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Abstract

Multi-Objective Optimization (MOO) is an important problem in real-world ap-
plications. However, for a non-trivial problem, no single solution exists that can
optimize all the objectives simultaneously. In a typical MOO problem, the goal is
to find a set of optimum solutions (Pareto set) that trades off the preferences among
objectives. Scalarization in MOO is a well-established method for finding a finite
set approximation of the whole Pareto set (PS). However, in real-world experimen-
tal design scenarios, it’s beneficial to obtain the whole PS for flexible exploration
of the design space. Recently Pareto set learning (PSL) has been introduced to ap-
proximate the whole PS. PSL involves creating a manifold representing the Pareto
front of a multi-objective optimization problem. A naive approach includes finding
discrete points on the Pareto front through randomly generated preference vectors
and connecting them by regression. However, this approach is computationally
expensive and leads to a poor PS approximation. We propose to optimize the prefer-
ence points to be distributed evenly on the Pareto front. Our formulation leads to a
bilevel optimization problem that can be solved by e.g. differentiable cross-entropy
methods. We demonstrated the efficacy of our method for complex and difficult
black-box MOO problems using both synthetic and real-world benchmark data.

1 Introduction

Many real-world applications demand the simultaneous optimization of multiple objectives. An effi-
cient and practically useful method to find optimal solutions to a multi-objective optimization (MOO)
problem is an active area of research in many real-world experimental design problems and this
became more prevalent in the era of robot-driven autonomous design [Abolhasani and Kumacheva,
2023, MacLeod et al., 2020, Langner et al., 2020, Christensen et al., 2021]. Most real-world applica-
tions are blackbox in nature where the true analytical forms of the objective functions are not known
in advance and this makes solving the real-world MOO problem more difficult. Hence, we often
need to rely on blackbox optimization (BO) where surrogate models are built in an online fashion
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Figure 1: An intuitive illustration of the proposed PO-PSL. A uniformly distributed set of preference
vectors (left) and the corresponding set model parameters (right) are dynamically selected in alteration.
The dots on the orthogonal axes represent the coordinates of a set of reference points.

while keeping the laborious and expensive wet-lab experiments or costly computer simulations to the
minimum. Therefore, given a computational and monetary budget, the challenge of a BO is to find an
efficient and useful method that can find the optimal solutions as quickly as possible [Ojih et al., 2022,
Terayama et al., 2020, Seifrid et al., 2022, Ueno et al., 2016]. However, in a typical MOO problem,
there exists no single solution that can minimize all the objectives at the same time and the goal is
to find a set of optimum solutions called Pareto set (or its image called Pareto font) that trades off the
preferences among objectives. Different MOO algorithms have been developed over years [Deb et al.,
2002b, Zhang and Li, 2007, Shahriari et al., 2015, Sener and Koltun, 2018, Lin et al., 2019, Mahapatra
and Rajan, 2020, Liu et al., 2021, Zhao and Zhang, 2023]. Most of the algorithms focused on gener-
ating a single solution, or a finite set of Pareto set solutions. However, under the mild conditions for a
continuous optimization problem with m objectives, the Pareto set lies on a (m− 1) dimensional con-
tinuous manifold. Therefore, finding a finite set approximation of the entire Pareto set is often not so
useful from a decision maker’s perspective as it may not contain the solutions of desired preferences.

Other issues are scalability and flexibility, which are important in BO, specifically in robot-driven
autonomous design. It is not known beforehand which preference vectors will lead to Pareto solutions,
and the problem becomes more difficult in BO where the true analytical forms of the objectives are
not known. It is computationally intractable to run a learning algorithm for every new preference
vector (which is possibly infinite), and it does not allow flexible explorations on the design space
unless we have access to all Pareto solutions. Hence, it is desirable to train a set model that can be
queried at inference time for any new preference vector and allows flexible iterative exploration of
the design space [Terayama et al., 2020, Kaiya et al., 2022]. Recently, there have been a few studies
to model the entire Pareto set/font of a MOO, specifically using deep neural network models [Lin
et al., 2020, Ma et al., 2020, Navon et al., 2021, Ruchte and Grabocka, 2021, Lin et al., 2022, Chen
and Kwok, 2022, Dimitriadis et al., 2023]. It has gained significant attention in the MOO community
and applied to real-world applications such as drug design [Jain et al., 2023], multitask image
classification [Raychaudhuri et al., 2022, Wang et al., 2022], multiobjective neural combinatorial
optimization [Xi Lin, 2022]. Recently a data-augmented PSL strategy [Lu et al., 2024] and a
hypervolume-based PSL [Zhang et al., 2024] have been proposed. Similar to PSL, the conditional
model has been recently used to generate a set of diverse solutions in reinforcement learning [Yang
et al., 2019, Abels et al., 2019, Basaklar et al., 2022, Hong et al., 2022, Swazinna et al., 2022].

However, most of these existing PSL methods can recover only a part of the entire Pareto set/font
and struggle to converge to the true Pareto set/font. This is specifically prevalent for complex
problems where the Pareto font is non-convex, degenerate, irregular (i.e. disconnected), or problems
having more than two objectives. These methods are difficult to train, cannot recover solutions
at the boundary, and are not so accurate. This is mainly due to their inefficient training strategy
or problem formulation. To address the limitations of existing PSL methods, we propose a
preference-optimized Pareto set learning (PO-PSL) method that is computationally more efficient
and also more accurate. We combined a regression model of PSL with dynamic preference vector
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adaption using optimization-based modeling. This leads to a bilevel optimization algorithm that
learns the optimal set model and the optimal preference vector in an end-to-end fashion. Thus,
the proposed method can learn a uniformly distributed set of preference vectors which is further
connected by a regression model of PSL to better approximate the continuous manifold of the Pareto
set. Therefore, the main contributions of this paper are summarized below.

• We formulated the PSL problem as a bi-level optimization problem using optimization-based
modeling. It accelerates the learning process of the Pareto set model and leads to faster
convergence to the true Pareto font.

• We provided a preference-optimized PSL algorithm that can learn the entire Pareto font
while optimizing the preference vector in an end-to-end fashion.

• The proposed method can provide a better approximation of the true Pareto font while the
existing PSL algorithms can only learn a part of it and struggle in the case of non-convex,
irregular, and degenerate Pareto fonts.

• We conducted comprehensive experiments using both synthetic and real-world benchmark
data to demonstrate the effectiveness of our method.

Code. The source code is available at https://github.com/tsudalab/POPSL.

2 Problem Statement

Blackbox optimization (BO). This is an inverse problem where we search for the optimal solutions
in the design space (X ) corresponding to the desired objectives in the objective space (Y). Examples
of BO are material design [Häse et al., 2018, Terayama et al., 2020], peptide design [Murakami et al.,
2023, Zhu et al., 2024], etc. where we often don’t know the true analytical form of the objective
functions and their experimental evaluations are also quite expensive. Hence, given a computational
and resource budget, the goal of a typical BO problem is to iteratively build a surrogate model
to approximate the true objectives and use an acquisition function to search for optimal solutions.
Several single objective [Brochu et al., 2010, Shahriari et al., 2015, Frazier, 2018] and multi-objective
BO have been developed over decades [Khan et al., 2002, Laumanns and Ocenasek, 2002, Knowles,
2006, Zhang et al., 2009, Paria et al., 2020] to find a single or a representative set of solutions that
reflect the choice of a decision maker or meet the preferred design criteria of a problem.

Multi-objective optimization (MOO). In MOO we aim to solve the following optimization.

x∗ = argmin
x∈X

f(x) =
(
f1(x), f2(x), . . . , fm(x)

)
, (1)

where x∗ is a solution in the decision space X ∈ Rn and f : X → Rm is an m dimensional
vector-valued objective function. However, for a non-trivial problem, there exists no single solution
that can minimize all the objectives {fi}mi=1 simultaneously. Therefore, in a typical MOO problem,
we are interested in a set of solutions P , called the Pareto set. Each Pareto solution x∗ ∈ P represents
a different optimal trade-off among the objectives for a MOO problem (1) and the number of Pareto
solutions can be infinite (i.e., |P| =∞). A few definitions in the context of MOO are given below.
Definition 1 (Pareto Dominance). A solution x in the design space is said to Pareto dominate another
solution x′, i.e. x ≺ x′, if ∀i ∈ [m], fi(x) ≤ fi(x

′) and ∃j ∈ [m] : fj(x) < fj(x
′).

Definition 2 (Pareto Optimality). A solution x∗ in the design space is said Pareto optimal if there
exists no solution x that Pareto dominates x∗.
Definition 3 (Pareto Set and Pareto Font). The set of all Pareto optimal solutions in the design
space is called the Pareto set (PS) and is defined as P := {x∗|∄x : x ≺ x∗,∀x, x∗ ∈ X ∈ Rn}.
The corresponding image set in the objective space is called the Pareto font (PF) and is defined as
F := {f(x∗) ∈ Rm|x∗ ∈ P}.

Pareto estimation Under mild conditions, it is known that for an m-dimensional MOO problem
both the Pareto set P and the Pareto font F lie on (m − 1) dimensional manifold in design space
(X ∈ Rn) and objective space (Y ∈ Rm) respectively [Hillermeier, 2001, Wang et al., 2012].
Moreover, in real-world applications, we often don’t know the true analytical form of the objective
functions, and its experimental evaluations are also quite expensive. Therefore, navigating over an
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unknown manifold of Pareto set/font for a complex and difficult blackbox MOO is a challenging
problem. Hence, for real-world complex and expensive MOO problems, it is desirable to exploit
the structure of the Pareto set or Pareto font as it can lead to faster convergence and or preferred
exploration both in the design and objective spaces [Lin et al., 2022].

Several attempts have been made to approximate the Pareto set or Pareto font over the decades. Earlier
works in this direction focussed on population-based evolutionary multi-objective optimizations such
as NSGA-II [Deb et al., 2002a], R-NSGA-II [Deb and Sundar, 2006], MOEA/D [Zhang and Li,
2007], and others. These population-based approaches can only provide a finite set approximation
of the true Pareto set/font and are not scalable to a large deep learning-based MOO with millions
of parameters. Therefore, gradient-based algorithms have been proposed to solve large scale deep
MOO [Désidéri, 2012, Wang et al., 2017, Sener and Koltun, 2018, Lin et al., 2019, Mahapatra and
Rajan, 2020, 2021, Liu and Vicente, 2021, Liu et al., 2021]. However, most of these gradient-based
methods need to train multiple neural network models and cannot learn the continuous manifold of
Pareto set/font which is crucial for flexible exploration, such as in BO.

Learning-based MOO. Recently, there has been a growing interest among the machine learning
community to model the continuous manifold of the Pareto set or Pareto font. Navon et al. [2021]
proposed to learn a preference-conditioned hypernetwork in the context of deep learning-based
MOO, such as deep multi-task learning where the Pareto set is the optimal neural network parameters
(θ∗ ∈ Θ). Once, the model is trained, it can generate any Pareto optimal neural network parameters
(θ∗) for any preference vector (w ∼ W). Ma et al. [2020] proposed an efficient algorithm to construct
a locally continuous Pareto set/font using first-order expansion. On the other hand, Lin et al. [2022]
proposed a pioneering work to model the continuous manifold of Pareto set for expensive BO
(similar to ours), where the author proposed to learn a parameterized deep neural network-based
regression model to generate Pareto optimal solution in the design space (x∗ ∈ X ) corresponding
to any preference vector (w ∼ W). Another work [Chen and Kwok, 2022] which is similar in spirit
but fundamentally different to that of our method, proposed an adaptive preference vector-based
deep MOO, where the goal is to generate uniformly distributed (but discrete) Pareto optimal neural
network parameters (θ∗) conditioned on the preference vector (w). Moreover, the adaptive strategy
proposed in Chen and Kwok [2022] can only provide a discrete approximation of the continuous
manifold of neural network parameters (θ∗), whereas our proposed adaptive strategy provides a
continuous approximation of the true manifold of design parameters (x∗).

In this paper, we are interested in inverse problem (Y 7→ X ) same as in Lin et al. [2022], whereby
having direct access toW 7→ X mapping, a decision maker can readily generate preferred solutions
in the design space (X ).

Advantages of learning-based MOO. There are two main advantages of such learning-based
approaches: First. Once the regression model is learned, one can readily (in real-time) and freely
explore the manifold of Pareto set/font for different objective preferences (w) without rerunning
the underlying algorithm for infinite preference vectors, thus leading to a significant reduction in
computational overhead. Second. The structural information based on the domain knowledge can be
incorporated as constraints into the objective of the regression model for faster and more accurate
convergence to the true Pareto set/font. For details please see the proposed method section.

Scalarization. A standard approach to finding a finite set approximation of P is called the scalariza-
tion method. A scalarization method employs a function Ω(·) : Rm → R and provides a natural con-
nection between a set of trade-off preferencesW = {w ∈ Rm

+ |
∑m

i=1 wi = 1} among m objectives
to the corresponding Pareto set P . A simple scalarization function is the weighted-sum scalarization:

Ωws(x,w) =

m∑
i=1

wifi(x).

Therefore, for a given preference vector w′ ∈ W , one can find the corresponding Pareto optimal
solution x(w′) by solving the following optimization problem:

x∗(w′) = argmin
x∈X

Ωws(x,w
′). (2)

By repeatedly solving (2) for a predefined set of trade-off preference vectors, one can obtain a set
of Pareto optimal solutions. However, the solution obtained by solving (2) corresponds to the specific
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preference vector w′ and does not provide any information about how the solution would change
with a slight change in w′. Moreover, the scalarization-based method can only provide a finite set
approximation of the whole Pareto set P , whereas finding the whole Pareto set can be useful as a
user can explore the corresponding Pareto font of the objective space based on their preference.

Pareto set learning (PSL). In PSL [Lin et al., 2022], instead of solving (2) directly, we learn a
mapping θ ∈ Θ :

w 7→ hθ(w) := x(w), (3)
and the original problem (2) of scalarized MOO is converted to the following optimization :

θ∗ = argmin
θ∈Θ

Ω
(
x(w) = hθ(w), w

)
, ∀w ∈ W. (4)

Then, one can apply the standard gradient update rule to learn the mapping parameter θ :

θt+1 = θt − η
∑
w∼W

∇θΩ(·, w),

where Ω is a differentiable scalarization function, η is the learning rate and t ∈ [T ] is any arbitrary
iteration. Once the mapping is properly learned, one can write

x∗(w) = hθ∗(w), ∀w ∈ W, (5)

where θ∗ is the optimum mapping parameter of the learned Pareto set. Such a mapping enables us
to model the manifold of the Pareto set instead of a finite set approximation. Therefore, with such
a model a decision-maker can readily explore any trade-off area in the learned Pareto set (hence,
in the Pareto front) by adjusting the preferences (w) among objectives for flexible decision-making.

Limitations of existing PSL methods. However, existing methods of PSL naively leverage an
arbitrary (unevenly distributed) set of discrete points on the Pareto front via randomly generated
preference vectors and connect them by regression [Lin et al., 2022]. This leads to a poor approxi-
mation of the manifold of the entire Pareto font which is readily evident for MOO with more than
two objectives or complex MOO with non-convex or irregular Pareto font. Another problem of the
existing PSL method is the inefficient training strategy which leads to slow convergence and poor
approximation to the true manifold. The optimal solution set for any scalarization is unknown and
we need to optimize all solutions over infinite preferences (|W| =∞) to produce a good fit to the
true Pareto set/font. This becomes more difficult in the context of BO where the true analytical
forms of the objectives are unknown. Lin et al. [2022] proposed to use Monte Carlo sampling
({w1, . . . , wK} ∼ W , where K is finite) and applied iterative gradient update rule:

θt+1 = θt − η

K∑
i=1

∇θΩ(·, wi).

Such a direct or full fitting (Monte Carlo sampling) strategy can be highly inefficient due to prohibitive
time and sample complexity for complex learning problems, such as for expensive multi-objective
optimization (EMO) problems.

Optimization-based modeling. Recently, an alternative approach called optimization-based
modeling or end-end-learning (E2E) has gained significant interest in the machine learning
community for solving complex problem [Gould et al., 2016, Domke, 2012]. This is an optimization
technique where one can incorporate domain knowledge or specialized operations into an E2E
machine learning pipeline typically in the form of a parametrized arg min operation to make
the learning faster and accurate [Johnson et al., 2016, Amos et al., 2018, Belanger et al., 2017,
Agrawal et al., 2020]. For example, in an E2E energy-based learning, given n labeled training
data points, Dn = {xi, yi}ni=1, a parameterized energy function E(x, y; θ), and a differentiable
loss function L(x, y; θ); the energy (E) minimization and model (θ) optimization are separated
into two steps, where the solution of energy minimization (or a truncated energy minimization i.e.,
energy minimization is possibly incomplete) is used to train the model parameter which leads to
faster convergence and better accuracy [Belanger et al., 2017, Domke, 2012]. Basically, this is a
bilevel optimization framework where the inner level objective determines the optimal prediction
y∗ (or sub-optimal ŷ) for a given model parameter θ, and at the outer level the goal is to identify
the optimum model parameter θ∗ which corresponds to y∗ (or ŷ), thus collectively minimizing L.
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3 Proposed Method

Preference-optimized Pareto set learning (PO-PSL). Following the optimization-based modeling,
we propose a bilevel optimization for preference-optimized Pareto set learning and solve (4) in an
iterative manner:

w∗ ← argmin
w

Ω(x,w; θ), (6)

θ∗ ← argmin
θ

Ω(x,w; θ), (7)

First w is optimized by fixing θ. As a result, we obtain the optimal solution w∗ which is subsequently
used to update θ. To learn the optimum parameter θ∗ one can consider a gradient-based optimization
where an iterative update rule for any iteration t ∈ [T ] can be written as

θt+1 = θt − η∇θΩ
(
x,w; θ

)
,

= θt − η∇θΨ
(
w∗(x; θ), w

)
, (8)

where η ∈ R is the learning rate and Ω is an implicit function of Ψ, another differentiable loss
which compares the predicted optimum preference w∗(x; θ) to the true preference w. If it is possible
to solve (6) and dw∗

dθ exists, then one can apply implicit function theorem (Theorem 1) to get the
gradient update of the mapping parameter θ and make the optimization procedure end-to-end
learnable [Domke, 2012, Belanger et al., 2017, Belanger and McCallum, 2016, LeCun et al., 2006].

Theorem 1. Define w∗ as in (6) and Ω(θ) = Ψ(w∗(θ)). Then, when all the derivatives exist,

∇θΩ|w=w∗ = − ∂2Ω

∂θ∂w∗⊤

( ∂2Ω

∂w∗∂w∗⊤

)−1 ∂Ψ

∂w∗ .

Proof. Let g(w, θ) := ∂Ω(w,θ)
∂w . Then

g(w∗, θ) =
∂Ω(w, θ)

∂w

∣∣∣
w=w∗

= 0, (using (6))

∴
∂g(w∗, θ)

∂θ
=

∂g

∂w∗
∂w∗

∂θ
+

∂g

∂θ
= 0,

=⇒ ∂w∗

∂θ
= −∂g

∂θ

( ∂g

∂w∗

)−1

,

= − ∂2Ω

∂θ∂w∗⊤

( ∂2Ω

∂w∗∂w∗⊤

)−1

.

(using vector notation)

Now,

∇θΩ|w=w∗ =
∂Ψ

∂w∗
∂w∗

∂θ
,

= − ∂2Ω

∂θ∂w∗⊤

( ∂2Ω

∂w∗∂w∗⊤

)−1 ∂Ψ

∂w∗ .

Note that in the update rule (8), Ω(θ) = Ψ(w∗(θ)), i.e., w∗ is a function of θ and we need to be
able to compute dw∗

dθ . However, computing the derivative exactly through the non-convex arg min
in (6) is challenging both in theory and practice, and several numerical methods have been developed
in this context. One direction of studies focussed on gradient unrolling method [Domke, 2012,
Andrychowicz et al., 2016, Gould et al., 2016, Finn et al., 2017, Belanger et al., 2017, Monga
et al., 2021, Chen et al., 2022] that leverages the chain rule of differentiation and unroll the gradient
through backpropagation. Another approach is the use of a zeroth-order gradient estimation method
such as the recently proposed [Amos and Yarats, 2020] differentiable cross entropy method (DCEM).
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Zeroth-order gradient estimation. Zeroth-order gradient estimation method such as cross entropy
method (CEM) [Rubinstein, 1997, De Boer et al., 2005, Bharadhwaj et al., 2020, Pinneri et al., 2021,
Amos and Yarats, 2020] or evolutionary strategy (ES) method [Li et al., 2020, Hansen et al., 2003, He
et al., 2022] has been successfully used in many applications. It estimates the gradient by generating
a sequence of samples from the objective function. For example in CEM, a sequence of samples
is generated considering a parameterized prior distribution. The parameter of the distribution is
iteratively updated by refitting the sample distribution to the top k samples by solving a maximum-
likelihood problem. DCEM [Amos and Yarats, 2020] is a differentiable CEM that leverages the
Limited Multi-Label Projection (LML) layer [Amos et al., 2019] to make the non-differentiable top-k
operation differentiable. This enables the output of CEM differentiable with respect to the objective
parameter and allows CEM to be integrated as a part of the end-to-end machine-learning pipeline.
The zeroth-order method is often preferred over gradient unrolling for large-scale complex optimiza-
tion problems as it is robust against data noise and generally less susceptible to hyperparameter
overfitting [Amos and Yarats, 2020, He et al., 2022]. Such limitations of gradient unrolling in the case
of structured prediction energy networks (SPENs) [Belanger and McCallum, 2016, Belanger et al.,
2017] have been demonstrated in section 4.1.and 5.1. of Amos and Yarats [2020]. We used DCEM as

a differentiable optimization layer (DOL) in our implementation and it allows us to compute
dw∗

dθ
efficiently. For details please see the DCEM paper. Therefore, using DCEM we estimate w∗(x; θ) by
solving the following:

w∗(x; θ) := E(gϕ̂(·)),

ϕ̂ := argmax
ϕ

L(ϕ;w, x),

w ∼ gϕ(·),
x := hθ(w),

where L(·) is the likelihood function, E is the expectation operator and gϕ(·) is the prior distribution
of w, parameterized by ϕ.

Preference optimization. The input to our Pareto set model is the preference vector w located on
the simplex (9).

W = {w ∈ Rm | w ≥ 0,1Tw = 1}. (9)
Unlike the existing PSL method [Lin et al., 2022] which randomly samples a group of preference
vectors, we select an optimal set of preference vectors (6) as input based on some reference points (a
set of random points uniformly distributed along the ideal axis of individual objectives, see Fig. 1).
Given a reference point z and the current learned neural network hθ(·), a preference vector w can be
seen as the direction starting from the z. These directions point towards the current learned Pareto
front and intersect with it.

Loss function. We choose θ based on some loss function Q. This loss function can be a reference
point-based scalarization, such as weighted-Tchebycheff (Ωtch) or augmented weighted-Tchebycheff
scalarization (Ωaug_tch) or penalized boundary intersection (PBI) (Ωpbi) [Zhang and Li, 2007]:

Q = Ωtch(x,w, z) := max
i∈[m]
{wi|fi(x)− zi|},

Q = Ωaug_tch(x,w, z) := max
i∈[m]
{wi|fi(x)− zi|+ ρ

∑
i∈[m]

wifi(x)},

Q = Ωpbi(x,w, z) := d1 + ρd2, where

d1 =
||(f(x)− z)⊤w||

||w||
, d2 = ||f(x)− (z + d1w)||, and

ρ > 0 is a penalty parameter. To ensure that the model learns the correct Pareto front while
maintaining diversity, one can add a penalty term ζ to the scalarization term Ω:

Q = Ω+ λζ, (10)

where λ > 0 is a tuning parameter. A common example of the penalty is the cosine similarity [Ruchte
and Grabocka, 2021, Chen and Kwok, 2022] between a preference vector w and the generated Pareto
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α f(w*)
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f(w)

Figure 2: An intuitive illustration of the penalty term used in our loss function. This constructs a cone
with f(w∗) as the vertex and a half-apex angle of π

4 . We aim for the w in the neighborhood to fall
within this cone as much as possible.

font solution:

ζ =
w⊤f(x)

||w|| · ||f(x)||
.

We introduced a novel penalty term (11) using a neighborhood of w∗ that promotes diversity (Fig. 2).
It is motivated by the penalty used in Chen and Kwok [2022].

ζ = exp(−c1c2),

c1 =

√
2

2
− cosα,

c2 = cosα− 1, (11)

cosα =
(f(w)− f(w∗))⊤(z − f(w∗))

∥(f(w)− f(w∗))∥∥(z − f(w∗))∥
.

Training and Algorithm of PO-PSL. For any reference point-based differentiable scalarization
function our method works as follows. We choose a set of r uniformly random reference points
(Z = {z1, . . . , zr}) which correspond to a set of coordinate points along the ideal axis of individual
objectives (Fig. 1). Then the DCEM is trained to predict the preference vector w∗(z) corresponding to
each reference point z. The predicted w∗(z) is then used as input to the Pareto set model hθ(w

∗(z))
to generate a Pareto optimal solution x(z). The objective value f(x(z)) evaluated at x(z) is then
compared against the corresponding reference point z using a penalized loss function Q (10). The
algorithm of our proposed PO-PSL method has been provided in Algorithm 1. To learn the set model
hθ(·) we used a neural network model. Our algorithm starts with a random initialization of the model
parameter θ = θ0. Then at every iteration t ∈ [T ], θ is updated based on the averaged error signal of
all r reference points which makes the learned Pareto font progress towards to true Pareto font. Note
that at any iteration t, the set model hθt(·) learns an approximate Pareto font manifold corresponding
to learned parameter θt which allows for flexible exploration of the learned Pareto font along that
manifold for any chosen preference w.

Algorithm 1 Preference-optimized Pareto set learning
1: Input: Model x = hθ(w), r : # of reference points
2: Initialize θ = θ0
3: for t = 0 to T − 1 do
4: w∗(z) = DCEM(θt, z), ∀z ∈ Z := {z1, . . . , zr}
5: θt+1 = θt − η

∑
z∈Z ∇θQ(x = hθ(w

∗(z)))
6: end for
7: Output: hθT (·)

8



Table 1: Computational Time (modeling + batch selection) in seconds.
Problem #objs. #vars. PSL-MOBO PO-PSL DGEMO
ZDT3 2 6 0.65 + 2.81 0.33 + 0.35 3.07 + 0.41

DTLZ5 3 6 0.57 + 3.87 0.37 + 0.34 4.19 + 0.68
RE5 3 4 0.79 + 5.49 0.35 + 0.33 2.64 + 0.17

4 Results and Discussions

To evaluate the performance of our proposed PO-PSL, we compared it with some state-of-the-art
(SOTA) methods on several complex synthetic and real-world benchmark data.

Baseline Algorithms. The baseline algorithms we chose are the SOTA PSL-MOBO [Lin et al.,
2022] and the classical MOBO algorithm, DGEMO [Konakovic Lukovic et al., 2020]. The imple-
mentations of PSL-MOBO and DGEMO are from their open-source codebases.

Benchmarks and Real-world problems. The algorithms are compared on the following widely-
used benchmark data, ZDT3, and DTLZ5, the ground truths of which are provided by the library
PYMOO [Blank and Deb, 2020]. The ZDT3 and DTLZ5 have a disconnected and a degenerate Pareto
front, respectively. We also test all methods on a real-world rocket injector design (RE5) problem,
the ground truth of which is obtained from the DGEMO GitHub page.

Experimental setting. Gaussian processes are used as the surrogate model for all methods. We
repeated our experiments five times and reported the average and standard deviation results of five
runs. We used hypervolume difference (HVD) and inverted generational distance (IGD) to evaluate
the performance [Blank and Deb, 2020].

Batch selection. We use the loss function Q as the selection criterion directly. We first select a
group of candidate Pareto solutions with the lowest loss scores for each reference point and then
select a batch of samples for evaluation from this group to prevent the selected samples concentrated
on the single reference point.

Hardware platform. We conduct all the experiments on the Linux GPU server equipped with one
V100, 24 cores of CPU (Intel Xeon Gold 6136), 376GB memory, and 32GB GPU memory.

PO-PSL setting. The proposed method PO-PSL is implemented in PyTorch and an open-source
GitHub implementation is provided. In our experiments, we mainly used the PBI scalarization.
Additional results using augmented Chebycheff scalarization are provided in Fig. 8. The mapping
network of the Pareto set model contains three MLPs with 256 hidden nodes, and the activation
function of the model is the Exponential Linear Unit (ELU) function. For DCEM, we sample 1000
preference vectors, and the elite neighborhood number is set to 100. In every iteration, models are
trained with batched reference points with a batch size of 8 for each objective, which means there are
a total of 8× 2 reference points for two objective problems. For every reference point, we select a
group of 100 preference vectors. The performance of all the PSL-based methods is evaluated on 100
corresponding predictions of the mapping networks with randomly generated 100 preference vectors.

Sampling and computational efficiencies. PO-PSL shows faster convergence than PSL-MOBO in
terms of both HVD and IGD, and produces better PF approximation than others (Fig. 3,4,5). It can
be observed that PO-PSL is computationally more efficient than others (Table. 1).

Ablation study. Additionally, we conducted two ablation studies: one to verify the impact of
different reference point settings on the learned Pareto front (Fig. 6), and another to verify the effect
of the penalty (Fig. 7) used in the loss function (10). We set different numbers and distributions of
reference points. Our results find that different reference point settings can significantly affect the
exploration of the Pareto front. Reference points that are evenly distributed on the orthogonal basis
contribute to comprehensively exploring the Pareto front, while unevenly distributed points cause the
learned Pareto front to concentrate in certain areas. We design the penalty item to ensure that the
model learns the correct Pareto front while maintaining diversity. We find that the learned Pareto
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Figure 3: RE5 (continuous PF). First row: PF approximation using different methods. Second row:
Sampling efficiency using HVD and IGD. We select 10 random samples as the initial set, and add 5
new samples at each iteration.

Figure 4: ZDT3 (irregular PF). First row: PF approximation using different methods. Second row:
Sampling efficiency using HVD and IGD. We select 20 random samples as the initial set, and add 10
new samples at each iteration.

front will contain more outliers without the penalty item, and the half-apex angle can affect the shape
of the learned Pareto front.

Results using Tchebycheff scalarization. Our approach can support different scalarization meth-
ods. We also implemented the augmented Tchebycheff scalarization method and the results are
shown in Fig. 8. Models are trained with batched reference points with a batch size of 256 in every
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Figure 5: DTLZ5 (degenerate PF). First row: PF approximation using different methods. Second
row: Sampling efficiency using HVD and IGD. We select 20 random samples as the initial set, and
add 10 new samples at each iteration.

Figure 6: Ablation study for reference points. (a) uses 16 reference points located only on the obj1.
(b) uses 16 reference points located only on the obj2 axis. (c) uses 16 reference points located only
on the obj3 axis. (d) uses reference points evenly distributed across all three orthogonal bases with
16× 3 points. (e) uses reference points distributed across the three orthogonal bases with 3 points. (f)
uses only one reference point.

iteration. We repeated our experiments five times and reported the average and standard deviation
results of five runs. Here we considered a multi-layer perceptron (MLP) surrogate model composed
of three fully connected layers with 256 hidden nodes.
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Figure 7: Ablation study for penalty in (10). We conduct the ablation study on the dataset of RE5
with three settings: without penalty, setting α as π

4 , and setting α as π
2 .

Figure 8: Results using the augmented Tchebycheff scalarization method. We conducted experiment
using the RE5 data. Left: Sampling efficiency is evaluated in terms of HVD and IGD. Right: Pareto
front approximation by PO-PSL.

5 Conclusion

We have proposed a novel Pareto set learning (PSL) algorithm that uses optimization-based modeling.
Our formulation is a bilevel optimization algorithm and allows flexible exploration of the entire Pareto
font. We have experimentally demonstrated that our proposed method significantly outperforms the
existing methods on PSL in terms of sampling efficiency, computational efficiency, and accuracy
in approximating the entire Pareto set. In particular, for complex optimization problems where the
existing methods can only make partial predictions and struggle to predict at the boundary points, our
method can accurately predict the entire Pareto set.

6 Approximation and Pareto Optimality

In this paper, we are interested in approximating the whole Pareto set/font of a MOO (1). For real-
world MOO problems, the analytical forms of the objective functions are often not known in advance.
Hence, our goal is to have a good approximation of (1) and obtain an ϵ-approximate Pareto set/font for
any arbitrarily small ϵ > 0 as stated in Theorem 2. Similar approximation and Pareto optimality guar-
antee have been provided for PSL of multiobjective neural combinatorial optimization [Xi Lin, 2022].
Theorem 2. If our proposed method can generate an ϵ-approximate solution x ≺ϵ x∗, where x∗

is the optimal solution of (1), then it is able to generate an ϵ-approximate Pareto set Pϵ to the
corresponding MOO problem.

For the proof of Theorem 2, please see Xi Lin [2022].
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7 Limitation and Future Work

The approximation guarantee made in Theorem 2 depends on the approximation ability of the
proposed algorithm. However, recent theoretical advancement on the convergence guarantee of
bilevel optimization is quite promising [Ji et al., 2021, Fu et al., 2023]. More specifically the author
in Fu et al. [2023] provided sublinear regret bound for bilevel Bayesian optimization, suggesting
convergence of both upper-level and lower-level parameters of bilevel optimization. Considering the
recent advancement in theoretical convergence of bilevel optimization we are optimistic to design
a more efficient algorithm for PO-PSL with rigorous theoretical guarantee which we consider as a
potential future direction of research.
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