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Pruning-Based Pareto Front Generation for Mixed-Discrete Bi-Objective
Optimization

SeungBum Hong - Jaemyung Ahn - Han-Lim Choi*

Abstract This note proposes an effective pruning-based Paoélié

front generation method in mixed-discrete bi-objectivé-op

mization. The mixed-discrete problem is decomposed intat* = {x* € X|fix € X'\ {x*} s.t.J(x) < J(x*)} 1)
multiple continuous subproblems; two-phase pruning steps

identify and prune out non-contributory subproblems to thevhere X’ is the set of feasible design vectors. The problem
Pareto front construction. The efficacy of the proposed oukthof Pareto front generation is equivalent to determining™.

is demonstrated on two benchmark examples. In case the objective function and the constraints are lin-
ear, resulting in a multi-objective mixed-integer program
several tailored algorithms have been propo ﬂl, 13]. For
nonlinear mixed-discrete problems, meta-heuristic s
such as genetic aIgorithE [3], evolutionary program 11
particle swarm optimization [14], and tabu sealfch [12] have
1 Introduction often been adopted for Pareto front generation. As determin

) o o istic approach, an iterative two-phase procedure thaesolv
Consider a bi-objective optimization (BOO) problem whosegjyen number of mixed-integer nonlinear programs and then
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design vectorx) has both of continuous(= [y1,--- ,y»,])  asequence of continuous nonlinear programs (NLPs) in Mela
and discreted = [z1, - - , zn.]) components: et al [9] is the only work reported in the literature to the
T authors’ best knowledge. A common fact for all the previ-
m}gHJ(X> = I[;Hi]l‘]([y z)) = [Jl (v,2) J2(y, Z)} (P)  ous work on nonlinear cases is that some number of mixed-
biect t integer nonlinear programs need to be solved; this require-
subjectto ment might be an issue for practical purposes (in particu-
g(y,z) <0, h(y,z) =0, lar when the discrete variables are categorical). On the con
vi € [li, ug), Pi=1,,ny, trary, this note takes advantage of decomposition and prun-
7. _ ing methodology that does not require solution of complex
J J AR ’ J R mixed-discrete nonlinear programs.

whereg is the inequality constraint vectdi,is the equality
constraint vector]; andu; are the lower and upper bounds
of thei™ continuous design variablg;{, andZ; is the set of
values thay™ discrete design variable () can take. Left™*

. . . 2.1 Approach
be the set of design vectors that are Pareto optimal sokition

2 Subproblem Decomposition and Pruning
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a subproblem dP associated with this discrete realization, | J,
denoted af] can be defined as:

—— Master Pareto front
minJ(ly zi)) = [0y, ) Joly 2] (Py) 5
subject to 1,
g(y,zx) <0, h(y,zx) =0,
yi € [li,ug], i=1,,n,. ' [E R «J;,
The set of Pareto optimal solutions feglis defined as el

X ={x* € Ve x {ze}|y € Ve st I(ly, zi]) < I(x*)}

where);, is the set of feasible continuous design vectors 01;:i
the subproblem.

X;r can be obtained relatively easily using normal bound- | 7/,
ary intersection (NBI)|__[|2|:|d:‘11] or the weighted sum (WS)
method [[]SEB] combined with reliable nonlinear program- 51
ming (NLP) solvers. One brute-force way of obtainiAg
is to first computeY}: for all possible discrete realizatien
and then identify, among those subproblem solutions, desig
vectors satisfying[{1). But this approach can be computa-
tionally intractable if the discrete design space is vergéda
i.e., large|Z|.

Note that the Pareto optimal solutions for some subprob-
lems may have no common elements withi, while the o
others have common elements withf and thus contribute 3 J
to constructing the Pareto front[Bf Define the index set of - -
irrelevant (Cy) and relevant/C;) subproblems, respectively: Fig. 2 lllustration of Phase B Pruning

0.1 lllustration of Phase A Pruning
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Kop={keKlIX;rnXx* =0}, Ki=K\Ky Phase A-1: Computing subproblem anchor/utopia points
The anchor points ;] are obtained as
Then, the Pareto optimal solution[Bcan be obtained by
i i i L= Ih) 2SI i = {1,2)
collecting non-dominated solutions out of the relevaneRar k. Yi,i ik Yikl o1 J

roblem solutions: . . .
subproblem solutions wherey? . = argmingey, J;(y,2), i.e., solution to the

xt = {xT €XE |Px e X\ {xTstI(x) < J(xT)} two sple—objective optimization problems. The utopia poin
! ! of[Pgis then be computed as

whereX¢ = e, A7 w _ (el ga,2T

Therefore, iflecl 1(or equivalentlyKy) can be identified T = i Tl

in advance by some efficient procedure, computational comFhis step computes the anchor points and the utopia points

plexity of solvingPlwill be significantly reduced, in particu- for all[Pz](see five sets of anchor/utopia points [Eg. 1).

lar, when|K; | < |Z|. This work proposes a set of heuristics

to approximately identifyC; by solving constant number of PhaseA-2: Generatinga master Pareto front Cross-checking
nonlinear programs for eaf#} of dominance between the utopia points allows for identifi-

cation of £7* that can be used to compute an approximate
Pareto front:

2.2 Algorithm m={klAl e\ {k}, I < TV}, (2)

This note presents a mechanism to prune a set of subpro®nce}" is determined, a Pareto front with this subprob-
lems that are expected not to contribute to construction ofem set can be obtained.., which is termednaster front

the Pareto front dPL The procedure consists of two phases:herein. For example, in FiEI 1, utopia points foe= 1,5 are
Phase A based on dominance of subproblem utopia point®on-dominated; a master Pareto front is generated by ebtain
followed by Phase B based on dominance of center point®ig the solutions of subproblenty andP; and selecting

of subproblem Pareto front. non-dominated elements.
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Phase A-3: Pruning irrelevant subproblems For the sub- PhaseB-3: Generating Pareto front with remaining subprob-

problems not considered in construction of the master frontems Then, the remaining index set becomes
dominance of those utopia points compared to the master,, e
front is investigated to obtain Ki =Ky \ K, (4)
_ {k ‘Elx c X,ém StI! > JI(x) }7 and typical Pareto generation techniques such as weighted
sum or NBI method can be used to construct the Pareto front

WhereX,Cm L Uke/cm *; the subproblems in this séty of B As a result, the Pareto front is calculated using the
are pruned (See in F|. 1 the utop|a pomt Ryris domi- Subproblem Pareto fronts lﬁi In Flg[z, Ps is included
nated by the master front.) to construct the Pareto front. It should be pointed out that

As aresult, at the end of Phase A, subproblems in the s&inceX’s is not a superset af,, optimality of the resulting
u Pareto front is not guaranteed with Phase B, in contrast to
=K\ Ky 3)

preservation of optimality only with Phase A.
are left for consideration of Pareto front generatiorBhf
some of whose subproblem Pareto fronts have already be&temark 1 Throughoutthis two-phase process, the total num-
created in Phase A-2. ber of NLPs to be solved to construct the Pareto front is

Proposition 1 The Pareto front constructed with the sub-Nas = 2|K[ + BIKY"| + (IKY| — [KT']) + B(IKT| — [KT'])
problem sefC} is identical to the true Pareto froAt*. Al A2 B-1 B-3

Proof Itsufficesto provethatany, € A7, [ € Kjisdom-  wheref is the number of points in each subproblem Pareto
inated by some other design vector; th&,n X* = (. For ~ (the corresponding phase numbers are given beneath the un-
suchx;, J(x;) > J}* by the definition of utopia point. The derbraces). Note that without pruning = 5|K| nonlinear

fact thatJ} is pruned implies thaix, € Xic» s.t. Ji* > programs need to be solved; thus,

J(xx) Thereforex; is dominated by at least one element in

the master front; thus, it cannot be includedin. O Nae _ 2| IKyl | IKS |

F+1 K5 S IK]
K5 < IKY| S K]
KY| < IK]

Depending on the problem typ&? may not be sub- No — B BIK| K]
stantially smaller thai; in this case, the following Phase B
procedure can improve the computational efficiency. Typically 3 ~ ©O(10) to ensure sufficient accuracy of the
Pareto front; the pruning method can achi€¥g0) times
eff|C|ency for typical cases at the price ©f0.1) overhead
mputatlon time in the worst case. O

@[ wlw

Phase B-1: Computing approximate subproblemcenter points

For subproblems that have neither been pruned through Ph

A nor used to build the master Pareto front, identify one

point on the subproblem Pareto front. This step solves one

nonlinear program per subproblem, in particular if the wégl 3 Numerical Examples

sum method is adopted for Pareto front calculation, the fol-

lowing NLP is solved: Two numerical examples are considered to demonstrate the

¢ = argmin 0.5J(y, z1.) + 0.5J2(y, z) effectiveness of the proposed algorithm.
y

subject to the constraints fBf} x¢ = [y{ z] andJ§ = Van Veldhuizen’s Test Problem One of the Van Veldhuizen’s
J(X;c) are also Computed according|y_ test suite that is known to exhibit non-trivial Pareto opilm
setis considerem[zl]. The formulation is as the following:

Phase B-2: Pruning dominated center point A Pareto front —

for a subproblem can be approximated as an arc passing;, {Jl(x)] _ Z?:l —10e” " AVEF T (E1)

through the two anchor points and the center point; this step Ja(x) S {]i|0® + 5sin(2?)}

assess the dominance of the subproblem Pareto front bas?ﬁ’bject to

on the piecewise linear segment consisting of these three

points. This step checks whether or not the center point i&!

dominated by the master front constructed in Phase A-Annhile x;; is continuousy:s, x5 are discrete variables each of

if dominated the associated subproblem is pruned from th@hich can take 11 possible discrete valuyéd;, = 121. For

candidate list of relevant subproblems: comparison, exhaustive search is implemented to obtain the
. N c true Pareto optimal points using weighted sum method. Ta-

Ko = {k ‘HX € Ay LI 2 J(x) } ' ble[d indicaters) that trk:e proposegd megtJhod identifies the same

Observe in Figl R thaP, is pruned asl§ is dominated by set of discrete realizations as the the true one; significant

the master front. number of subproblems are pruned out by Phase A.

[7575]7 T2,T3 € {757747'-'5475}'
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Fig. 3 lllustration of the Nine bar truss. 1.

Table 1 Effects of pruning on number of subproblems

Case |K| [Ki [Ky| |KY| 2
E, 121 4 5 4
E: 4,096 72 907 72

Nine Bar Truss As shown in Fig_B, consider a truss with
nine barsﬁb], when the goal is to minimize two conflicting
objectives: (a) the material volume of the truds)( and (b)

N

nodal displacement of the nodé (J5): 5
- Jl(X)] [ LY, aixs) }
min = L= E
{J2(X) 5E i bi/w) B
subject to
xi € [1;,10,  i=1,2,3 !
z; € {1,5,10,15}, i=4,...,9

The design variables, = [z1, ..., x9], are the cross-sectional
areas of the bars, of whieh, 22, andzs are continuous and
all others are discrete. The lower boundsferthroughz;
aregivenas; = 2,1, = 1,13 = 3. Lis the length shownin
Fig.[3, andE is the Young’s modulus of the bars. The coeffi-
cientsa; andb; arei™ elements of the sets = {1, 1, 1,v/2,
1,v/2,1,v/2,1} andB = {4, 1, 1,8V/2, 4,2V/2, 4,21/2, 0},
respectively. This example has a totalbf = 4° = 4,096
subproblems. The same set of discrete realizations asehe th
true one is identified; 78% of the subproblems are pruned by
Phase A and then another 20% by Phase B (1dble 1). 12.

11.

. 13.
4 Conclusions

A pruning scheme has been presented to reduce the numhier
of discrete realizations to be considered for Pareto frentg
eration of mixed-discrete bi-objective optimization. iSifg
cantimprovementin computational efficiency by the scheme
has been verified on numerical examples. Future work in-
cludes extension to genenlti-objective cases.
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