I

(Fi(x) − Fi(x̄)).
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Definition 3.3. Let x̄ ∈ S. We say that

(i) x̄ is a stationary point of (MP) if there exists λ = (λ1, . . . , λm) ∈ Rm
+ \ {0} such that

0 ∈
∑
i∈I

λi (∂fi(x̄) + ∇gi(x̄) − ∂hi(x̄)) + NS(x̄).

(ii) x̄ is a strong stationary point of (MP) if there exists λ = (λ1, . . . , λm) ∈ Rm
+ \ {0} such that∑

i∈I

λi∂hi(x̄) ⊆
∑
i∈I

λi (∂fi(x̄) + ∇gi(x̄)) + NS(x̄).

Remark 3.4. Clearly, every strong stationary point of (MP) is also a stationary one. The reverse
does not hold even for the scalar case; see, e.g., [1, p. 133]. However, it is easy to see that if the
functions hi, i ∈ I, are differentiable at x̄ and x̄ is a stationary point of (MP), then it is also a
strong stationary point of (MP).

Theorem 3.5 (Necessary optimality condition). Suppose that, for each i ∈ I, restricted to an
open set containing S, fi : Rn → (−∞, +∞] is locally Lipschitz, gi : Rn → (−∞, +∞] is continuously
differentiable, and hi : Rn → R is β-weakly convex. If x̄ be a local weak Pareto solution of (MP),
then it is a stationary point of (MP).

Proof. For each i ∈ I, let ui ∈ ∂hi(x̄) and let φi : Rn → (−∞, +∞] be defined by

∀x ∈ Rn, φi(x) := fi(x) − fi(x̄) + gi(x) − gi(x̄) − ⟨ui, x − x̄⟩ + β

2 ∥x − x̄∥2.

Then, for all i ∈ I, φi(x̄) = 0. Next, let φ : Rn → (−∞, +∞] be defined by

∀x ∈ Rn, φ(x) := max
i∈I

φi(x).

We claim that x̄ is a local solution of the problem

min
x∈S

φ(x). (2)

By Remark 3.2 and the fact that x̄ is a local weak Pareto solution of (MP), there exists a neigh-
borhood U of x̄ such that

∀x ∈ S ∩ U, max
i∈I

(Fi(x) − Fi(x̄)) ≥ 0.

This means that, for each x ∈ S∩U , there exists i0 ∈ I such that Fi0(x)−Fi0(x̄) ≥ 0, or equivalently,

fi0(x) − fi0(x̄) + gi0(x) − gi0(x̄) − (hi0(x) − hi0(x̄)) ≥ 0.

Since ui0 ∈ ∂hi0(x̄), one has

hi0(x) − hi0(x̄) + β

2 ∥x − x̄∥2 ≥ ⟨ui0 , x − x̄⟩.

Hence,

φi0(x) = fi0(x) − fi0(x̄) + gi0(x) − gi0(x̄) − ⟨ui0 , x − x̄⟩ + β

2 ∥x − x̄∥2
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≥ fi0(x) − fi0(x̄) + gi0(x) − gi0(x̄) − (hi0(x) − hi0(x̄)) ≥ 0.

This implies that, for all x ∈ S ∩ U , φ(x) = maxi∈I φi(x) ≥ 0. Thus, x̄ is a local solution of (2).
By Lemma 2.3, one has

0 ∈ ∂(φ + δS)(x̄).

By assumptions, it is clear that φ is locally Lipschitz and hence

0 ∈ ∂φ(x̄) + NS(x̄).

Thanks to Lemma 2.4, there exists λ ∈ Rm
+ such that

∑
i∈I λi = 1 and

0 ∈
∑
i∈I

λi∂φi(x̄) + NS(x̄)

=
∑
i∈I

λi (∂fi(x̄) + ∇gi(x̄)) −
∑
i∈I

λiui + NS(x̄)

⊆
∑
i∈I

λi (∂fi(x̄) + ∇gi(x̄) − ∂hi(x̄)) + NS(x̄).

This completes the proof of the theorem. ■

Remark 3.6. In [12, Theorem 2.1] (see also [19, Theorem 3.1]), it is claimed that if, for each i ∈ I,
fi and hi are convex, gi ≡ 0, the constraint set S is convex, and x̄ is a local weak Pareto solution
of (MP), then x̄ is a strong stationary point of (MP). However, the following example shows that
this assertion does not hold.

Example 3.7. Let us consider problem (MP) in the case where S = R, m = 2, and, for i ∈ {1, 2},
gi ≡ 0, while fi and hi are convex functions defined by

∀x ∈ R, f1(x) = |x|, f2(x) = 2x, h1(x) = |x| + x, h2(x) = |x|.

Then F1(x) = −x and F2(x) = 2x − |x|. Let x̄ = 0. We claim that x̄ is a weak Pareto solution of
(MP). Indeed, one has

∀x ∈ R, max{F1(x), F2(x)} = max{−x, 2x − |x|} ≥ 0,

as required. By Theorem 3.5, x̄ is a stationary point of (MP). We now show that x̄ is not a strong
stationary point of (MP). If otherwise, then there exist λ1 ≥ 0, λ2 ≥ 0 such that λ1 + λ2 = 1 and

λ1∂h1(x̄) + λ2∂h2(x̄) ⊆ λ1∂f1(x̄) + λ2∂f2(x̄). (3)

A direct computation shows that

∂f1(x̄) = [−1, 1], ∂f2(x̄) = {2},

∂h1(x̄) = [0, 2], and ∂h2(x̄) = [−1, 1].

Hence, (3) means that
λ1[0, 2] + λ2[−1, 1] ⊆ λ1[−1, 1] + λ2.2,

or, equivalently,
[−λ2, 2λ1 + λ2] ⊆ [−λ1 + 2λ2, λ1 + 2λ2].
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Thus, 
−λ1 + 2λ2 ≤ −λ2,

2λ1 + λ2 ≤ λ1 + 2λ2,

λ1 ≥ 0, λ2 ≥ 0, λ1 + λ2 = 1.

This implies that {
λ2 ≤ 1

4 ,

λ2 ≥ 1
2 ,

a contradiction.

The following result gives a sufficient condition for a strong stationary point of (MP) to be a
local weak Pareto solution of (MP).

Theorem 3.8 (Sufficient optimality condition, type I; see [7, Corollary 3.4]). Suppose that,
for each i ∈ I, fi and gi are convex, and hi is polyhedral convex. If x̄ ∈ S is a strong stationary
point of (MP), then x̄ is a local weak Pareto solution of (MP).

Remark 3.9. It follows from Example 3.7 that the converse conclusion of Theorem 3.8 does not
hold even for the case where the functions fi and hi, i ∈ I, are polyhedral convex.

We next introduce a class of functions that guarantees that every strong stationary of (MP) is
a local Pareto solution.

Definition 3.10. We say that (f, g, h) is locally generalized convex-concave on S at x̄ ∈ S if there
exists a neighborhood U of x̄ such that, for any x ∈ U ∩S, ui ∈ ∂fi(x̄), and vi ∈ ∂hi(x̄), i = 1, . . . , m,
there exists ν ∈ TS(x̄) satisfying

fi(x) − fi(x̄) ≥ ⟨ui, ν⟩, i ∈ I,

gi(x) − gi(x̄) ≥ ⟨∇gi(x̄), ν⟩, i ∈ I,

hi(x̄) − hi(x) ≥ ⟨−vi, ν⟩, i ∈ I.

Remark 3.11. Let x̄ ∈ S. It is easy to see that if fi and gi, i ∈ I, are convex and there exists a
neighborhood U of x̄ such that

hi(x) = ⟨ai, x⟩ + bi, ∀x ∈ U ∩ S, i ∈ I,

then (f, g, h) is locally generalized convex-concave on S at x̄ with respect to ν = x − x̄.

The following result gives a sufficient condition for a stationary point of (MP) to be a local weak
Pareto solution.

Theorem 3.12 (Sufficient optimality condition, type II). Suppose that (f, g, h) is locally
generalized convex-concave on S at x̄ ∈ S. If x̄ is a stationary point of (MP), then it is a local weak
Pareto solution of (MP).

Proof. Since x̄ is a stationary point of (MP), there exist λi ≥ 0, i ∈ I, such that
∑

i∈I λi = 1 and

0 ∈
∑
i∈I

λi[∂fi(x̄) + ∇gi(x̄) − ∂hi(x̄)] + NS(x̄).
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Hence, there are ui ∈ ∂fi(x̄), vi ∈ ∂hi(x̄), and w ∈ NS(x̄) such that∑
i∈I

λi(ui + ∇gi(x̄) − vi) = −w. (4)

Since (f, g, h) is generalized convex on S at x̄, there exists a neighborhood U of x̄ such that for any
x ∈ U ∩ S, we find ν ∈ TS(x̄) satisfying

fi(x) − fi(x̄) ≥ ⟨ui, ν⟩, i ∈ I,

gi(x) − gi(x̄) ≥ ⟨∇gi(x̄), ν⟩, i ∈ I,

hi(x̄) − hi(x) ≥ ⟨−vi, ν⟩, i ∈ I.

Combining the above inequalities together with (4) we arrive at∑
i∈I

λi[fi(x) + gi(x) − hi(x)] −
∑
i∈I

λi[fi(x̄) + gi(x̄) − hi(x̄)]

≥
∑
i∈I

λi[⟨ui, ν⟩ + ⟨∇gi(x̄), ν⟩ − ⟨vi, ν⟩]

= ⟨−w, ν⟩ ≥ 0,

or, equivalently, ∑
i∈I

λi[Fi(x) − Fi(x̄)] ≥ 0. (5)

This and the fact that λi ≥ 0 and
∑

i∈I λi = 1 imply that

max
i∈I

(Fi(x) − Fi(x̄)) ≥ 0. (6)

Hence, x̄ is a local weak Pareto solution of (MP). ■

4. Proposed Algorithm

In this section, we propose and analyze the following algorithm for solving (MP), which exploits
the DC-type structure of the objective functions.

Algorithm 1.

▷ Step 1. Let x0 ∈ S and γ̄ ∈
(
0, 1

ℓ+β

)
. Set k = 0.

▷ Step 2. For each i ∈ I, let uk
i ∈ ∂hi(xk). Let γk ∈ (0, γ̄] and find

xk+1 ∈ argmin
x∈S

(
max
i∈I

(
fi(x) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk

i , x − xk⟩
)

+ 1
2γk

∥x − xk∥2
)

.

▷ Step 3. If a termination criterion is not met, set k = k + 1 and go to Step 2.

Remark 4.1. In the case when all hi ≡ 0, Step 2 of Algorithm 1 reduces to

xk+1 ∈ argmin
x∈S

(
max
i∈I

(
fi(x) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk), x − xk⟩

)
+ 1

2γk
∥x − xk∥2

)
.

In general, Step 2 requires solving a subproblem of a max structure that admits several equivalent
reformulations, which can be exploited for numerical solution.
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(i) (Epigraph reformulation) Introducing an auxiliary scalar variable t ∈ R, the subproblem can
be formulated as

min
x∈S, t∈R

t + 1
2γk

∥x − xk∥2

subject to fi(x) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk
i , x − xk⟩ ≤ t, i ∈ I.

This formulation separates the pointwise maximum from the quadratic regularization term
and reduces Step 2 to a single-objective constrained optimization problem. From an implemen-
tation viewpoint, the latter can be handled using standard nonlinear optimization techniques.

(ii) (Simplex-weight representation) Using the identity

max
i∈I

ai = max
λ∈∆

∑
i∈I

λiai, ∆ := {λ ∈ Rm : λi ≥ 0,
∑
i∈I

λi = 1},

the subproblem admits the equivalent formulation

min
x∈S

max
λ∈∆

(∑
i∈I

λi
(
fi(x) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk

i , x − xk⟩
)

+ 1
2γk

∥x − xk∥2
)

.

This representation shows that Step 2 can be interpreted as computing a proximal-type step
associated with a weighted aggregation of the objective variations, where the weights λi are
chosen from the simplex. In practice, this viewpoint connects Step 2 with classical scalarization
techniques in multiobjective optimization and provides additional flexibility for algorithmic
design.

We now establish the main convergence properties of Algorithm 1, including descent estimates,
boundedness of the generated sequence, and stationarity of its cluster points.

Theorem 4.2. Let (xk)k∈N be a sequence generated by Algorithm 1. Then the following hold:

(i) For all i ∈ I and all k ∈ N,

Fi(xk+1) +
( 1

2γk
− ℓ + β

2

)
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ Fi(xk).

(ii) If there exists i ∈ I such that Fi is bounded from below on S, then

+∞∑
k=0

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 < +∞

and consequently, xk+1 − xk → 0 as k → +∞.

(iii) If there exists i ∈ I such that the set {x ∈ S : Fi(x) ≤ Fi(x0)} is bounded, then the sequence
(xk)k∈N is bounded.

(iv) If lim infk→+∞ γk > 0 and there exists i ∈ I such that Fi is bounded from below on S, then
every cluster point of the sequence (xk)k∈N is a stationary point of (MP).
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Proof. (i): We first see that, for all k ∈ N, xk ∈ S. Let i ∈ I and k ∈ N. It follows from Step 2 of
Algorithm 1 that, for all x ∈ S,

fi(xk+1) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk
i , xk+1 − xk⟩ + 1

2γk
∥xk+1 − xk∥2

≤ max
i∈I

(
fi(xk+1) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk

i , xk+1 − xk⟩
)

+ 1
2γk

∥xk+1 − xk∥2

≤ max
i∈I

(
fi(x) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk

i , x − xk⟩
)

+ 1
2γk

∥x − xk∥2.

Letting x = xk yields

fi(xk+1) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk
i , xk+1 − xk⟩ + 1

2γk
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ 0. (7)

On the other hand, we have from the Lipschitz continuity of ∇gi and [17, Lemma 1.2.3] that

gi(xk+1) − gi(xk) ≤ ⟨∇gi(xk), xk+1 − xk⟩ + ℓ

2∥xk+1 − xk∥2,

and from the weak convexity of hi that

−hi(xk+1) + hi(xk) ≤ −⟨uk
i , xk+1 − xk⟩ + β

2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2.

Combining with (7), we obtain that

fi(xk+1) − fi(xk) + 1
2γk

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 + gi(xk+1) − gi(xk) − hi(xk+1) + hi(xk) ≤ ℓ + β

2 ∥xk+1 − xk∥2,

or equivalently,

Fi(xk+1) +
( 1

2γk
− ℓ + β

2

)
∥xk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ Fi(xk).

(ii): Assume that there exists i ∈ I such that Fi is bounded from below on S. By combining
with (i), the sequence (Fi(xk))k∈N is nonincreasing and bounded from below, so it is convergent.
Now, telescoping the inequality in (i) and noting that, for all k ∈ N, γk ∈ (0, γ̄], we obtain( 1

2γ̄
− ℓ + β

2

) +∞∑
k=0

∥xk+1 − xk∥2 ≤ Fi(x0) − lim
n→+∞

Fi(xn+1) < +∞.

Since γ̄ ∈
(
0, 1

ℓ+β

)
, it follows that

∑+∞
k=0 ∥xk+1 −xk∥2 < +∞, and hence xk+1 −xk → 0 as k → +∞.

(iii): Assume that there exists i ∈ I such that the set S0 := {x ∈ S : Fi(x) ≤ Fi(x0)} is bounded.
We derive from (i) that, for all k ∈ N, Fi(xk) ≤ Fi(x0), and so xk ∈ S0. The conclusion then follows.

(iv): Let k ∈ N. We have from the optimality condition for the x-update that

0 ∈ ∂

(
max
i∈I

(
fi(·) − fi(xk) + ⟨∇gi(xk) − uk

i , · − xk⟩
)

+ 1
2γk

∥ · −xk∥2 + δS(·)
)

(xk+1)

⊆
∑
i∈I

λk
i

(
∂fi(xk+1) + ∇gi(xk) − uk

i

)
+ 1

γk
(xk+1 − xk) + NS(xk+1), (8)
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where λk
1, . . . , λk

m ∈ [0, +∞) summing up to 1.
Let x̄ be a cluster point of the sequence (xk)k∈N. Then there exists a subsequence (xnk)k∈N

such that xnk → x̄ as k → +∞. Since hi is a continuous convex function, ∂hi is locally bounded
around x̄, and so (uk

i )k∈N is bounded. By passing to a subsequence if necessary, we can assume
that, for each i ∈ I, unk

i → ūi and λnk
i → λi ∈ [0, +∞) as k → +∞. Clearly,

∑m
i=1 λi = 1 and by

the robustness of the convex subdifferential, one has ūi ∈ ∂hi(x̄). By (ii), xnk+1 → x̄. Replacing k
in (8) by nk, letting k → +∞, and using the robustness property of ∂fi and the continuity of ∇gi,
we derive that

0 ∈
∑
i∈I

λi (∂fi(x̄) + ∇gi(x̄) − ūi) + NS(x̄) ⊆
∑
i∈I

λi (∂fi(x̄) + ∇gi(x̄) − ∂hi(x̄)) + NS(x̄),

which completes the proof. ■

5. Conclusion

We have established necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for a broad class of constrained
multiobjective optimization problems, where each objective function is the difference between a
proper lower semicontinuous function and a convex function. Based on these conditions, we have
proposed a proximal subgradient algorithm that specifically utilizes the problem structures. The-
oretical analysis shows that, under mild assumptions, the sequence generated by the algorithm is
bounded, and all cluster points are critical solutions.

Our work provides a solid theoretical framework for tackling constrained multiobjective DC opti-
mization problems and introduces a practical algorithm that exploits the structure of the objectives.
Future research could explore extensions of this approach to incorporate additional problem-specific
structures, such as stochastic or dynamic components, and further investigate its application to real-
world problems.
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