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Abstract. In many real-world applications, the Pareto Set (PS) of a
continuous multiobjective optimization problem can be a piecewise con-
tinuous manifold. A decision maker may want to find a solution set that
approximates a small part of the PS and requires the solutions in this
set share some similarities. This paper makes a first attempt to address
this issue. We first develop a performance metric that considers both op-
timality and variable sharing. Then we design an algorithm for finding
the model that minimizes the metric to meet the user’s requirements.
Experimental results illustrate that we can obtain a linear model that
approximates the mapping from the preference vectors to solutions in a
local area well.

1 Introduction

This paper considers the following continuous multiobjective optimization prob-
lem (MOP):

minimize F (x) = (f1(x), . . . , fm(x)),
subject to x ∈ Ω,

(1)

where x is the decision variable, Ω ⊆ Rn is the decision space, F : Ω → Rm

contains m continuous objective functions f1(x), . . . , fm(x), and Rm is the ob-
jective space. Very often, the objectives in MOP (1) conflict with each other,
and no single solution can optimize them simultaneously [9]. Pareto optimality
is used to define the best trade-off candidate solutions. The set of all the Pareto
optimal solutions is called the Pareto Set (PS). Its image in the objective space
is called the Pareto Front (PF).

Aggregation is an important technique for solving MOPs [10]. Aggregation
methods transform (1) into some single objective optimization problems. For a
preference λ, an aggregation method aggregates all the fi’s into a scalar objective
function, optimizes it and generates a Pareto optimal solution x(λ) for the pref-
erence vector λ. Under some conditions, an aggregation method can find all the
Pareto optimal solutions. In other words, the PS can be modeled by a function
x = x(λ). Moreover, under regularity conditions, it is piecewise continuous [11].
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Given a preference vector λ0, a decision maker may be interested only in
Pareto optimal solutions around x(λ0). It is reasonable to assume that x(λ)
is linear around a small neighborhood of λ0. Let x1 = (x1

1, . . . , x1
n) ,x2 =

(x2
1, . . . , x2

n) ∈ Rn be two candidate solutions, if x1
i = x2

i , we say that x1 and x2

share variable xi. In many real-life applications, when the preference changes, it
is required to have an approximate Pareto optimal solution for the new preference
with as many components the same as the current Pareto optimal solution. This
requirement can be essential for reusing existing designs and reducing costs. In
engineering design, shared components can support module design [2] and sig-
nificantly reduce manufacturing costs. Deb et al.[2] advocate conducting data
mining among the obtained Pareto optimal solutions to find useful patterns. To
date, no research has been conducted on the integration of shared component
requirements into the optimization process.

This paper makes a first attempt to address the issue of shared components.
We model it as a problem to use a linear model to approximate a PS segment
under the constraint of variable sharing. Much effort has been made to model
the Pareto set using a math function [1,4,12]. However, all these existing works
aim at approximating the actual Pareto set. Our approach considers the quality
of solutions beyond Pareto optimality. We trade Pareto optimality for shared
component requirements. Our major contributions can be summarized as follows:

– We study the optimality of a solution set under some shared component
constraints instead of Pareto optimality.

– We incorporate the user’s preference and the requirement on shared compo-
nents to define a performance metric.

– We adopt the framework of MOEA/D to develop an algorithm for finding
the model that optimizes the performance metric. This model can generate
infinite solutions that satisfy the user’s requirements.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: We propose the original ver-
sion of our performance metric and modification considering variable sharing
in Section 2. Then we present the form of the linear model and the connection
between variable sharing and the sparsity of the model in Section 3. We give
out the framework of our algorithm and implementation details in Section 4. In
Section 5, we conduct experiments to validate our algorithm. The last section
summarizes the paper and list possible future work directions.

2 Performance Metric for Local Models

In this section, we introduce our performance metric that considers both op-
timality and variable sharing of solutions. We first define a preference vector
distribution based on the user-provided preference vector. We then use the ex-
pected aggregation value of solutions output by a model as the first part of our
metric. Finally, we implicitly define the second part of the metric with regards
to variable sharing. Different implementations are possible for the second part.
In the next section, we present our implementation using a linear model.



Approximation of a Pareto Set Segment 3

2.1 Local Approximation Metric

Consider MOP (1). Given:
– λ0: a preference vector, from the (m − 1)-D probability simplex;
– N(λ0): a neighborhood set of λ0;
– P: a probability distribution defined on N(λ0).

The neighborhood set can have different structures. In general, the neighborhood
of λ defines a set of preference vectors that are close to λ in Euclidean space. The
distribution P enables us to sample preference vectors from the neighborhood
set. In this paper, we use a multi-variate normal distribution as the sampling
distribution P. This distribution puts more emphasis on the area that near the
user’s target solutions.

For any preference vector λ ∼ P, we can define a sub-problem using aggre-
gation functions. In this paper, we use Chebyshev aggregation. Our metric can
be generalized to other aggregation functions. The Chebyshev aggregation value
of solution x with preference vector λ is by:

g(x, λ) = max
i

λi|fi(x) − zi|, (2)

where zi is the Utopian value for the i-th objective, and λi is the i-th component
of the preference vector λ. The associated solution x∗(λ) to the above sub-
problem is as follows:

x∗(λ) = arg min
x

g(x, λ). (3)
We can denote the above mapping from the preference vector λ to the associ-
ated optimal solution as x(λ). Now, we use a model hθ(λ) parameterized by θ
to predict the associated solution to the sub-problem defined with λ. Since the
solution x∗(λ) minimizes the aggregation value g(x, λ), we can use the expected
aggregation value of the model output to evaluate its optimality. For each pref-
erence vector λ ∼ P, the aggregation value computed using the model output is
g(hθ(λ), λ). Our metric M is as follows:

M(hθ) = Eλ∼P [g(hθ(λ), λ)]. (4)

The above metric can be directly used to learn the Pareto set for different real-
world applications, such as multi-task learning [7], neural multiobjective combi-
natorial optimization [6], and multiobjective Bayesian optimization [8]. In this
work, we extend it to include the variable sharing constraint.

2.2 Shared Variable Metric

The above metric only considers the optimality of solutions under sub-problems
defined with different preference vectors. We need to add extra terms to evaluate
the model’s performance according to special requirements from the user. In this
paper, we consider variable sharing due to its importance in engineering design.

We denote the function that measures the degree of variable sharing of the
model hθ as I(hθ), called variable sharing degree (VSD). Without loss of gener-
ality, we assume a lower value of I indicates a higher degree of variable sharing.
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Fig. 1. Linear Model: Column vectors (e.g. a1, a2) in A can be regarded as basis
vectors that span the subspace of a hyperplane. This hyperplane can be used to ap-
proximate the local PS segment since we expect it to be linear under mild conditions.

The explicit form of the VSD can be various, we will connect it with the sparsity
of the model in the next section.

Now our goal is to find the model that minimizes both M and I. We synthese
these two metrics and reload the notion M to represent our final performance
metric. The final version of the metric is as follows:

M(hθ) = Eλ∼P [g(hθ(λ), λ)] + γI(hθ), (5)

where γ is the parameter that weighs the importance of the VSD. Larger values
of γ lead to models that trade optimality for variable sharing. Our goal is to
build a linear model that can approximate the local area of the PS and produce
solutions with as many variables taking the same value across the solutions.

3 Linear Sparse Representation of the Local PS

In this section, we first give the analytical form of our linear model. Then, we
discuss the sparsity of the parameters and use it as an implementation of the
VSD.

3.1 Linear Model

Since the preference vectors are from a probability simplex, the sum of all the
elements is equal to 1. So we only use the first (m−1) elements of the preference
vectors λ, denoted as λ1:m−1 as the input. Our model designed using first-order
approximation is as follows:

hθ(λ) = A(λ1:m−1 − λ0
1:m−1) + b, (6)

where A ∈ Rn×(m−1) and b ∈ Rn are the parameters of the model. θ = (A, b) is
still used to represent all the parameters of the model for brevity.

The interpretation of the column vectors of A can be a set of basis vectors
of the tangent space at point x0. The bias vector b is used to represent the
associated solution x0 with the preference vector w0. We give an illustrative
example of the linear model in Fig. 1.
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The performance of the above model can be evaluated using metric (5).
However, the form of VSD is not explicitly defined. In the following paragraphs,
we give our implementation of VSD using sparsity of the model.

3.2 Variable Sharing and Sparsity of the model

We notice that the linear approximation is actually a set of linear combinations of
the column vectors in A and the bias vector b. Each non-zero row in A contributes
to one dimension of output solutions the model. More “empty” rows in A lead
to more shared variables in the solutions output by hθ(λ). Therefore, we use
the row sparsity of A as an implementation of the VSD. Specifically, we use the
(2, 1)-norm of matrix A as the function to measure the degree of row sparsity.
The (2, 1)-norm of matrix A is defined as:

∥A∥2,1 =
n∑

i=1
∥ai∥2, (7)

where ai is the i-th row of matrix A.

4 Method and Algorithm

4.1 An Alternative Problem

Using the linear model defined in the previous section, the optimization problem
becomes:

min
A,b

M(hθ) = Eλ∼P [g(hθ(λ), λ)] + γ∥A∥2,1. (8)

If the explicit form of F is known, we can derive the form of g accordingly and
apply a gradient descent algorithm to solve it. However, for real-world problems,
the gradient information is often unavailable.

Our solution is to maintain a dynamic dataset of preference vector-solution
pairs during our algorithm. We update this dataset in each iteration, assuming it
converges to the local PS progressively. Then, the data from it can be regarded
as noisy samples from the true PS. We replace the first term with the mean
squared loss (MSE) between the samples and the output of the model.

Suppose we have a dataset
{

(λ1, x1), . . . , (λN , xN )
}

at any iteration of our
algorithm. We want to find a linear model to fit this dataset. More specifically,
our goal is to minimize the following loss function:

1
N

N∑
i=1

∥xi − (A(λi
1:m−1 − λ0

1:m−1) + b)∥2 + γ∥A∥2,1, (9)

where λ0 is the user-given preference vector.
The above problem is convex and easy to solve. In fact, we can minimize

the above loss function by solving a series of simple regularized least square
regression problems for each dimension of the data.
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4.2 Algorithm Framework

Initialization of the Preference Set In the previous section, we described
how a dataset of preference vector-solution pairs is used to build the linear
model. Here we illustrate the process of initializing the preference set using the
user-given preference vector λ0:

– Use a normal distribution N (0, σ2I) to sample noise vectors.
– Sample N noise vectors from N (0, σ2I), add λ0 to them to generate N

vectors.
– Project these vectors onto the probability simplex to normalize the disturbed

vectors.

Through the above generation process, we obtain a preference set of N prefer-
ence vectors. This process can also be viewed as sampling from the neighborhood
of the preference vector on the simplex, as shown in Fig. 2.

Probablity
Density

λ2

λ1

center vector λµ

3σ area
samples from N (λµ, σ2I)
final sampled vectors λ(i)

Fig. 2. Preference Vector Generation: This process is equivalent to sampling from
N (λ0, σI) and projecting them on the simplex.

Main Algorithm In general, we adopt the framework of MOEA/D [10] to
design our algorithm. Details of our MOEA/D with local linear approximations,
called MOEA/D-LLA (Local Linear Approximation), are shown in Algorithm 1.
It takes the obtained preference vector set as its input. We first initialize a set of
sub-problems using the preference set under Chebyshev aggregation and assign
the value of reference point as done in MOEA/D. Then our algorithm maintains:

– a population X of size N , where the i-th individual is used to solve the
sub-problem using λi,

– a set of decomposed value
{

g(xi, λi)|1 ≤ i ≤ N
}

,
– and a reference point z∗ = (z∗

1 , . . . , z∗
m)T .
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We generally push the population towards the PS by using genetic operators and
our model to generate new solutions. We train our model by solving a regression
task on the dataset of preference vector-solution pairs.

Algorithm 1: MOEA/D-LLA
Input: preference vector set W =

{
λ1, . . . , λN

}
Parameters : regularization parameter γ, optimization step o
Output: matrix A, bias vector b, solution set X

1 Initialize matrix A, b, a population X
2 while not terminated do

// Optimization Step
3 Using MOEA/D to optimize g(x, λ1), . . . , g(x, λN ) to obtain

(λ1, x1), . . . , (λN , xN );
// Regression Step

4 for i = 1 → o do
5 A∗, b∗ =

arg minA,b
1
N

∑N

i=1

∥∥xi − (A(λi
1:m−1 − λ0

1:m−1) + b)
∥∥2

2
+ γ∥A∥2,1

6 end
// Update Population Using Linear Model

7 Generate new solutions using Algorithm 2 and use them to update
population (λ1, x1), . . . , (λN , xN ).

8 end

Sampling New Solutions In our algorithm, we use a hybrid strategy to gen-
erate new solutions. In Line 2, we use genetic operators to sample new solutions.
In Line 6, we sample solutions from the linear model as in [12]. The sampling
method is given in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: Sampling New Solutions
1 Sample N noise vectors from N (0, σ2

noiseI);
2 Add noise vectors on the preference set to obtain the noised set

{
λ̃1, . . . , λ̃N

}
;

3 Generate N solutions using

x = Aλ̃1:m−1 + b

5 Experimental Results

In this section, we study the optimality and the variable sharing aspect of our
algorithm. Since standard test instances like ZDT [13] and DTLZ [3] naturally
have shared variables in their Pareto set, we first design a problem with no shared
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variables and test our algorithm on it. Then we study the trade-off between
optimality and variable sharing for this problem. Here, we use R-metric from
[5] to incorporate the user-given preference vector into the evaluation of the
solutions. The parameter δ for R-metric is set to be 6σ to target our preferred
area.

5.1 Parameter Setting

All the experimental results are obtained from 10 independent runs of the algo-
rithm. We add extra function evaluations in MOEA/D-DE as a compensation
for not generating solutions from the model to ensure a fair comparison. The
parameters of our algorithm are set as follows:

– The population size: It is 100 for all instances.
– The variance σ2 of the sampling distribution P: It is 0.02 for all instances.
– The variance σ2

noise for sampling new solutions: It is 0.05 for all instances.
– The maximum number of generations: It is 300 for all instances.

5.2 Performance on None-shared Problem
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Fig. 3. Linear Approximation for Local PS: An illustration of the population
and the predictions of the model for a nonlinear Pareto set under different γ in both
decision space and objective space.

To evaluate the effectiveness of our algorithm in finding solutions with shared
variables, we create a new test instance, MOZDT1, by modifying ZDT1 by re-
placing g(x). The form of our g(x) is as follows:

l(x) = ((1 − 2x1)2 − x2)2 + (x3 + x2 − 1)2

g(x) = 1 + 9
n − 3

n∑
i=4

|xi − x1| + l(x)
(10)

The Pareto set for this problem is defined as:

0 ≤ x1 ≤ 1, x2 = (1 − 2x1)2, x3 = 1 − (1 − 2x1)2, and xi = x1(i = 4, . . . , n)
(11)
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The Pareto optimal solutions in this set have no shared variables. Therefore,
we cannot guarantee the optimality of the solutions if we desire more shared
variables in them. As γ controls the importance of VSD in (5), we expect our
model’s output have more shared variables as γ increases.

We run our algorithms under different γ values and plot the results in Fig. 3.
Additionally, we show the optimality and the degree of variable sharing in Fig. 4.
In Fig. 4, we use R-IGD to evaluate the optimality of the solutions and the
variances of decision variables to illustrate VSD.
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Fig. 4. (a) The value of R-IGD calculated on the population from the last iteration
and the predictions given by the model. The area within one standard deviation is
shaded. (b) The variance of decision variables of the predictions. The model’s predic-
tions converge to a small area as γ increases.

Fig. 4(a) shows that with a small gamma value, our algorithm is able to find
a model that can generate solutions of high quality. However, we observe a sig-
nificant deterioration of optimality when γ was increased to 5. Upon examining
the predictions associated with γ = 5, we find that their variances reduce to
almost zero. This indicates that most solutions output by the model are very
similar to each other and can be considered the same solution. In future work,
We will further investigate the impact of γ on different decision variables.

5.3 Performance on Standard Test Instances

The Pareto optimal solutions of standard test instances like ZDT [13] and
DTLZ [3] have special structures in which the majority of their decision variables
are shared. Therefore, if γ is set correctly, we expect VSD to act as a regulariza-
tion term and help obtain a model that balances optimality and variable sharing.

We evaluate the quality of the solutions produced by MOEA/D-DE, our
algorithm, and the model’s predictions using the R-metric. The results are listed
in Table 1.

The results in Table. 1 show that LLA’s predictions achieve the best R-IGD
and R-HV values in 7 out of 8 standard test instances. Moreover, the populations
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Table 1. R-IGD and R-HV values obtained by MOEA/D-DE and LLA over 10 inde-
pendent runs. The value of the population and the predictions are both evaluated.

Problem MOEA/D-DE LLA Pop LLA Pred
R-IGD R-HV R-IGD R-HV R-IGD R-HV

ZDT1 1.27e-01 5.56e-01 1.27e-01 5.56e-01 7.76e-02 6.09e-01
ZDT2 1.02e-01 2.89e-01 1.02e-01 2.89e-01 6.60e-02 2.95e-01
ZDT4 1.26e-01 5.55e-01 1.26e-01 5.55e-01 7.78e-02 6.08e-01
ZDT6 1.26e-01 3.37e-01 1.16e-01 3.42e-01 8.27e-02 3.46e-01
DTLZ1 1.90e-01 5.09e-01 1.92e-01 5.05e-01 1.84e-01 6.36e-01
DTLZ2 3.24e-01 1.90e-01 3.24e-01 1.90e-01 2.82e-01 2.30e-01
DTLZ3 3.23e-01 1.90e-01 3.25e-01 1.90e-01 2.82e-01 2.29e-01
DTLZ4 3.97e-01 1.48e-01 4.22e-01 1.35e-01 4.22e-01 1.42e-01

of LLA outperform those of the original MOEA/D in terms of R-metrics. This
superior performance can be attributed to the fact that the problems’ Pareto op-
timal solutions naturally share most decision variables. Therefore, adding vari-
able sharing constraint does not significantly degrade the performance of the
LLA algorithm.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Iteration

-8

-7

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

M
ea

n
S

q
u

ar
ed

E
rr

or
(l

og
)

PS Error for ZDT1

MOEA/D LLA
MOEA/D

(a)

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Iteration

-6

-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

M
ea

n
S

q
u

ar
ed

E
rr

or
(l

og
)

PS Error for DTLZ1

MOEA/D LLA
MOEA/D

(b)

Fig. 5. Mean squared errors between the true optimal solutions and the model’s pre-
dictions for ZDT1 and DTLZ1. The results are the average value of 10 independent
runs and are plotted on logarithmic axis.

Approximation Error To further evaluate the convergence of our algorithm
on these instances, we plot the mean squared error between the output of our
model and the true optimal solutions associated with the sub-problems defined
by the preference vectors in Fig. 5. In these experiments, γ is set to be a small
value (1e-03).

From Fig. 5, we can see that the residual error of MOEA/D-DE can not be
further diminished by increasing the number of iterations. Our model’s predic-
tions improve quickly and exceed the performance of MOEA/D-DE after around
100 iterations. Furthermore, the quality of the solution for each sub-problem con-
tinues to improve with more function evaluations.
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Variable Sharing The weighting factor γ controls the trade-off between
optimality and variable sharing. We plot the population from the last iteration
and the hyper-plane that represents the output of the linear model obtained
with different values of γ in Fig. 6.
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Fig. 6. The influence of γ on the variable sharing degree for ZDT1 and DTLZ1. The
shape of the approximated PS shrinks as γ becomes bigger.

With larger γ, the variance of the decision variable x2 becomes smaller in the
output of the models. We see the same phenomenon for different test instances in
Fig. 6(c) and Fig. 6(d). We can conclude now that our model has a higher degree
of variable sharing when we increase γ. Moreover, these examples illustrate an
enhancement of the influence of γ for PS in the higher-dimensional space.
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Fig. 7. An illustration of the value of R-metric of the solutions set and the predictions
of the linear model of our algorithm. The lines are the average value of 10 independent
runs, while the shaded areas reflect the variance of the value.

We further investigate the influence of γ on optimality by plotting γ against
the R-metric value of ZDT1 problem in Fig. 7. The R-metrics of the solution set
fluctuate with the value of γ. However, we observe significant deterioration of
performance of the linear model when we increase γ. Although ZDT1’s Pareto
optimal solutions naturally share the first decision variable, higher degree of
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variable sharing leads to worse optimality. We can conclude that the cost of
sharing lies in the non-shared variables.

To better understand the imapct of γ on decision variables, we calculate the
variance of each decision variable under different γ and show them in a heatmap
in Fig. 8. Smaller variances indicate a higher degree of variable sharing. With
a smaller γ, we can obtain a model that targets the correct shared decision
variables without degrading the optimality of the solutions as shown in Fig. 8.
However, when we increase γ to a large value (e.g. 5) to emphasize the importance
of variable sharing, we indeed trade the performance (Fig. 7) for variable sharing
(Fig. 8).
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Fig. 8. Illustration of the variances of decision variables under different γ. For ZDT1,
most of the decision variables are shared in the Pareto set.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have studied how to approximate a small part of the PS sub-
ject to the variable sharing constraint. We have defined its performance metric
as the expectation of the aggregation value under Chebyshev aggregation. Our
proposed algorithm can find the optimal linear model that minimizes this per-
formance metric and learns a sparse representation of the local PS. We have
conducted experimental studies on the trade-off between optimality and vari-
able sharing. In the future, we plan to study the following:

– We will consider more test instances where no decision variables are shared
in Pareto optimal solutions, further investigate the best trade-off between
optimality and variable sharing in different problems settings.

– Instead of using regularized least square regression to learn the model pa-
rameters, we will explore more efficient and intelligent approaches such as
deep learning and reinforcement learning.
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