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Abstract—This paper introduces the necessary and sufficient space describes an approximation of the Pareto frontiés. Th
conditions that surrogate functions must satisfy to propely function is used to select individuals, since its value éases

define frontiers of non-dominated solutions in multi-objedive 55 i argument becomes more distant from the frontier, hwhic
optimization problems. These new conditions work directlyon the th df - tic algorith
objective space, thus being agnostic about how the solutisrare are then used Tor crossover in a geneuc aigorithm.

evaluated. Therefore, real objectives or user-designed géxtives’ Loshchilov et al.[[11] presented a similar SVM approach,
surrogates are allowed, opening the possibility of linkingndepen- but the function learnt is defined over the decision space,
dent objective surrogates. To illustrate the practical cosequences which allows direct comparison with the Pareto frontier ap-
of adopting the proposed conditions, we use Gaussian pro&®s ,yimation without requiring evaluation of the objective

as surrogates endowed with monotonicity soft constraints rad This direct . Iso b hi d with estimat
with an adjustable degree of flexibility, and compare them to IS direct comparison can also be achieved with estimates

regular Gaussian processes and to a frontier surrogate metd  built over the objective space by integrating surrogates fo
in the literature that is the closest to the method proposed the objectives. However, contrary to the one-class SVM that
in this paper. Results show that the necessary and sufficient learns a model to fit all samples on one side of the approximate
conditions proposed here are finely managed by the constragl . ntier the proposed SVM is also able to consider poirs th
Gaussian process, guiding to high-quality surrogates cajtie of dominate the frontier being approximated, allowing approx
suitably synthesizing an approximation to the Pareto fronter . . : ' €
in challenging instances of multi-objective optimization while Mation of multiple Pareto frontiers, each defined by a cldss o
an existing approach that does not take the theory proposed points in non-dominated sorting [12].
in consideration defines surrogates which greatly violate he In a different approach, Loshchilov et dl. [13] approxintate
conditions to describe a valid frontier. the Pareto dominance instead of the Pareto frontier by using
Index Terms—Gaussian processes; Necessary and sufficienta rank-based SVM. In this case, instead of providing only the
conditions; Non-dominated frontier; Surrogate functions. data points, the algorithm is also informed about the pezfes
for an arbitrary number of sample pairs and tries to find a
function where higher evaluation represents higher peefes.
S Using the Pareto dominance to establish the preference be-
M ULTI-OBJECTIVE optimization (MOO), also called yyeen points and learning directly from the decision space,
multiple criteria optimization [1], is an extension of thezandidate solutions can be compared in dominance using the
standard single-objective optimization, where the oljest |earnt function. However, both [11] and [13] try to estiméte
may be conflicting with each otherl[2].1[3]. When a conflicbareto frontier using generic function approximation misde
exists, we are no more looking for a single optimal solutioghich do not take into account the particularities of theeRar
but for a set of solutions, each one providing a trade-offten t frgntier.
objectives and none being better than the others. Thisisplut ;g possible to guarantee that the Pareto frontier's etm
set is called the Pareto set and its counterpart in the agects yalid by building conservative estimates. For instamsing
space is denoted the Pareto frontier. a binary random field over the objective space to model
The Pareto frontier is at the core of MOO algorithms, beingie houndary between dominated and non-dominated regions,
the foundation of many methods devoted to evaluating tif$; Fonseca and Fonseda [14] described a theory that can
performance and comparing the solutions to each offier [k ysed to assess the statistical performance of a stachasti
However, the frontier is defined by the objectives, which cagptimization algorithm and compare different algorithiibe
be expensive to computel [SLI[6.1[7]. This leads to a varietyitainment function described in the paper defines the prob-
of surrogate methods that try to approximate the objectivegjjity that a run of the stochastic algorithm will dominate
e.g. [8], [9], thus saving computational resources. the function’s arguments. Although the attainment funci®
Among the surrogates that directly or indirectly estimée t hard to compute, it can be approximated by multiple runs of
Pareto frontier, one introduced by Yun et al.|[10] is the elis the underlying algorithm, which makes it a good candidate fo
to the surrogate described in this paper. They used a o88-Clanalyzing the performance statistics of the optimizatityo-a
SVM to deﬁne a funCtion over the ObjeCtive Space Whose nlﬂ”hm and for performing hypothesis testing between MOO

algorithms.
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and it is defined as the border of the region dominated by thlows for its infeasible region and Pareto frontier to be
points provided. Although valid, this estimate is very cems defined, we will work only with the objective space in this
vative and does not interpolate between the points proyide@per, which means that the results hold for any problem. We
which means it cannot provide a good idea of the frontiensill also consider thafy = R, since any restriction for a
shape and any evaluation of new points could be performspecific problem is defined by means of the objectives and
using only dominance comparison with the provided pointsdecision space constraints, and are handled transparently

In this paper, we develop a theory that defines necessary angurthermore, we assume that the optimal solutions describe
sufficient conditions for a functional description of a Rare a set ofM/ —1 manifolds onR*, which correspond to curves in
frontier. Based on this theory, the search for approxinmatiothe 2D case and surfaces in the 3D case. Most multi-objective
for the Pareto frontier using surrogate functions should legtimization problems have solutions with this propertithw
constrained to, or at least focused on, the ones that satigbticeable exceptions, such @sproblems where some of the
the results. If not, the resulting manifold obtained frone thobjectives do not conflict, so that only one of them should be
function may have any shape, possibly with many dominateged in the MOO problem with the other conflicting objectjves
points, which could result in reduced performance. while the optimality of the ignored objectives is guaradtee

Moreover, the theory is developed on the objective spadsscause they were redundant; ajdsome problems with less
allowing either accurate or approximate objective evatumat decision variablesD than objectivesV/, such as the Viennet
to be used, without restricting the format of the objectivesunction [17].
surrogates. If parametric surrogate objectives are u$ei t  Since we are dealing with an optimization problem, we must
association with the Pareto frontier surrogate can providefine operators to compare solutions, like the operataaad

feedback on how to adjust their parameters so that the apare used in the mono-objective case. In MOO, this operator
proximation is closer to the real objectives. is the dominance.

As an example of how to integrate the theoretical conditions ) ) N
in a surrogate design, we show how to introduce the theateti®€finition 1 (Dominance) Let y andy/ be points mI% K
conditions as soft constraints in Gaussian processes [15E objective space. Thepdominatesy’, denotedy <y, if

which are nonparametric models, thus being able to adjdst< v: for all i.
to variable number of samples, and whose hyper-parameter§ne definition of dominance used in this paper is the same
can be easily optimized. provided in [4], which allows a point to dominate itself. $hi
To validate the hypothesis that surrogate methods that @8ation is usually called weak dominance, but we call it
not consider this theory may define invalid Pareto frontiefominance” for simplicity, since it is the main dominance
approximations, the constrained Gaussian process is d8Mpge|ation used in this paper. Another common definition is to
to a regular Gaussian process and to an existing SVM-basgfjire thaty, < v/ for at least one, and both definitions are
surrogatel[10] and results show that the soft constrainesGasgnsistent with the theory developed in this paper.
sian process finds good approximations maximally obeyiag th
constraints according to the degree of flexibility of the miod Definition 2 (Strong Dominance)Let y and y' be points
On the other hand, the models that do not take into accoimtR", the objective space. Thep strongly dominates/’,
the theory can violate greatly and arbitrarily the conditidor denotedy < i/, if y; < y; for all 4.
a valid Pareto frontier.
This paper is organized as follows. Sectidn Il introduces ﬂ:ép

notation and principles of multi-objective optimizatiosad points strongly dominated by the estimated frontier, aral th

in this Paper. Sectpmll shows the c_ond|t|ons that a.fmt' set of points not strongly dominated by the estimated feonti
must satisfy to define a Pareto frontier. These conditioes ar

then used in Section 1V to build a function to approximatBefinition 3 (Estimated Pareto FrontierA path-connected set
a frontier given some points on it and the approximatioof points F C RM is said to be an estimated Pareto frontier if
is compared to an existing surrogate. Finally, Secfidn No point in it strongly dominates another point alsofinthat
summarizes the findings and points out future directions fi, Vy € F, %y’ € F: ' <y, and every point in the objective

Once defined the comparison operator, we can divide the
ace) in three sets: an estimated Pareto frontier, the set of

research. space except fofF’ either strongly dominates or is strongly
dominated by a point inF, that is,vVy € RM — F, 3y €
II. MULTI-OBJECTIVE OPTIMIZATION F:y<y Vvy <y.

A multi-objective optimization (MOO) problem is defined A set § is path-connected if there is a path joining any

by a decision space¥ and a set of objective functions . . : ; :

. . two pointsz andy in S and a path is defined by a continuous
gi(x): X = Vi € {1,...,M}, where); C R [16]. Since . .

i A .-~ functionp: [0, 1] — S with p(0) = z andp(1) = y. Therefore,
the framework is the same for maximization or mlnlmlzamor}f there is a continuous path of points fthat qets from an
we will consider that minimization is desired in all objeets. P P 9 y

. L . . . € Stoy € S, thenS is path-connected. Based on this
For a given pointr in the decision space, the point defined, . .. , o C
: . : o definition, an estimated Pareto frontiErdivides the objective
by its evaluation using the objectivgs= (g1 (), ..., gm(x))

7 : o spaceRM in three disjoint sets: points strongly dominated by
is its counterpart in the objective spage= )1 x --- x V. . . . . .
Although the objective space usually only makes sen%gmts in ', points that strongly dominates points in and

when coupled with the decision space and objectives, Whichltself'



path-connected sét = F* U F' satisfies Definitiofi]3, despite
the fact that every point i is dominated by(1,1) € F*,
but not strongly dominated by it.

Figure[d shows an estimated strict Pareto fronfigrwhich
coincides with the true Pareto frontidr* in this example,
and the path-connected estimated Pareto frorftieior this
problem. This makes it clear that the estimated Paretoiéont
F' can contain the true Pareto frontiéf, i.e. F* C F, while
providing a path-connected 1D manifold that splits the whol
objective spac®2. Of course, these properties of the estimated
Pareto frontier are extensible fd > 2 objectives.

With the definition of an estimated Pareto frontier, the
objective space is divided into two sets, named dominatdd an
non-dominated sets, also shown in Hiy. 1.

0
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Y2 Definition 6 (Dominated Set) The dominated sebD for an
Figure 1: Example of the definitions for a particular multiestimated Pareto frontieF is the set of all points irRY
objective problem. The estimated strict Pareto fronfigris where, for each one of them, there is at least one poirf in
shown in a solid blue line, the estimated Pareto fronfier that strongly dominates it, that if) = {y € RM | 3y’ €
includes the solid and dashed blue lines, the dominatedmeg¥': v’ < y}.

D IS s@v_vn on the top right red area, and the non'dommatB%finition 7 (Non-Dominated Set)The non-dominated séd
region D is shown on the bottom left green area.

for an estimated Pareto frontiéf is the set of all points that
are not inF or D. This implies thatD = {y € RM | 3y’ ¢

Definition 4 (Estimated Strict Pareto Frontier set of points £ * ¥ = y'}

F, c RM is said to be an estimated strict Pareto frontier if no Note that, from the definition of strong dominance, béth
point in it dominates another point also i, that is,Vy € andD are open and unbounded sets, with boundaries defined
F,, 3y’ € Fo,y' # y: v <y, and every point in the objective py the estimated Pareto fronti&. Furthermore, iff’ contains
space except faF; either dominates or is dominated by a poinghe true Pareto frontier, then the pointsiinare not achievable

in Fy, that is,Vy e RM — F,, 3y e Fs: y <y Vi <. due to the objectives’ definitions.

Definition 5 (True Pareto Frontier)An estimated strict Pareto  From the partition of the objective space in three sets,
frontier F* is a true Pareto frontier if and only if, for all points®"€ estimated Pareto frontier, one dominated and one non-

in F*, there is no other feasible point in the objective Spa(g{pminated set, we can define a score function similarly th [11
that dominates the point in the frontier, thatg, € F*, fz €

X,g(z) # y: g(z) = y. Moreover, for a given problem, the pefinition 8 (Score Function)A score functionf(y): RM —

true Pareto frontier is unique. R for a given estimated Pareto frontiét is a function that
The estimated Pareto frontier of DefinitiGh 3 is a genefatisfies

alization and an approximation of the true Pareto frontier _

. N i . fly) =0, VyeF,

in two ways:i) if the true Pareto frontier is discontinuous,

then dominated points are added so that the estimated Pareto fly) >0, vye 2’

frontier F' is path-connected while also guaranteeing that no fly) <0, YyeD.

point in it strongly dominates any other; aijlthe estimated ] ] )
Pareto frontier is simply a set of points that divide the spac 1herefore, a score function provides a single value that

into dominated and non-dominated regions, without statir:@faces its argument in relation to the estimated frontier.
anything about the optimality of its points. oreover, for a given estimated Pareto fronti€r there are

Consider, for instance, a problem where one of the objé®@ny possible choices of score functioh) that satisfy the
; P definition and all of them uniquely definE based on their
tives is given by ) ) i
solution setf(y) = 0. This allows a score function to work

() = r+1, z>1 as a surrogate for the estimated Pareto frontier.

o x, otherwise

and the other is given bys(z) = —z. Then the true Pareto [1l. NECESSARY ANDSUFFICIENT CONDITIONS FOR

frontier F* is given by SURROGATE SCORE FUNCTIONS
F*={(z+1,-2) |z eRaz>1)} In this section, we will show how a score functigiiy)

can induce an estimated Pareto frontieiand the conditions
Uiz, -2) |z € R,z <1}, it must satisfy so that the set it defines is indeed an estiinate
which clearly is not path-connected. However, if we add #te sPareto frontier, that is, no point in it strongly dominatesy a
of points F' = {(y, —1) | y € (1,2]} to F*, then the resulting other point in it.



The main theory developed is based on the most genegabund on how to define a functiohfrom a given estimated
notion of a functionf, but the conditions may be hard tofrontier.
evaluate for a general case. Therefore, we will also provig_%
corollaries that prove the results for functions with aibaial
constraints, like continuous derivatives. Since some ebeh M
results depend on Taylor approximations and the first deriv];(er(SU) > 0and f(y—ou) <Oforally € F,u e (0,17,
) X X -~ andd eR,5 > 0.
tive at the required points may be zero, we must define a
generalized gradient. Proof. Assume there arg, u, andd > 0 such thatf (y+ou) <

/I /
Definition 9 (Generalized Gradient)Let h € C*, whereC* 0.Lety’ =y +ou, so thaty <y

, I .
is the class of functions where the figsderivatives exist and thsl,\fref i(sys)or<n O; tg? ;L%T: ttﬁae (,jejn':f'Ogrg;ihsg(t)rraenz:t?\zuon
are continuous, withk > 1. Let k*(h) be the first non-zero ¥ Y=y ty

. ) . .
derivative ofh evaluated ab, that is, of dom_lngnce,.we have _thag =y =y which is a
contradiction, since the point in the frontier cannot strongly

” O) dominate the pointy also in the frontier. Then we must
0 ’ have f(y’) = 0, which meansy’ € F and also creates a
contradiction.

Assume thatf(y — du) > 0, and lety” = y — du. Then we
can similarly prove that it also creates a contradiction.
0, Ja € R,Vz: h(z) =a Therefore, there are no sughu, andd with f(y+du) < 0

A(h) = 1 dvmy or f(y — du) > 0. [

Te*(h)! dzh™ ()

mma 1 (General Necessity)Let F' be an estimated Pareto
frontier. Let f(y): R — R be a score function foF". Then

. ([ dh
k*(h) = arg min, <@

wherek*(h) is not defined ifh is a constant function or nb
satisfies the inequality. Then

, otherwise
x=0
is the generalized gradient operator, which is undefindukife
is noi that satisfies the inequality.

This result is intuitive, since moving in directionu from
y we enter eitherD or D. If the function has the required
derivatives, then the following result holds.

The role of the generalized gradient in the theory to bgorollary 1 (Differentiable Necessity)Let F' be an estimated

\ M :
presented is to avoid issues with functions that may ha greto frontier. Letf(y): R — R be a score function for

by B o D B _
null derivative at the points being evaluated but that ase alﬁ Let .0, () = fA(y + au) ang fou(®) = f(y — zu), with

+ — .
increasing. Consider, for instance, the functipfr) = 23, € [0, 00). LeILA( yvu) aniA(fW) be def'?fd foraly € F
whose gradient is null at = 0. This function is strictly andu & (0,1]%. Th?\?A(fy,u) >0 and A(f,,) < 0 for all
increasing, but the first-order approximation using Tayldt € £’ andu € (0,1]*.

series is a constant. In order to consider small changesgpyof. Sincef satisfies all conditions from Lemnita 1, we have
the function’s argument, we must use first non-null denveati that f(y + du) > 0 and f(y — 6u) < 0 for all y, u, ands > 0.
which is the generalized gradient, as it will dominate the |n particular, lets < 1. Approximating using Taylor series,

approximation. _ _ we have thatf(y + du) = f(y) + & A( A;u) >0 and f(y —

_ The generalized gradle/nt can be uied in the Taylor appr%—> ~ f(y) + yA(fJU) <0, where s’ is the appropriate

'rf'at'og*?f;‘(a)/ = h(,g)(:gflA(h)+O(5, ), where0 <6 <1, hower of§ for the expansion. Sincg(y) = 0 and ¢’ > 0,

5_ =9 , 0 = 5 , and O(-_) is the big-O notation. then A( Ay )>0 andA(f— ) < 0 must hold. -

Since the result is based of being a small value, the g v

exact power used to comput® is not important for the  Although this corollary may appear to provide weaker guar-

approximation and the ter(6”) is dominated by the other antees ory, its proof shows that the inequality constraints on

factors. the generalized gradient is equivalent to the direct inkipgm
The extensions to continuous functiofigely on the gen- on the function defined in the previous lemma.

eralized gradient of a single-parameter continuous foncfi

derived from the originaf, having different signs for oppositeg. sufficient Conditions

directions. However, it does not hold for functions wht¢.)

is even Once defined how the estimated Pareto frontier relates to a

given score function, we will show that a function that Jais

For example, consideli(x) = 2, which hask*(h) = 2. : :
L 5 the results of the previous lemma and corollary in fact uaigu
The Taylor approximation is given by(d) ~ 6°A(h(z)) = defines an estimated Pareto frontiér
262 = 62A(h(—x)) ~ h(—6), which does not give different
signs to different directions af. Therefore, the two constraintsLemma 2 (General Sufficiency)Let fly): RM — R be a
on A(f) defined in the corollaries that follow can be viewedunction. LetF' = {y € R™ | f(y) = 0} be a path-connected

as a single constraint oA(f) plus the constraint that*(f) set. Letf(y + du) > 0 and f(y — du) < 0 for all y € F,

is odd. u € (0,1]M, andd € R, > 0. ThenF is an estimated Pareto
frontier.
A. Necessary Conditions Proof. For F' to be an estimated Pareto frontier, we have to

The necessary conditions derived are direct applicationsgrove that for anyy, vy’ € F,y # vy’ we havey £ y’'. Assume
the estimated Pareto frontier's definition and establigtbtdisic there arey andy’ in F such thaty < 3.



Letu = ¢y —y andd = 1. Then we havef(y + du) =
f(y") = 0, which violates the first inequality offi(-). Alter-
natively, we havef(y’ — du) = f(y) = 0, which violates the
second inequality.

Therefore, there are npandy’ in F such thaty < 3/, and

Corollary 3 (Continuous Score Function)et f(y): RM —
R be a continuous function where there are points and
v_ such thatf(vy) > 0, f(v-) < 0, andv_ < vy. Let
F ={y e RM | f(y) = 0} be a path-connected set. Thén
is an estimated Pareto frontier if and onlyfify+dJu) > 0 and

F is an estimated Pareto frontier. B f(y—ou)<Oforallye F,ue (0,1]M, andd € R, > 0.

Proof. Assume thaf' is an estimated Pareto frontier. Assume
that there are),yy’ € D = {y € RM | 3y’ € F: ¢/ < y} such
that f(y) > 0 and f(y’) < 0. From the continuity off, we
have that there is somec D such thatf(z) = 0. However,
since f(z) = 0, it is in F. From the definition ofD, there is
somez’ € F such that:’ < z, which violates the assumption
that F' is an estimated Pareto frontier. Therefore, all points in
| \ D have the same sign ovgr The same can be shown fér.
zu), with z € [0,00). Let A(f,F,) > 0 and A(f,,) < 0 for Sincev_ < v,, we have thav, € D andv_ € D. Then

all y e Fandu € (0, I]M. ThenF' is an estimated Pareto f satisfies all conditions from Theordm 1. [
frontier.

The restrictions onf(y 4+ éu) may be hard to verify in
general, since they must be valid for all However, if the
function has the appropriate derivatives, then it becorasiee
to check if it satisfies the requirements.

Corollary 2 (Differentiable Sufficiency)Let f(y): RM — R
be a function. LetF' = {y € RM | f(y) = 0} be a path-
connected set. Lef", (z) = f(y +xu) and £, (z) = f(y —

Again, we can replace the constraints pfy + ju) by the
Proof. To use LemmAl2, we must prove thdy+du) > 0 and constraint on the generalized gradient.
fly—du)<0forallye F,ue (0,1]M, ands € R,§ > 0.
Suppose there is somg u, andé in the domain such that
fly + du) = 0. Moreover, letd be the smallest value for

[ [ i dv_ such thatf(vy) > 0, f(v=) < 0, andv_ < v4.
which this happens for a givep andu. Let 0 < ¢ < 1 /T an , + N
ande < 4. Thpepn fly+ 6”)9% ?(y) + @A) > 0and L ={v€ RM | f(y) = 0} be a path-connected set. Let

) Y,u

F(y+du)—eu) =~ f(y+5u)+e’A(fy‘u) < 0, where¢’ is the A;"“(x) - f(y + u) and f;“(x) = fly —zu). Let A( A;“)

_ - M
appropriate power of for the approximation. However,(-) a”?' A(fyvu)_ be defined for alye F andu € (0, 1]A+' Then
cannot go from positive to negative without passing through 1S @n estimated Pareto frontier if and only X(f,,) > 0

Corollary 4  (Differentiable Score Function) Let
fly): RM — R be a function where there are points

0 due to its continuity. Then there must be sofiec § such andA(f, ) <0 forall y € F andu € (0, 1]".

that f(y + ¢"u) = 0, which contradicts the definition o Proof. We can use Corollarfyl 3 to show that the restrictions on

Therefore, the first inequality on Lemrha 2 holds. We Caf(y + §u) must hold. From Corollari€s 1 afidl 2, we know that
use a similar method to prove the second inequality, and th@R restrictions om(f}u) are the same as the restrictions on
use the lemma. B f(y+6u), so this corollary is valid. [ |

Again, this corollary shows the equivalence between th?v L EARNING SURROGATE FUNCTIONS FROMSAMPLES
inequalities on the function and on the generalized gradien "
After showing what conditions the functigh must satisfy,

one could ask how to build such function for a given problem

and specially how to learn one from a given set of non-
Since the symmetry between Lemnids 1 afd 2 is cledgminated points. This can be a hard question to answer in

we can build a theorem to merge those two and provigeneral, but we can provide an additional lemma that can help

necessary and sufficient conditions for defining an estichati®n many cases.

Pareto frontierf” from a score functiory (y).

C. Necessary and Sufficient Conditions

Lemma 3 (Strictly Increasing Sufficiency)Let f(y): RM —
Theorem 1 (General Score Functionlet f(y): RM — R R be a strictly increasing function on each coordinate. Let
be a function. LetF = {y € RM | f(y) = 0} be a path- F = {y € RM | f(y) = 0}. ThenF is an estimated Pareto
connected set. Leb = {y e RM | 3y’ € F: ¢y < y} and frontier.

N M
ODV_ Rﬁ\_ﬁ Uf?) Let f(_y) >d0i3vy € fD a_md_ff(y)d < | Proof. For F' to be an estimated Pareto frontier, we have to
,Vy € D. ThenF' is an estimated Pareto frontier if and on yprove that for anyy, 4’ € F,y 4/ we havey £ /. Assume

if f(y+ou) >0andf(y—du) <Oforally e F,ue (0,%, 4o arey andy’ in F such thaty < 1/

andé € R, 6 > 0. Let P = (po = y,p1,-..,pm—1,pm = y') be a path
Proof. Assume that the constraints grare valid. Then, from betweeny andy’ that increments only one coordinate at a time.
Lemmal2, we have thaF is an estimated Pareto frontier.Since f is strictly increasing, we have that(p;) < f(pit1)-
Now assume thak is an estimated Pareto frontier. Then, fronThus f(y) < f(y'), which contradicts the premise that
Lemmall, we have that the constraints pare valid. B f(y) = f(y') = 0 because they are both in the frontier.
Therefore, there are n@andy’ in F' wherey <y’ and F

Instead of requiring knowledge of the sign ffy) over the s an estimated Pareto frontier. [

sets, we can use a more strict definition, requiring contynui

to guarantee that the result holds. Note that, becausg is strictly increasing, there is no point

in F' that even dominates another point i, which was



allowed in Definition[B. This restriction can be relaxed tevheren, p; > 0 andp; are the scale parameters, which define
be only monotonically non-decreasing if one can guarantaeepresentative scale for the smoothness of the function.
that f(y) = 0 is only a manifold, and not a subspace with The choice of the kernel function establishes the shape
volume. If f(y) = 0 is a subspace, then we can find twand smoothness of the functions defined by the GP, with the
points in it where one dominates the other, which violates tlsquared exponential kernel defining infinitely differehtea
basic definition of an estimated Pareto frontier. For instaa functions. Other choices of kernel are possible and provide
function that is monotonically non-decreasing and is camist different compromises regarding the shape of the function
in at most one dimension at a time does not create a subspbeing approximated, such as faster changes and periodicity
on f(y) =0. values. However, in order to use the monotonicity consisain
Nonetheless, this lemma can be used as a guide on howntvoduced in Section TV-B, the kernel has to be at leastéwic
build a function for the general case. We will build a moddifferentiable, which limits the kernels that can be used.
that tries to approximate an estimated Pareto frontier fromFigure[2& shows the prior distribution over functions using
a few of its samples using an approximated monotonicallige squared exponential kernel with= 1, p = 0.5, D = 1,
increasing function based on Gaussian processes. and the zero mean. This highlights the fact that the GP defines
a distribution over functions, not a unique function. Three
sample functions from this GP are also shown in the same
r‘ngre. Note that the functions are not shown as continuous,
Since the model should have enough flexibility to fit thghich would require an infinite number of points, but as finite
given samples, an appropriate choice for a surrogate fumctiapproximations.
is a Gaussian process, which always has enough capacity to fitg yse the GP to make predictions, the observed values of
the data. Before describing how a Gaussian process is used tgre split into a training seX, whose output” is known,
approximate the Pareto frontier, we provide the reader @iith and a test sek,, whose output’, we want to predict. Since
overview of how they work. For a more detailed descriptiory|| observations are jointly normally distributed, we hakat

A. Gaussian Process As a Function Approximation Proble

we refer the reader to [15]. the posterior distribution is given by:

A Gaussian process (GP) is a generalization of the multi-
variate normal distribution to infinite dimensions and can b Yol Xo, X, ¥~ N, 34 (3a)
used to solve a regression problem. A GP defines a probability pe = K(X., X)K(X, X)7Y (3b)

distribution over functions, such that the outputs aretlpin v, — x(x, X,) - K(X,, X)K (X, X) 'K (X, X.), (3c)
normally distributed.

To better understand this concept, consider an infinite cdthere K(-,-) are matrices built by computing the kernel
umn vectory € R and an infinite matrix: € R>*2. Then function for each combination of the arguments values.
a function f: R? — R can be described by associating the The posterior distribution for the previous GP, after four
row indexes, such thaf(z;) = y;. The GP relies on the fact Observations marked as black dots, is shown in [Fig. 2b. Note

that the relationship betweenandy can be written as: that the uncertainty around the observed points is reduced
due to the observation themselves, and the mean function
y ~ N(u(z), K(v)), (1) passes over the points, as expected. Again, three functions

which states that all dimensions gfare distributed according are sampled from the posterior, and all agree on the value the

to a multivariate normal distribution with mean(x) and function must assume over the observations.

. . . . In order to avoid some numerical issues and to consider
covarianceK (x). Moreover, the mean for a given dimension__. . :
. . . noisy observations, we can assume that the covariance has
is given by E[y;] = u(x;) and the covariance is given by

Cov(yi,y;) = k(xi,z;), where k(-,-) is a positive semi- a noisy term. Assuming thay, = f(xi) + e, \_/vhereel- IS
A . normally distributed with zero mean and variancg then
definite kernel function.

. . . the covariance of the observations is given®yv (y;,y;) =
Although continuous functions, and thus Gaussian prg- ..;) + 025,;. The noiseless valuk — f(x;) can then be

cesses, are defined for an infinite number of points, whic o .
o . . éstimated by:

caused the vectors andy to have infinite dimensions, only

a finite number of observations are actually made in practice L X, X, Y ~ N (pts, 2) (4a)
Let N be such number of observations. Then, by the marginal- e = K(X,, X)QY (4b)
ization property of the multivariate normal distributiowe - B

only have to considerV observed dimensions aof and . .= K(X., X) K(X*’X)(Ef((X’ Xe) (4c)
Furthermore, the finite-dimension versionois still normally Q=[K(X,X)+o%I] ", (4d)

distributed _accor(_jlng to EqLI(1) when considering only thv(\a/hich is similar to Eq.[(B), except for the added term¢in
observed dimensions.

. . . corresponding to the noise.
Usual choices for the mean and covariance functions are P 9

the null mean([[15], such that(x) = 0, and the squared

exponential kernel, defined by: B. Gaussian Processes with Monotonicity Soft Constraint as

Surrogates
D . . . . .
no_ .2 1 (zi — x})? Just like in the previous section, we consider the null mean
k(z,z') =n"exp | —= — |, (2 : i i
2 P p? function .(z) = 0 and the squared exponential kernel defined
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Figure 2: Function distribution using a Gaussian procesdof® the observations, the distribution is the same oJethal
space. After the observations, the distribution adaptsottsiraint the possible functions. The distribution meagiven by
the black line and the 95% confidence interval is given by tredewed region. Three function samples are also provided fo
each case.

in Eq. [2). Since we are mapping from the objective sgate gradients. However, the step function defines a hard thiésho

to a value inR, according to Definitiofi]8, the input values ar@nd does not allow small errors, which can cause some

the objectivegy and the outputs the scores problems for the optimization. Therefore, a smooth funttio
Let Y € RY*M pe a set ofN input points andZ € RY  that approximates the step is used to define a soft constraint

their desired targets for training. We define the latental#ie over the gradient.

L between the two, such that Let m')’ be the indication that theth sample is monotonic

LIX ~ N (0, K(Y,Y)), in the diréctiordi. Then_the following probapility distribution
can be used to approximate the step function:
where K(Y,Y); ; = k(yi,y;). The latent variable then pro-

duces the observed valugsthrough ) o1® 91 1
() o (5 e

Z|L ~ N (L,o%I), Y . Yd; V
where! is the identity matrix. P(v) = [m N(t[0, 1)dt, (5b)

This model is the same as the one described in Sdctiod IV-A.
However, only the mean prediction will be used in this paper
to describe the estimated Pareto frontier. Moreover, wé w
show how changing the allowed noise lewaffects the Pareto
frontier approximation.

Besides the observations gf(y) at the desired points,

here we assume the probit functid(-) as the derivative
robability. Since the probit is a cumulative distributifumc-
tion, its value ranges fronf to 1 and it is monotonically
increasing, which makes it a good approximation for the step

. : .~ function. The parameter allows us to define how strict the
the GP framework also accepts observations of its derwat'\(jistribution should be, withy — 0 approximating the step

since differentiation is a linear operator [18]. 119], thtthe function or a hard constraint. In this paper, following the

derivative of a GP is also a Gaussian process. However, SIFRgestion of [20], we use = 10~°

we do not know the desired value of the gradient, only that =" - o .
Since the monotonicity probability is not normal, it has

it should be positive, from Corollai 4 and Lemia 3, forcin ) AT X
P o . ?o be approximated by a normal distribution to be used in

an arbitrary value may lead to reduced performance. the GP f T derstand this. first ider th
Another option is to introduce a probability distribution € ramework. 1o understan s, Tirst consider the

over the gradient in order to favor positive values, intrcidg Erolélem Witq_(:]m thebml())_rll_?to d”_i‘i“_{) ct(_)nstr?i?;s, Wl;? ich istg_giv
monotonicity information[[20]. This new distribution care b y Eq. [3). The probability distribution of the observatitsn

viewed as adding constraints to the Gaussian process, malghven by

it feasible to include the monotonicity information to the

existing framework. _ PLIXAXY) = [DLX X DP(LIX V)AL, @
Ideally, the probability distribution over the gradienttise

step function, which provides a probability of zero if the

gradient is negative and the same probability for all pesiti where L is the latent variable for the training data, whose
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probability distribution, computed by the Bayes’ rule, is  achieved by placing a prior inverse-gamma distributionrove
o2, whose density is given by:
p(Y[L)p(L|X) )
p(Y1X) plaiaf) = L—a o L exp (—é) :
() x
p(Y1X) = [ oY |Lp(LIX)dL. | | o
whereI'(-) is the gamma function. A§ — oo, this prior is
ignored, whileg — 0 indicates that there is no noise. In the
results shown, we fixx = 3 and varyg.

We definef(y) as the final expected valde[l*|y*, Z,Y, 6],
and the parameter8 are optimized to maximize the full
likelihood, including gradient probability anef prior, of the
training datay” andZ. We also add the monotonicity constraint
on all training data for all directions, but it should be rbte

the probability distribution in Eq.[{5) can be written aghat we can also add only monotonicity constraint at a point

p(M|L"). Rewriting the posterior distribution over the IateniNIthOUt defining its desired yalue. T.h's allows us to find pein
variables, we get: that havef (y) = 0 but negative gradient and add the constraint

on them, which in turn could improve the estimation.
p(M|L")p(Y|L)p(L,L'|X) - To test the GP’s performance as a surrogate, we con-
(Y, M|X) (7a) sider the two test frontiers whose samples are given by
P, = [(0,1), (e €),(1,0)], which is a convex frontier, and
p(Y, M|X) = /P(M|L/)p(Y|L)P(La L'|X)dLdL". (7b) p, =[(0,1),(1—e¢ 1—¢),(1,0)], which is a concave frontier,
both with ¢ = 1073. Note that the points were purposely
Because the distributiop(M|L’) is not normal and every selected to test the ability to model very sharp frontiers.
other distribution in Eq.[{7) is normal, the integrals defire However, using only the points defined B and P, leads to
Egs. [6) and[{4b) are intractable. Therefore, the distidbut a solution wheref(y) is almost0 everywhere. To avoid this
p(M|L") must be approximated by a normal distributionproblem, we add a poirit., 1), with target valuel, to P, and
which can be achieved using the expectation propagation alpoint(0, 0), with target value-1, to P,. The parameters for
gorithm [21], with the update equations described in [20]e T the Gaussian process are found using gradient ascent in the
expectation propagation algorithm iteratively adjustsianor- samples likelihood.
malized normal distribution to locally approximate thetdis Figure[3 shows the resulting curves for different values of
bution defined by the soft constraints, such thad|L') ~ j. The first thing we notice is that, although— oo does not
ZN(L'|ir,X), where Z is a normalization constanf; is a place any restriction om, which allows the observed points
mean vector with one value for each monotonicity constrairih the frontier to be far from their latent values that adpal
andX is a diagonal covariance matrix. define the frontier, the resulting curve is still able to fieth
Besides this monotonicity constraint, we also would likgeneral shape defined by the points provided.
that the errors between the provided values for the paints As we reduce the value ¢f, the observed variance? is
and their latent valuesare small, so that the estimated shapequired to be smaller and the frontier shape gets better and
of the Pareto frontier is closer to the true one. This can Ilbetter. Ideally, with3 = 0, the latent points would be the same

p(LIX,Y) =

According to the model, the prigr(L|X) and the likelihoods
p(Y|L) and p(L.| X, X, L) are normal distributions, which
makes all integrals tractable and all other distributioefrd
in the closed form presented in EHg. 4.

Now, considering the monotonicity constraints, Jet be
the monotonicity constraints anfl’ be the random variable
associated with the derivative of the latent variablesThen

p(LIX, Y, M) =
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as the observed points, but this causes numeric problems dinéch is similar to the kernel used for the GP.

to the monotonicity information and can make it harder to One important difference between training an SVM and

satisfy the monotonicity constraint, due to the smoothreéssa GP is that the GP has a natural way to optimize its

the GP. hyper-parameters by maximizing the data likelihood, which
When we reduce the value t6 = 0.01 and beyond, automatically defines a trade-off between fitting the daih an

the resulting frontier is not valid anymore, with noticeablmodel complexity. For the SVM, we must use cross-validation

points with negative derivative. However, the largestaiighce [22], which reduces the number of points available to fit the

in the concave problem is between poiris82,1.055) and model, since the data must be divided in the training and

(0.2,0.985), with a total reduction iny, of just 0.07, and a validation sets.

similar result is obtained for the convex case. Therefdris, t  To compare the surrogate methods, we use one test problem

approximation is still close to the correct frontier andldope  from [3], which is also used in [10] to show the behavior of

used to evaluate proposed solutions because it was buiit wite proposed SVM surrogate. The problem is given by:

the theoretical developments of this paper in mind and taes

approximate them, which most likely provides better frenti min f1(z1,72) = 21
estimates than methods that use traditional regressianr sol min fo(r1,29) = 1+ 23 — 21 — 0.2sin(37z;)
tions, such as [10]/[11]/[13], where the manifofdy) = 0 sta €[0,1], 3 € [-2,2).

can have any shape.

To evaluate the effect of using the gradient constrainfye chose this problem because its true Pareto frontier is
Fig.[4 shows a similar GP but without any information on thdiscontinuous, which creates sharp changes in its assdciat
gradients. Although the expected Pareto frontier is ctrecestimated Pareto frontier, just like in Figl 1, and makes it
identified, there are also many points that do not belong l@rder to approximate.
the frontier and wherg (yy) = 0. Since the unconstrained GP We choser = 103 so that the samples provided should
had better frontier estimates for the extreme points than the almost perfectly classified and we constraint the sgales
constrained GP, as all points between them and the knefysatis Eq.[2 to be equal, so that both methods can use the same
the conditions, it appears that not every point benefits fiteen features from the samples. The data set provided is composed
gradient constraint. of a grid with step0.05 for both variables, which includes

Even though both GP models failed to fully satisfy th@ome points in the Pareto frontier. The full grid is used to fit
theoretical conditions, we consider that the GP with d¢iiea the SVM because it provided better results than using juest th
restriction performed better, both because there are sonmn-dominated points, while only the non-dominated points
parameter sets that are able to satisfy the frontier camditi are required for the GP.
and because it does not violate the restrictions as muchFigure[% shows the resulting approximations of the Pareto
Moreover, if the variance, which is not shown but is highefrontier using a GP with parameters learnt through gradient
for points far from the inputs provided, is taken into acapunascent in the data likelihood, like in Section IV-B, and an\&V
then the violations of the GP with derivatives occur in aoegi with different values ofy. The GP learns an appropriate shape
with higher uncertainty than the violations of the pure GP. from the samples provided despite the discontinuity in the

Therefore, despite the minor violations of the GP withrontier, but also slightly violates the constraints darthe gap
derivative constraints, this approximation is still clasethe in f; € [0.3,0.5]. Moreover, in the absence of any information
correct frontier and could be used to evaluate the propossisout the shape in the interval € (0.9, 1], because no point
solutions. was provided there, the GP extrapolates a valid shape for the

. o Pareto frontier.
C. Comparison to Existing SVM Surrogate The SVM is highly dependent on the parameterWhen

The surrogate method introduced in[10], like the methag ijs small, the shape learnt is very conservative and does
proposed in this paper, is based on approximating the &onthot follow the shape defined by the points in the frontier.
directly from values in the objective space. This makes it@n the other hand, when it is large, the surrogate fits the
good candidate for comparison and validating the conjectujoints in the frontier better but also may define a functiaat th
that existing methods may arbitrarily violate the conditio violates greatly the conditions to be a valid Pareto frantie

described in this paper. The best value fory that does not violate the constraints
The one-class SVM used in [10] is defined by the followingy the interval f; € [0,0.9] is v = 5. However, for this
optimization problem: value the GP provides a better approximation of the Pareto
2 1 XN frontier, as shown in Fid._5b. Increasingprovides a better
1 B - : 85 n ! !
mfm 5 + N Z& P approximation, achieving a quality comparable to the GP, bu
sep i=1 also creates regions that violate the conditions to be a vali
stwlo(z)>p—& Pareto frontier more than the GP. Furthermore; 6 defines
&>0,ie{l,....N}, a region that the SVM believes is part of the Pareto frontier

but actually is very distant from it and inside the dominated
region, as shown in Fid, bc.

Besides these issues, the SVM also does not extrapolate
K(z,y) = exp(—||z — y||?), well to the regionf; € (0.9, 1]. Close inspection shows that

wherev € (0,1] and the feature-extraction functiaf(x) is
defined implicitly by the kernel
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Figure 5: Estimated frontiers using SVM with different veduof~ and Gaussian process. The points in the data set that belong
to the true Pareto frontier are shown as dots.

the dominated region defined by the SVM is finite, that is, Based on these conditions, a Gaussian process (GP) was
it is described by a region in the objective space that issted on toy problems with very sharp Pareto frontiers. The
surrounded by an infinite region that the SVM believes I8P was extended to include the theoretical conditions as sof
not dominated. This behavior shows that the learnt modalobabilistic constraints and a regularization term wadead
carries no concept of the problem it is solving, which is tto avoid large deviations between the points and their taten
approximate a Pareto frontier, but describes a generidgibmc values. The mean latent value is used as surrogate for the
approximation. The results in Figl 5 provide evidence f@& thPareto frontier, and some values of the regularizationteomns
conjecture that existing methods proposed in the liteeatugty allowed a correct frontier estimate to be found.

arbitrarily violate the conditions described in this paper However’ when the regu|arization becomes too Strong, the

Furthermore, if only the points at the Pareto frontier wergyrrogate violates the constraints that define a valid estich
provided for learning, then the region defined by the SViareto frontier on some points, but this occurs far from the
would enclose only these points and would ignore the domiven inputs and the deviation is small. This suggests évet
inated region. Thus the SVM method requires data in thgder these conditions, the proposed function could be used
dominated region while the GP method only requires thg provide insight on the shape of the true Pareto frontied, a
points at the frontier. possibly provide more realistic estimates than other nutho

that do not take the restrictions into consideration duthrer
V. CONCLUSION design.

In this paper, we have introduced the necessary and sufTo validate this hypothesis and the conjecture that exjstin
ficient conditions that functions must satisfy so that thegurrogate methods may violate the conditions describelisn t
solution space describes an estimated Pareto frontieiseThpaper, we compared the proposed GP with a one-class SVM
conditions follow from the definition of an estimated Paretased in[10] on one of the test problems described in the same
frontier and are extended for differentiable functions,akh paper. We showed that the GP again violates the constraints
allows easier verification of the conditions. by small values and provide a good estimate for the Pareto



frontier, while the SVM defined a worse estimate or violated
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region defined by the SVM is bounded by what it represergap

as the non-dominated region, while the GP correctly divides
the space in two infinite areas.

Besides being a better surrogate for the Pareto frontier, th
GP has the data likelihood as an innate measure that céh
be used to optimize its hyper-parameters and only requires
data at the frontier. On the other hand, the SVM must usg)
some method, like cross-validatian [22], to optimize itpay
parameters and it requires data in the dominated region td
define better approximations. [4]

We highlight that, although GP were used together with the
theory on this paper to approximate the Pareto frontier, the
theory is general and does not depend on the specific choigg
of the function descriptor. Therefore, other models tha ar
able to deal with the constraints imposed by the theory, iff]
either a soft or hard way, should be able to learn the desirgg
shape of the Pareto frontier too. Nonetheless, we are natawa
of any other method to create the score function in which thﬁ]
constraints are as easy to include as in the GP. Additignally
a GP provides robustness to changing the number of points
used in the estimation. (o]

Further investigations involve studying the behavior c# th
GP to approximate the Pareto frontier with real benchmarks
and using some multi-objective optimization algorithm¢isu
as NSGA-II [23], to provide the points. Since the objectives
tend to be smoother than in the example frontier provide}l [24
we expect the estimated Pareto frontier described by a GPYY
fit the true Pareto frontier even better in these problemntkidf
is the case, we will investigate the possibility of integrgt
the frontier surrogate with other surrogate models for tH&?
objectives, so that all of them are learned directly and the
number of function evaluations could be reduced.

Moreover, since the only requirement for the surrogate 3!
that the Pareto frontier is approximated by the null space
and the exact value on other parts of the objective space Hrg
not relevant, the GP could be used to fit a regression model
on the individuals of a population where the target value
is monotonically increasing in the objective space. Stashdd15]
performance measures in multi-objective optimizatiorghsu 16
as the class in non-dominated sortingl[23] and the dominar{ceJ
count [25], satisfy this property and can be used as tardets[17]
the regression. In this case, the GP would not only define the
Pareto frontier, but would also define a measure of the distarg
between a given point and the approximated Pareto frontier.

Another interesting line of research is to evaluate when tHé!
derivative constraints on the points provided is benefisiate
in some points it avoids incorrect association of other f®in
with the frontier, like around the knee in the unconstraingd’l
GP shown in this paper, and in others it may make the
estimated shape not satisfy the constraints, like the pamt [21]
the constrained GP also shown in this paper. This could not
only provide better fit, but may also increase the fitting shee
since less constraints need to be evaluated, which rednees[22]
size of the GP and the number of expectation propagation
steps required. Therefore an iterative algorithm that abds
constraints as needed should be pursued.

port.
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