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Abstract

We study a general scalarization approach via utility functions in multi-objective opti-
mization. It consists of maximizing utility which is obtained from the objectives’ bargaining
with regard to a disagreement reference point. The theoretical framework for a broad class of
utility functions from microeconomics is developed. For that, we associate a utility-dependent
single-objective optimization problem with the given multi-objective optimization problem.
We show that Pareto optimal points of the latter can be recovered by solving the former. In
particular, Cobb-Douglas, Leontief, and CES utility functions are considered. We prove that
any Pareto optimal point can be obtained as a solution of scalarization via one of the men-
tioned utility functions. Further, we propose a numerical scheme to solve utility-dependent
single-objective optimization problems. Here, the main difficulty comes from the necessity
to address constraints which are associated with a disagreement reference point. Our crucial
observation is that the explicit treatment of these additional constraints may be avoided. This
is the case if the Slater condition is satisfied and the utility function under consideration has
the so-called barrier property. Under these assumptions, we prove the convergence of our
scheme to Pareto optimal points. Numerical experiments on real-world financial datasets in
a portfolio selection context confirm the efficiency of our scalarization approach via utility
functions.

1 Introduction

In multi-objective optimization, the scalarization approach has meanwhile become standard for
trying to find (weak) Pareto optimal points. Usually, the weighted sum scalarization is applied
to tackle a multi-objective optimization problem. This is to optimize a linear combination of the
objectives with properly adjusted nonnegative or positive weights. More sophisticated scalarization
techniques have been introduced in analogy. We mention the weighted t-th power and the weighted
quadratic approaches. The whole branch of scalarization techniques successfully incorporates
constraints into the single-objective optimization problem to solve. These are the elastic constraint
method and the Benson’s method to name a few. The family of reference point approaches includes
a variety of methods in which a properly chosen reference point in the space of objectives is used.
Most prominent of them is the distance function approach. Here, the distance from a utopia
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or ideal point to the Pareto set is minimized. If choosing the maximum norm for the distance,
we arrive at the Chebyshev scalarization, and the choice of the p-norm leads to the compromise
programming. The achievement function method generalizes this idea by allowing to incorporate
penalty terms into the single-objective formulation. Another possibility to deal with reference
points is via the goal programming. Here, the weighted sum or maximum of negative and positive
deviations from the goal to be achieved is minimized. Finally, a wide variety of approaches employ
a direction in the objective space along which a search is performed. Among those we mention
the reference direction method, the Pascoletti and Serafini method, and the gauge-based methods.
For the scalarization techniques discussed above we refer to the survey [7] and to the references
therein, as well as to the monograph [6].

In this paper, we propose a new scalarization approach for multi-objective optimization via
utility functions. The idea is to maximize utility which is obtained from the objectives’ bargaining
with regard to a prescribed disagreement level. Let us explain our approach in terms of a bargaining
game, cf. e.g. [14], where different objectives correspond to the players’ losses. This is to say
that the players aim to minimize their objectives. First, in the space of objectives a disagreement
point is fixed. It can be viewed as consisting of those losses the players suffer if not coming to
an agreement at all. The corresponding bargaining benefits are then given by the differences of
the disagreement losses with the players’ objectives corresponding to a current agreement. In
other words, the benefits indicate to which extent the disagreement losses for every player can
be diminished by means of bargaining. Second, these bargaining benefits are combined together
via a utility function and the latter is subsequently maximized. The choice of a utility function
accounts for the fact that some players and, hence, their bargaining benefits, could be more or
less important depending on how they contribute to the social welfare. We point out that the
use of utility functions for scalarizing the players’ bargaining benefits is original. It allows to link
multi-objective optimization to the microeconomics, where utility functions are typically used for
measuring the utility of consumption bundles, see e.g. [12, 16]. Since the utility functions are thus
usually defined on the nonnegative orthant, we need to take care for the disagreement reference
point constraints in the space of objectives. In economic terms, these constraints prevent the
players’ bargaining losses to exceed those caused by the disagreement. In order to deal with the
disagreement reference point constraints in a mathematically correct way, we impose the Slater
condition as it is standard in the convex setting. The use of Slater condition is further justified
from the multi-objective perspective.

Let us briefly overview our results on the scalarization approach via utility functions. In
Section 2, the theoretical framework for a fairy general class of utility functions is developed.
Here, we associate a utility-dependent single-objective optimization problem with the given multi-
objective optimization problem. We mainly show that (weak) Pareto optimal points of the latter
can be recovered by solving the former, see Theorem 2.10. Additionally, we state conditions on
the utility function under which the corresponding single-objective optimization problem enjoys
efficient solvability. In Section 3, we specify our scalarization approach for classical utility functions
from microeconomics. Namely, Cobb-Douglas, Leontief, and CES utility functions are considered.
The theoretical framework from Section 2 is thus successively applied for these cases. Moreover, we
show that any (weak) Pareto optimal point can be obtained as a solution of scalarization via one of
the mentioned utility functions, see Theorems 3.7, 3.13, 3.20, and 3.21. For that, the parameters
of Cobb-Douglas, Leontief, or CES utility functions need to be properly adjusted. Section 4 is
devoted to the algorithmic developments. We propose a rather general numerical scheme to solve
utility-dependent single-objective optimization problems and thus to obtain Pareto optimal points
of the original multi-objective problem. Here, we focus on the differentiable case for both the
objectives and the utility function. The main idea is that sometimes the explicit treatment of
the difficult to address disagreement reference point constraints may be avoided, see Algorithm
1. This is at the price of the computation of a starting point satisfying the Slater condition.
Moreover, the utility function under consideration has to additionally possess the so-called barrier
property. Under these assumptions, we prove the convergence of our scheme towards a solution of
the utility-dependent single-objective optimization problem, see Theorem 4.4, and thus to Pareto
solutions. We also devise Algorithm 2 to compute a Slater point that is instrumental to initialize
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Algorithm 1, see Theorem 4.5. Note that the combination of Algorithms 1 and 2 allows one to
compute Pareto optimal points even in the case where the Slater condition does not hold, see
the discussion below Theorem 4.5. In Section 5, we consider a portfolio-selection problem à la
Markowitz, where an additional Environmental Sustainability and Governance-related objective is
taken into account, see [10], for which we conduct extensive numerical tests on real-world financial
datasets.

Finally, we comment on how our scalarization approach via utility functions fits into the
existing literature. The scalarization by means of the Cobb-Douglas utility function coincides
with the weighted geometric mean approach introduced in [11]. Note that this approach is often
criticized, see e.g. [1], since it introduces additional disagreement reference point constraints.
However, our analysis overcomes this obstacle. In fact, the Cobb-Douglas utility function is shown
to be a barrier. Hence, under the Slater condition, the disagreement reference point constraints
can be neglected, both from the theoretical and practical perspective – we obtain only the interior
solutions. This fact has been already observed in [5], where the case of two objectives with the
special choice of parameters has been treated in the context of mathematical finance. Another
link we establish is between the compromise programming, see e.g. [18], and our scalarization by
means of the CES utility function. Both approaches can be viewed as in some sense dual to each
other, see Remark 3.22. Our approach enlarges the parameter space and allows to go beyond the
the case of the p-norm in compromise programming. Regardless of the mentioned relations, our
scalarization approach via utility functions is novel in its generality and falls into the scope of
reference point methods. The presented theoretical results are self-contained and open a door for
using other utility function – except of those already studied here – for scalarization purposes in
multi-objective optimization.

The main contributions of our paper are summarized below.

• We study scalarization of multi-objective problems via utility functions with a degree of
generality allowing one to consider, for the first time in the literature, some fundamental
functions from microeconomics such as CES.

• We devise Algorithm 1 that is shown to be provably convergent to Pareto solutions under the
conditions identifying the general framework we focus on. We remark that this procedure
needs to consider the disagreement reference point constraints only once at the starting
iteration, and it can actually disregard them during the ensuing algorithm progress. This
directly translates to clear numerical advantages.

• We develop Algorithm 2 to compute Slater points for the disagreement reference point con-
straints, that are essential for initializing Algorithm 1.

• We test our numerical procedures on real-world data in a portfolio-selection context where,
apart from the classical Risk-Return related objectives, we include a sustainability-oriented
criterion. The numerical results confirm all the theoretical insights, as well as the effective-
ness of the solution procedures.

Our notation is standard. We denote by Rm the space of m-dimensional vectors, by Rm
` the

set of all vectors with nonnegative components, and by Rm
`` the set of all vectors with positive

components. The domain of a function f : Rn Ñ R Y t´8u is domf “ tx P Rn : fpxq ą ´8u.
Given a continuously differentiable function f : Rn Ñ R Y t´8u, ∇fpxq denotes its gradient at
x P domf .

2 Scalarization via utility functions

We address the general multi-objective optimization problem:

minimize
x

fpxq fi
`

f1pxq, . . . , fmpxq
˘T

s.t. x P K,
(1)
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where K Ď Rn is the feasible set and f : Rn Ñ Rm is the vector of objective functions. We
assume that K is closed and convex, and fj , j “ 1, . . . ,m, are convex. As usual in multi-objective
optimization, we focus on the classical notions of (weak) Pareto optimality, see e.g. [6].

Definition 2.1 A point px P K is called Pareto optimal for (1) if @x P K:

Djx P t1, . . . ,mu : fjxppxq ă fjxpxq, or @j P t1, . . . ,mu : fjppxq ď fjpxq.

The set of Pareto optimal points of (1) is denoted by P .

Definition 2.2 A point px P K is called weak Pareto optimal for (1) if @x P K :

Djx P t1, . . . ,mu : fjxppxq ď fjxpxq.

The set of weak Pareto optimal points of (1) is denoted by W .

Further, let us fix real numbers aj P R for each of the objective function fj , j “ 1, . . . ,m.
We are interested in finding (weak) Pareto optimal points x P K, additionally satisfying the
disagreement reference point constraints

fjpxq ď aj , j “ 1, . . . ,m.

In particular, aj can be set equal to fjpxq for some x P K, see e.g. [1, 5], and could be interpreted
as a reference level for fj . The vector a fi pa1, . . . , amqT can be then thought of as a disagreement
point from the bargaining theory, see e.g. [14]. Indeed, if the objective functions of the players
1, . . . ,m cannot be successively compromised with each other, x is implemented and the payments
a1, . . . , am are realized. In what follows, we assume that the set

tx P K : fjpxq ď aj , j “ 1, . . . ,mu (2)

is nonempty and bounded. The latter is a technical assumption, which is in particular satisfied
for any choice of a if every objective function fj is bounded below and proper on K, j “ 1, . . . ,m.
Recall that by definition fj is proper on K if f´1

j pCq XK is compact for any compact set C Ă R.
Alternatively, just the compactness of K suffices, in order to guarantee that the set in (2) is
bounded. We eventually use a suitable constraint qualification for (2).

Definition 2.3 The inequality system in (2) is said to satisfy the Slater condition if there exists
x P K with

fjpxq ă aj , j “ 1, . . . ,m.

In this case, we call x a Slater point for (2).

Slater condition is a natural assumption, because in case of its violation the search for weak
Pareto optimal points becomes a trivial task.

Proposition 2.4 If the Slater condition does not hold for (2), then all its feasible points are weak
Pareto optimal.

Proof. We show the contrapositive: assume x P K exists such that it is feasible for (2), but
x R W . Then, there exists rx P K such that fjprxq ă fjpxq for every j “ 1, . . . ,m. In view of
feasibility of x, we also have fjpxq ď aj for every j “ 1, . . . ,m. Altogether, rx is a Slater point for
(2). l

Proposition 2.4 suggests how the reference level a can be chosen, so that Slater condition is
automatically satisfied for (2). By setting aj “ fjpxq, j “ 1. . . . ,m, with some x P KzW , Slater
condition holds for (2). Otherwise, x – being feasible for (2) – would be weak Pareto optimal due
to Proposition 2.4, a contradiction. Another possibility to properly choose the reference level is
to use the nadir N defined as

Nj fi max
xPP

fjpxq, j “ 1, . . . ,m.
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By taking aj ą Nj , j “ 1. . . . ,m, any Pareto optimal point x P P is a Slater point for (2).
Slater condition is also a rather mild assumption. Aiming to give reasons for this, let us

assume for a moment that the functions fj , j “ 1, . . . ,m, are continuously differentiable. Then, it
is well-known from the theory of nonlinear programming that the linear independence constraint
qualification (LICQ) holds on the solution set of a system of generic inequality constraints, see [8].
Applied to (2), LICQ at its feasible point x P K means that the gradients of the active inequality
constraints are linearly independent:

∇fjpxq, j P J0pxq,

where
J0pxq fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : fjpxq “ aju .

Genericity here refers to the fact that the set of continuously differentiable defining functions fj ,
j “ 1, . . . ,m, for which LICQ is fulfilled at every feasible point of (2), is open and dense with
respect to the Whitney topology. It remains to note that LICQ implies Slater condition, see e.g.
[17]. Thus, the latter turns out to hold for (2) in the generic sense.

We mention that the Slater condition imposes a restriction on the feasible weak Pareto optimal
points. Namely, they cannot fulfil all the constraints in (2) with equality. This observation is
crucial if trying to later identify weak Pareto optimal points as solutions of particularly scalarized
optimization problems.

Proposition 2.5 Let the inequality system (2) satisfy the Slater condition. If px P W is feasible
for (2), then there exists j

px P t1, . . . ,mu such that fj
px
ppxq ă aj

px
.

Proof. Assume on the contrary that, due to the feasibility of px for (2), we have fjppxq “ aj for
all j P t1, . . . ,mu. But, for a Slater point x P K, it also holds fjpxq ă aj for all j P t1, . . . ,mu.
Altogether, fjppxq ą fjpxq for all j P t1, . . . ,mu contradicts px P W . l

Now, we are ready to introduce the new scalarization approach for multi-objective optimization.
For that, let us consider utility functions u : Rm Ñ R Y t´8u. They are typically used in
microeconomics for measuring the utility of consumption bundles, i.e. vectors with nonnegative
components, see e.g. [16]. In view of the latter, we assume that the domain of u is the nonnegative
orthant, i.e.

dom u “ Rm
` .

We also assume that u is continuous on its domain. Our scalarization idea consists of solving the
following single-objective optimization problem related to (1) and (2):

maximize
x

hpxq fi upa1 ´ f1pxq, . . . , am ´ fmpxqq

s.t. x P K.
(3)

First, we note that solving (3) leads to the feasible points of (2).

Proposition 2.6 Solutions of (3) are feasible points for (2).

Proof. Let x˚ P K solve (3). For a feasible point px P K for (2), which exists by assumption, it
holds a ´ fppxq P dom u. Hence, the optimality of x˚ provides a ´ fpx˚q P dom u as well. Since
dom u “ Rm

` , the assertion follows. l

In order to enforce that feasible points of (3) are Slater, we need an additional assumption on
u, which is reminiscent of the condition in [13, Definition 3.5.1]. Namely, u has to act as a barrier.
This is to say that u is constant on the boundary of its domain and grows towards the interior.

Definition 2.7 We say that the utility function u is a barrier if for some u P R it holds:
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(i) upyq “ u, @y P bd dom u “ Rm
` zRm

``;

(ii) upyq ą u, @y P int dom u “ Rm
``.

Proposition 2.8 Let the inequality system (2) satisfy the Slater condition, and the utility function
u be a barrier. Then, solutions of (3) are Slater points for (2).

Proof. Let x P K be a Slater point for (2). Since then a ´ fpxq P int dom u, we obtain from
Definition 2.7 that hpxq “ upa ´ fpxqq ą u. Let x˚ P K solve (3), i.e. hpx˚q ě hpxq. Altogether,
we deduce that hpx˚q ą u. Again, Definition 2.7 provides that a´fpx˚q P int dom u. By recalling
int dom u “ Rm

``, the assertion follows. l

In order to relate the solutions of (3) with (weak) Pareto optimal points of (1), we recall some
standard monotonicity properties for utility functions.

Definition 2.9 Given a set S, the utility function u is called

(i) monotone on S if
upy ` δq ě upyq, @y P S, δ P Rm

` : y ` δ P S;

(ii) weakly strictly monotone on S if

upy ` δq ą upyq @y P S, δ P Rm
`` : y ` δ P S;

(iii) strictly monotone on S if

upy ` δq ą upyq @y P S, δ P Rm
` zt0u : y ` δ P S.

We observe that strict monotonicity implies weakly strict monotonicity, which in turn yields
monotonicity of u. Thanks to next Theorem 2.10, one is allowed to obtain (weak) Pareto optima
of the original multi-objective problem (1) through the single-objective problem (3).

Theorem 2.10 Let x˚ P K solve (3).

(i) If u is weakly strictly monotone on its domain, then x˚ P W .

(ii) If u is strictly monotone on its domain, then x˚ P P .

(iii) If u is strictly monotone on the interior of its domain, and x˚ is a Slater point for (2), then
x˚ P P .

Proof. (i) Assume by contradiction that x˚ R W , then rx P K exists such that:

@j P t1, . . . ,mu : fjprxq ă fjpx˚q.

Due to Proposition 2.6, a ´ fpx˚q P dom u. Together with fprxq ă fpx˚q, it follows a ´ fprxq P

dom u. By setting δ fi fpx˚q ´ fprxq, we have δ P Rm
``. The weakly strict monotonicity of u on

its domain provides

hprxq “ upa ´ fprxqq “ upa ´ fpx˚q ` δq ą upa ´ fpx˚qq “ hpx˚q,

which contradicts the assumed optimality of x˚ for (3).
(ii) Assume by contradiction that x˚ R P , then rx P K exists such that:

@j P t1, . . . ,mu : fjprxq ď fjpx˚q, and Dj
rx P t1, . . . ,mu : fj

rx
prxq ă fj

rx
px˚q.
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Reasoning similarly to (i), we deduce a´ fprxq P domu from a´ fpx˚q P dom u and fprxq ď fpx˚q.
By setting δ fi fpx˚q ´fprxq, we have now δ P Rm

` zt0u. The strict monotonicity of u on its domain
provides

hprxq “ upa ´ fprxqq “ upa ´ fpx˚q ` δq ą upa ´ fpx˚qq “ hpx˚q,

which once again contradicts the assumed optimality of x˚ for (3).
(iii) The proof is the same as (ii) because both a ´ fpx˚q and a ´ fprxq are in the interior of

dom u. l

It is straightforward to see that the (pseudo)concavity of the monotone utility function u is
inherited by the objective function h. This follows from a general result in convex analysis, see
e.g. [2] and [15]. For the sake of completeness, we decided to provide the proof here.

Proposition 2.11 The following statements hold:

(i) if u is monotone on its domain and concave, then h is concave;

(ii) if u is monotone and pseudoconcave on the interior of its domain, then h is pseudoconcave
on the set of the Slater points for (2), i.e. tx P K : fjpxq ă aj , j “ 1, . . . ,mu.

Proof. (i) For every px, rx P Rn, and λ P p0, 1q, the convexity of each fj , j “ 1, . . . ,m, yields

fjpλpx ` p1 ´ λqrxq ď λfjppxq ` p1 ´ λqfjprxq. (4)

Thus, we have

hpλpx ` p1 ´ λqrxq “ upa ´ fpλpx ` p1 ´ λqrxqq ě upa ´ λfppxq ´ p1 ´ λqfprxqq

“ upλpa ´ fppxqq ` p1 ´ λqpa ´ fprxqqq

ě λupa ´ fppxqq ` p1 ´ λqupa ´ fprxqq “ λhppxq ` p1 ´ λqhprxq,

where the first inequality is due to (4) and the monotonicity of u on its domain, and the last one
follows from the concavity of u. Note that if a´ fppxq R dom u or a´ fprxq R dom u, the inequality
to be shown is trivially satisfied. Otherwise, λpa ´ fppxqq ` p1 ´ λqpa ´ fprxqq P dom u, due to the
convexity of the domain of u, and a ´ fpλpx ` p1 ´ λqrxq P dom u, due to (4).

(ii) Let px, rx P K be Slater points for (2) with hppxq ą hprxq, and λ P p0, 1q. As above, we have

hpp1 ´ λqpx ` λrxq “ upa ´ fpp1 ´ λqpx ` λrxqq ě upa ´ p1 ´ λqfppxq ´ λfprxqq

“ upp1 ´ λqpa ´ fppxqq ` λpa ´ fprxqqq

ě upa ´ fprxqq ` λp1 ´ λqbppx, rxq “ hprxq ` λp1 ´ λqbppx, rxq

with a positive term bppx, rxq, in general depending on rx and px. Here, the first inequality is due
to (4) and the monotonicity of u on the interior of its domain, and the last one follows from the
pseudoconcavity of u by using upa ´ fppxqq ą upa ´ fprxqq. It remains to note that the set of the
Slater points for (2) is open and convex. l

Next, we turn our attention to the solvability of the single-objective problem (3).

Proposition 2.12 The solution set of (3) is nonempty.

Proof. Let us consider the upper level set

L
px fi tx P K : hpxq ě hppxqu, (5)

where px P K is a feasible point for (2). Since a ´ fppxq P dom u, it holds for every x P L
px that

a ´ fpxq P dom u. Recalling dom u “ Rm
` , we obtain

L
px Ă tx P K : fpxq ď au .
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The assumed boundedness of the latter set provides that L
px is bounded as well. Further, we show

that L
px is closed. For that, let an arbitrary sequence xk P L

px converge to rx for k Ñ 8. Since
xk P K and K is closed, we have rx P K. Moreover, by arguing as above, a ´ fpxkq P dom u.
From the closedness of dom u, we obtain a ´ fprxq P dom u. Since it has been assumed that u is
continuous on its domain,

lim
kÑ8

hpxkq “ lim
kÑ8

upa ´ fpxkqq “ upa ´ fprxqq “ hprxq.

Hence, by taking the limit k Ñ 8 in hpxkq ě hppxq, we get hprxq ě hppxq. Altogether, rx P L
px

follows. Obviously, L
px contains the solution set of (3). The existence of a solution of (3) is then

due to the Weierstrass theorem by the continuity of h on the nonempty and compact set L
px. l

Let us additionally address the unique solvability of the single-objective problem (3). It turns
out that, under the strict concavity of u, all solutions of (3) induce the same values of fj ’s.

Proposition 2.13 Let px P K and rx P K both solve (3).

(i) If u is monotone and strictly concave on its domain, then fppxq “ fprxq.

(ii) If u is monotone and strictly concave on the interior of its domain, and px, rx are Slater points
for (2), then fppxq “ fprxq.

Proof. (i) Assume on the contrary that fppxq ‰ fprxq. From Proposition 2.6 we have a ´ fppxq P

dom u and a ´ fprxq P dom u. Further, we define x˚ fi 1
2px ` 1

2rx as their average. As in the
proof of Proposition 2.11, it follows 1

2 pa ´ fppxqq ` 1
2 pa ´ fprxqq P dom u and a ´ fpx˚q P dom u.

Analogously, monotonicity and strict concavity of u on its domain imply

hpx˚q ą
1

2
hppxq `

1

2
hprxq,

where we used that a ´ fppxq ‰ a ´ fprxq. The derived inequality contradicts the fact that for the
optimal value of (3) holds hppxq “ hprxq.

(ii) The proof is analogous to (ii), by taking into account that int dom u “ Rm
``. l

3 Examples of utility functions

For classical utility functions, the conditions identifying the theoretical framework in Section 2
are discussed. To be specific, we elaborate, for suitable choices of the defining parameters, on
the monotonicity, concavity, continuity, and barrier properties of these utility functions. Addi-
tionally, we show to which extent any (weak) Pareto optimal point can be obtained as a solution
of scalarization via the corresponding utility function. We consider Cobb-Douglas, Leontief, and
CES utility functions. The latter includes also the linear utility function as a special case.

3.1 Cobb-Douglas utility function
First, we consider the Cobb-Douglas utility function, which is widely used for modeling purposes
within the economic theory, see e.g. [12, 16]:

uCDpyq fi

$

’

&

’

%

m
ź

j“1

y
αj

j if y ě 0

´8 otherwise,
(6)

where the parameters αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, are interpreted as elasticities with respect to the
inputs yj ’s. Basic properties of the Cobb-Douglas utility function are listed in Proposition 3.1.
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Proposition 3.1 The following statements hold:

(i) dom uCD “ Rm
` ;

(ii) uCD is continuous on its domain;

(iii) uCD is continuously differentiable on the interior of its domain;

(iv) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then uCD is a barrier with u “ 0.

The monotonicity properties of the Cobb-Douglas utility function are given in Proposition 3.2.

Proposition 3.2 The following statements hold:

(i) uCD is monotone on its domain;

(ii) if Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, then uCD is weakly strictly monotone on its domain;

(iii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then uCD is strictly monotone on the interior of its domain.

Proof. (i) For all y P dom uCD and δ P Rm
` , y ` δ P dom uCD, and we have

uCDpy ` δq “

m
ź

j“1

pyj ` δjqαj ě

m
ź

j“1

y
αj

j “ uCDpyq,

since pyj ` δjqαj ě y
αj

j ě 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu.
(i) Defining Ją0 fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : αj ą 0u ‰ H and J“0 fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : αj “ 0u, for all

y P dom uCD and δ P Rm
``, y ` δ P int dom uCD, we have

uCDpy ` δq “
ź

jPJą0

pyj ` δjqαj ą
ź

jPJą0

y
αj

j “ uCDpyq,

since pyj ` δjqαj “ y
αj

j “ 1, for all j P J“0, and pyj ` δjqαj ą y
αj

j ě 0 for all j P Ją0.
(iii) For all y P int dom uCD and δ P Rm

` zt0u, y ` δ P int dom uCD, Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu such that
δȷ ą 0, and we have

uCDpy ` δq “ pyȷ ` δȷq
αȷ

ź

j‰ı

pyj ` δjqαj ą y
αȷ

ȷ

ź

j‰ȷ

y
αj

j “ uCDpyq,

since pyȷ ` δȷq
αȷ ą y

αȷ

ȷ ą 0, and
ś

j‰ȷpyj ` δjqαj ě
ś

j‰ȷ y
αj

j ą 0. l

In Proposition 3.3 we recall what is known in the economic literature on the concavity properties
of uCD. They vary depending on the sum of the elasticities

α fi

m
ÿ

j“1

αj .

Although the proofs here can be traced back to e.g. [2, Lemma 5.11 (a), Lemma 5.14 (a)] and [3,
Theorem 2.1], we decided to show these statements in Appendix for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 3.3 The following statements hold:

(i) if α ď 1, then uCD is concave;

(ii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu and α ă 1, then uCD is strictly concave on the interior of its
domain;

(iii) if α ą 1, then uCD is pseudoconcave on the interior of its domain.
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Now, we scalarize the multi-objective optimization problem (1) via the Cobb-Douglas utility
function. As in (3), we consider the following single-objective optimization problem:

maximize
x

hCDpxq fi uCDpa1 ´ f1pxq, . . . , am ´ fmpxqq

s.t. x P K.
(7)

Explicitly, we thus have

hCDpxq “

$

’

&

’

%

m
ź

j“1

paj ´ fjpxqqαj if fpxq ď a

´8 otherwise.

By applying Propositions 2.8 and 2.12 together with Proposition 3.1 to (7), we obtain the
following results regarding its solutions.

Proposition 3.4 The following statements hold:

(i) the optimization problem (7) is solvable;

(ii) the solutions of (7) are feasible for (2);

(iii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then the solutions of (7) are Slater points for (2).

Additionally, the unique solvability of (3) can be derived as follows.

Proposition 3.5 If αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then for the solutions px P K and rx P K of (7)
it holds fppxq “ fprxq.

Proof. If α ă 1, we are done by applying Proposition 2.13 together with Propositions 3.2, 3.3,
and 3.4. In case α ě 1, let us consider for an arbitrary β ą α the Cobb-Douglas function

vpyq fi

$

’

&

’

%

m
ź

j“1

y
γj

j if y ě 0

´8 otherwise,

where γj fi
αj

β , j “ 1, . . . ,m. Since vpyq “ puCDpyqq
1
β and the function z

1
β with β ą 1 is monotoni-

cally increasing, px and rx remain solutions of (7) with v instead of uCD. In view of γ fi
řm

j“1 γj ă 1,
we may argue as above to obtain fppxq “ fprxq. l

By applying Theorem 2.10 together with Propositions 3.2 and 3.4, we obtain (weak) Pareto
optima of the original multi-objective problem (1) through the single-objective problem (7).

Proposition 3.6 Let x˚ P K solve (7). The following statements hold:

(i) if Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, then x˚ P W ;

(ii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then x˚ P P .

It turns out that (weak) Pareto optima of (1), which happen to be feasible or Slater points for
(2), can be found by solving (7) if the parameters αj ’s are properly adjusted.

Theorem 3.7 The following statements hold:

(i) if px P W is feasible for (2) satisfying the Slater condition, then there exist αj ě 0, j “

1, . . . ,m with Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, such that px belongs to the solution set of (7);

(ii) if px P P is a Slater point for (2), then there exist αj ą 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, such that px belongs
to the solution set of (7).
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Proof. (i) Preliminarily, consider for j “ 1, . . . ,m:

φjpxq fi

"

´ logpaj ´ fjpxqq if fjpxq ă aj
`8 otherwise.

We show that px is weak Pareto optimal for

minimize
x

φpxq fi
`

φ1pxq, . . . , φmpxq
˘T

s.t. x P K.
(8)

Otherwise, there would exit x P K, such that for every j “ 1, . . . ,m it holds

φjppxq ą φjpxq. (9)

In particular, it follows fjpxq ă aj . In case fjppxq “ aj , we immediately deduce fjppxq ą fjpxq. If
fjppxq ă aj , (9) reads as

´ logpaj ´ fjppxqq ą ´ logpaj ´ fjpxqq.

Hence, again fjppxq ą fjpxq follows. Altogether, px is not weak Pareto optimal for (1), a contra-
diction. Further, in view of increasing monotonicity and concavity of the logarithm, reasoning
similarly to the proof of Proposition 2.11, φj turns out to be convex for every j “ 1, . . . ,m. By
applying [6, Theorem 4.1] to (8), there exist αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m with Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0,
such that px belongs to the solution set of the following problem:

minimize
x

m
ÿ

j“1

αjφjpxq

s.t. x P K.

(10)

Evaluated at a Slater point x P K, the objective function in (10) is obviously finite. Hence, for
every j P t1, . . . ,mu it holds, cf. Proposition 2.5,

αj ‰ 0 ñ fjppxq ă aj . (11)

Now, we show that px belongs also to the solution set of (7). In fact, if this were not the case,
there would exist rx P K such that

hCDprxq ą hCDppxq.

In particular, rx must be feasible for (2). Since px is feasible for (2) by assumption, the latter
inequality becomes

m
ź

j“1

paj ´ fjprxqqαj ą

m
ź

j“1

paj ´ fjppxqqαj . (12)

Because of (11) and not all αj ’s vanishing, we additionally have

m
ź

j“1

paj ´ fjppxqqαj ą 0.

Hence, we deduce
αj ‰ 0 ñ fjprxq ă aj . (13)

Altogether, by applying the logarithm to (12) and in view of (11) and (13), we obtain

´

m
ÿ

j“1

αj logpaj ´ fjprxqq ă ´

m
ÿ

j“1

αj logpaj ´ fjppxqq,

This provides a contradiction to the fact that px solves (10).
(ii) The proof is analogous to (i). l
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3.2 Leontief utility function
Next, we consider the Leontief utility function, see e.g. [12]:

uMINpyq fi

#

min
j“1,...,m

αj yj if y ě 0

´8 otherwise,
(14)

where the parameters αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, play the role of inputs’ weights. Basic properties of
the Leontief utility function are listed in Proposition 3.8.

Proposition 3.8 The following statements hold:

(i) dom uMIN “ Rm
` ;

(ii) uMIN is continuous on its domain;

(iii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then uMIN is a barrier with u “ 0.

The monotonicity properties of the Leontief utility function are given in Proposition 3.9.

Proposition 3.9 The following statements hold:

(i) uMIN is monotone on its domain;

(ii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then uMIN is weakly strictly monotone on its domain.

Proof. (i) For all y P dom uMIN and δ P Rm
` , y ` δ P dom uMIN, and we have

uMINpy ` δq “ min
j“1,...,m

αjpyj ` δjq ě min
j“1,...,m

αjyj “ uMINpyq,

since αjpyj ` δjq ě αjyj for all j P t1, . . . ,mu.
(ii) For all y P dom uMIN and δ P Rm

``, y ` δ P dom uMIN, and we have

uMINpy ` δq “ min
j“1,...,m

αjpyj ` δjq ą min
j“1,...,m

αjyj “ uMINpyq,

since αjpyj ` δjq ą αjyj for all j P t1, . . . ,mu. l

The concavity of the Leontief utility function is obvious, since it is represented as the minimum
of linear functions.

Proposition 3.10 uMIN is concave.

Now, we scalarize the multi-objective optimization problem (1) via the Leontief utility function.
As in (3), we consider the following single-objective optimization problem:

maximize
x

hMINpxq fi uMINpa1 ´ f1pxq, . . . , am ´ fmpxqq

s.t. x P K.
(15)

Explicitly, we thus have

hMINpxq “

#

min
j“1,...,m

αjpaj ´ fjpxqq if fpxq ď a

´8 otherwise.

By applying Propositions 2.12-2.8 together with Proposition 3.8 to (15), we obtain the following
results regarding its solutions.

Proposition 3.11 The following statements hold:
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(i) the optimization problem (15) is solvable;

(ii) the solutions of (15) are feasible for (2);

(iii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then the solutions of (15) are Slater points for (2).

By applying Theorem 2.10 together with Proposition 3.9, we obtain weak Pareto optima of
the original multi-objective problem (1) through the single-objective problem (15).

Proposition 3.12 Let x˚ P K solve (15). If αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then x˚ P W .

It turns out that (weak) Pareto optima of (1), which happen to be feasible or Slater points for
(2), can be found by solving (15) if the parameters αj ’s are properly adjusted.

Theorem 3.13 The following statements hold:

(i) if px P P is feasible for (2) satisfying the Slater condition, then there exist αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m
with Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, such that px belongs to the solution set of (15);

(ii) if px P W is a Slater point for (2), then there exist αj ą 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, such that px belongs
to the solution set of (15).

Proof. (i) By using the index subset

Jąppxq fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : fjppxq ă aju,

we set

αj fi

$

&

%

1

aj ´ fjppxq
if j P Jąppxq

0 otherwise.

Proposition 2.5 shows that Jąppxq ‰ H. Then, αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m with Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0.
Moreover, we have

min
j“1,...,m

αjpaj ´ fjppxqq “ αjpaj ´ fjppxqq, @j P Jąppxq. (16)

Let us show that px belongs to the solution set of (15). Assume by contradiction that this is not
the case, i.e. there exists rx P K with

hMINprxq ą hMINppxq.

In particular, rx must be feasible for (2). Since px is feasible for (2), the latter inequality becomes

min
j“1,...,m

αjpaj ´ fjprxqq ą min
j“1,...,m

αjpaj ´ fjppxqq.

Due to (16), it follows

αjpaj ´ fjprxqq ą αjpaj ´ fjppxqq @j P J0ppxq.

Thus, fjprxq ă fjppxq for every j P Jąppxq. If j R Jąppxq, fjppxq “ aj and fjprxq ď aj , the latter due
to the feasibility of rx for (2), provide together fjprxq ď fjppxq. This is a contradiction to px P P .

(ii) The proof is analogous to (i). l
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3.3 CES utility function
Another prominent utility function is that of constant elasticity of substitution (CES), see e.g.
[12, 16]:

uCESpyq fi

$

’

&

’

%

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αj y
ρ
j

¸
κ
ρ

if y ě 0

´8 otherwise,

(17)

where the parameters αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, play the role of inputs’ weights, the parameter
κ P p0, 1s is the degree of homogeneity, and the parameter ρ ď 1 with ρ ‰ 0 allows to incorporate
different substitution patterns. Aiming to illustrate the latter, let us consider for a moment the
case of κ “ 1. For ρ “ 1, uCES is just the linear utility function

uLINpyq fi

$

’

&

’

%

m
ÿ

j“1

αj yj if y ě 0

´8 otherwise.
(18)

In uLIN the inputs can perfectly substitute each other. If ρ Ñ ´8, uCES leads to the Leontieff
utility function uMIN. In uMIN the inputs are perfect complements. We also mention that uCES
becomes the Cobb-Douglas utility function uCD if ρ Ñ 0. Note that while evaluating uCES we use
the standard convention 1

0 “ 8 and 1
8

“ 0. Basic properties of the CES utility function are listed
in Proposition 3.14.

Proposition 3.14 The following statements hold:

(i) dom uCES “ Rm
` ;

(ii) uCES is continuous on its domain;

(iii) uCES is continuously differentiable on the interior of its domain;

(iv) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu and ρ ă 0, then uCES is a barrier with u “ 0.

The monotonicity properties of the CES utility function are given in Proposition 3.15.

Proposition 3.15 The following statements hold:

(i) uCES is monotone on its domain;

(ii) if Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, then uCES is weakly strictly monotone on its domain;

(iii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then uCES is strictly monotone on its domain.

Proof. (i) For all y P dom uCES and δ P Rm
` , y ` δ P dom uCES, we have for all j P t1, . . . ,mu

αjpyj ` δjqρ ě αjy
ρ
j if 0 ă ρ ď 1, and αjpyj ` δjqρ ď αjy

ρ
j if ρ ă 0.

From here we immediately obtain

uCESpy ` δq “

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpyj ` δjqρ

¸
κ
ρ

ě

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjy
ρ
j

¸
κ
ρ

“ uCESpyq,

(ii) Defining Ją0 fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : αj ą 0u ‰ H and J“0 fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : αj “ 0u, for all
y P dom uCES and δ P Rm

``, y ` δ P dom uCES, we have

uCESpy ` δq “

˜

ÿ

jPJą0

αjpyj ` δjqρ

¸
κ
ρ

ą

˜

ÿ

jPJą0

αjy
ρ
j

¸
κ
ρ

“ uCESpyq.
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(iii) For all y P dom uCES and δ P Rm
` zt0u, y ` δ P dom uCES, Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu such that δȷ ą 0,

and we have

αȷpyȷ ` δȷq
ρ ą αȷy

ρ
ȷ if 0 ă ρ ď 1, and αȷpyȷ ` δȷq

ρ ă αȷy
ρ
ȷ if ρ ă 0,

and for all j ‰ ȷ

αjpyj ` δjqρ ě αjy
ρ
j if 0 ă ρ ď 1, and αjpyj ` δjqρ ď αjy

ρ
j if ρ ă 0.

As above, it follows

uCESpy ` δq “

˜

αȷpyȷ ` δȷq
ρ `

ÿ

j‰ȷ

αjpyj ` δjqρ

¸
κ
ρ

ą

˜

αȷy
ρ
ȷ `

ÿ

j‰ȷ

αjy
ρ
j

¸
κ
ρ

“ uCESpyq.

l

In Proposition 3.16 we elaborate on the concavity properties of uCES. Although they are
thoroughly studied in the economic literature, see e.g. [3, Theorem 3.1], we decided to provide the
corresponding proofs in Appendix for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 3.16 The following statements hold:

(i) uCES is concave;

(ii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, κ P p0, 1q and ρ P p0, 1q, then uCES is strictly concave on its
domain;

(iii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, κ P p0, 1q and ρ ă 0, then uCES is strictly concave on the
interior of its domain.

Now, we scalarize the multi-objective optimization problem (1) via the CES utility function.
As in (3), we consider the following single-objective optimization problem:

maximize
x

hCESpxq fi uCESpa1 ´ f1pxq, . . . , am ´ fmpxqq

s.t. x P K.
(19)

Explicitly, we thus have

hCESpxq “

$

’

&

’

%

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjpxqqρ

¸
κ
ρ

if fpxq ď a

´8 otherwise.

By applying Propositions 2.12-2.8 together with Proposition 3.14 to (19), we obtain the fol-
lowing results regarding its solutions.

Proposition 3.17 The following statements hold:

(i) the optimization problem (19) is solvable;

(ii) the solutions of (19) are feasible for (2);

(iii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu and ρ ă 0, then the solutions of (19) are Slater points for
(2).

Additionally, the unique solvability of (19) can be derived by the application of Proposition
2.13 together with Propositions 3.15, 3.16, and 3.17.
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Proposition 3.18 If αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu and κ P p0, 1q, then for the solutions px P K
and rx P K of (19) it holds fppxq “ fprxq.

By applying Theorem 2.10 together with Proposition 3.15, we obtain (weak) Pareto optima of
the original multi-objective problem (1) through the single-objective problem (19).

Proposition 3.19 Let x˚ P K solve (19). The following statements hold:

(i) if Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, then x˚ P W ;

(ii) if αj ą 0 for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, then x˚ P P .

It turns out that (weak) Pareto optima of (1), which happen to be feasible or Slater points for
(2), can be found by solving (19) if the parameters αj ’s are properly adjusted. Let us treat the
cases ρ ă 0 and ρ P p0, 1s separately.

Theorem 3.20 The following statements hold for ρ ă 0:

(i) if px P W is feasible for (2) satisfying the Slater condition, then there exist αj ě 0, j “

1, . . . ,m with Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, such that px belongs to the solution set of (19);

(ii) if px P P is a Slater point for (2), then there exist αj ą 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, such that px belongs
to the solution set of (19).

Proof. (i) Preliminary, consider for j “ 1, . . . ,m:

φjpxq fi

"

paj ´ fjpxqqρ if fjpxq ă aj
`8 otherwise.

We show that px is weak Pareto optimal for

minimize
x

φpxq fi
`

φ1pxq, . . . , φmpxq
˘T

s.t. x P K.
(20)

Otherwise, there would exit x P K, such that for every j “ 1, . . . ,m it holds

φjppxq ą φjpxq. (21)

In particular, it follows fjpxq ă aj . In case fjppxq “ aj , we immediately deduce fjppxq ą fjpxq. If
fjppxq ă aj , (21) reads as

paj ´ fjppxqqρ ą paj ´ fjpxqqρ.

Hence, again fjppxq ą fjpxq follows. Altogether, px is not weak Pareto optimal for (1), a con-
tradiction. Further, in view of decreasing monotonicity and convexity of the function zρ for
ρ ă 0, reasoning similarly to the proof of Proposition 2.11, φj turns out to be convex for ev-
ery j “ 1, . . . ,m. By applying [6, Theorem 4.1] to (20), there exist αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m with
Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0, such that px belongs to the solution set of the following problem:

minimize
x

m
ÿ

j“1

αjφjpxq

s.t. x P K.

(22)

Evaluated at a Slater point x P K, the objective function in (22) is obviously finite. Hence, for
every j P t1, . . . ,mu it holds, cf. Proposition 2.5,

αj ‰ 0 ñ fjppxq ă aj . (23)

Now, we show that px belongs also to the solution set of (7). In fact, if this were not the case,
there would exist rx P K such that

hCESprxq ą hCESppxq.
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In particular, rx must be feasible for (2). Since px is feasible for (2) by assumption, the latter
inequality becomes

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjprxqqρ

¸
κ
ρ

ą

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjppxqqρ

¸
κ
ρ

. (24)

Because of (23) and not all αj ’s vanishing, we additionally have
˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjppxqqρ

¸
κ
ρ

ą 0.

Hence, we deduce
αj ‰ 0 ñ fjprxq ă aj . (25)

Altogether, due to the strict decreasing monotonicity of the function z
κ
ρ for ρ ă 0, we obtain in

view of (23) and (25)
m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjprxqqρ ă

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjppxqqρ.

This provides a contradiction to the fact that px solves (22).
(ii) The proof is analogous to (i). l

Theorem 3.21 The following statements hold for ρ P p0, 1s:

(i) if px P P is feasible for (2), then there exist αj ą 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, such that px belongs to the
solution set of (19);

(ii) if px P W is Slater for (2), then there exist αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m with Dȷ P t1, . . . ,mu : αȷ ą 0,
such that px belongs to the solution set of (19).

Proof. (i) Preliminary, consider for j “ 1, . . . ,m:

φjpxq fi

"

´paj ´ fjpxqqρ if fjpxq ď aj
`8 otherwise.

We show that px is Pareto optimal for

minimize
x

φpxq fi
`

φ1pxq, . . . , φmpxq
˘T

s.t. x P K.
(26)

Otherwise, there would exit x P K, such that

@j P t1, . . . ,mu : φjppxq ě φjpxq, and Djx P t1, . . . ,mu : φjxppxq ą φjxpxq. (27)

In particular, the feasibility of x for (2) follows from that of px. Hence, (27) implies directly

@j P t1, . . . ,mu : fjppxq ě fjpxq, and Djx P t1, . . . ,mu : fjxppxq ą fjxpxq,

i.e. px is not Pareto optimal for (1), a contradiction. Further, in view of increasing monotonicity
and concavity of the function zρ for ρ P p0, 1s, reasoning similarly to the proof of Proposition 2.11,
φj turns out to be convex for every j “ 1, . . . ,m. By applying [6, Theorem 4.1] to (26), there
exist αj ą 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, such that px belongs to the solution set of the following problem:

minimize
x

m
ÿ

j“1

αjφjpxq

s.t. x P K.

(28)
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Now, we show that px belongs also to the solution set of (19). In fact, if this were not the case,
there would exist rx P K such that

hCESprxq ą hCESppxq.

Again, the feasibility of rx for (2) follows from that of px. The latter inequality becomes then

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjprxqqρ

¸
κ
ρ

ą

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjppxqqρ

¸
κ
ρ

.

Due to the strict increasing monotonicity of the function z
κ
ρ for ρ P p0, 1s, it follows

´

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjprxqqρ ă ´

m
ÿ

j“1

αjpaj ´ fjppxqqρ.

This provides a contradiction to the fact that px solves (28).
(ii) The proof is analogous to (i). l

Finally, we link the proposed scalarization approach via the CES utility function to the com-
promise programming, see e.g. [18].

Remark 3.22 In compromise programming, one tries to solve the multi-objective optimization
problem:

minimize
x

gpxq fi
`

g1pxq, . . . , gmpxq
˘T

s.t. x P K,
(29)

by minimizing the distance between gpxq and some reference point b P Rm

minimize
x

distpgpxq, bq

s.t. x P K.
(30)

Here, the reference point satisfies b ď I, where the ideal point I of (29) is defined as

Ij fi min
xPK

gjpxq, j “ 1, . . . ,m.

Usually, the distance in (30) is taken to be generated by the weighted p-norm

distpgpxq, bq “

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αj pgjpxq ´ bjqp

¸
1
p

with the parameters αj ě 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m, and p ě 1. We want to examine to which extent
the single-objective optimization problem (19) with the CES utility function can be cast into the
framework of the compromise programming (30) with the p-norm. For that, we set

gjpxq “
1

aj ´ fjpxq
, j “ 1, . . . ,m,

where we focus on the Slater points of (2), i.e. fulfilling fjpxq ă aj, j “ 1, . . . ,m. Note that
the functions gj’s remain convex under our general assumption on the convexity of fj’s. For the
corresponding ideal point of (29) we have

Ij “
1

aj ´ min
j“1,...,m

fjpxq
ą 0, j “ 1, . . . ,m.
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Hence, an admissible choice for the reference point b is the origin. Altogether, the compromise
programming with respect to the p-norm is

minimize
x

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αj

ˆ

1

aj ´ fjpxq

˙p
¸

1
p

s.t. x P K.

By redefining the parameters with ρ “ ´p, we equivalently obtain

maximize
x

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αj paj ´ fjpxqqρ

¸
1
ρ

s.t. x P K.

The latter coincides with (19) if choosing κ “ 1. However, we note that the compromise program-
ming covers just the case ρ ď ´1, whereas our approach enlarges the parameter space to ρ ď 1
with ρ ‰ 0. In other words, the proposed scalarization via the CES utility function goes beyond
the p-norm for measuring distance in the compromise programming.

4 Algorithmic developments

In the developments of this section, we assume fj , j “ 1, . . . ,m, to be continuously differentiable,
and u to be continuously differentiable on the interior of its domain. These conditions make h
continuously differentiable on the open set of Slater points for (2).

The following generalization of Proposition 2.11 to encompass pseudoconcave utility functions
is instrumental for algorithmic purposes. The analysis reveals some subtleties and conditions (i)
and (ii) in Definition 2.7 turn out to play a role.

Theorem 4.1 Let u be a barrier, monotone on its domain and pseudoconcave on the interior of
its domain. Any Slater point x˚ P K for (2) such that

∇hpx˚qTpx ´ x˚q ď 0, @x P K, (31)

belongs to the solution set of (3).

Proof. In view of Proposition 2.11 (ii), h is pseudoconcave on the set of Slater points for (2).
Thus, for every Slater point x P K for (2),

∇hpx˚qTpx ´ x˚q ď 0 ùñ hpx˚q ě hpxq ą u,

where the last inequality follows from (ii) in Definition 2.7. Moreover, in view of (i) in Definition
2.7, u ě hpzq for every z P K such that a ´ fpzq R Rm

``, and the claim follows. l

We propose a rather general algorithmic scheme to address (3) when relying on barrier utility
functions. By means of Lemma 4.2, we state some general properties of Algorithm 1.

Lemma 4.2 Let u be a barrier and monotone on its domain. Assume that Slater condition is
satisfied for (2). If feasible directions dk ‰ 0 for K are available at xk and satisfy (32) for every
k, the following statements hold for Algorithm 1:

(i) sequence tαku is well defined;

(ii) xk is a Slater point for (2), for every k;

(iii) lim
kÑ8

αk}dk}2 “ 0;
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Algorithm 1: General Scheme for (3)
Data: β ą 0, γ P p0, 1q

1 Compute x0 P K such that hpx0q ą u
2 for k “ 0, . . . do
3 Compute a direction dk ‰ 0 that is feasible for K at xk and such that

∇hpxkqTdk ě β}dk}2; (32)

4 Compute a stepsize αk ą 0 such that xk ` αkdk P K and

hpxk ` αkdkq ě hpxkq ` γαk∇hpxkqTdk; (33)

5 Set xk`1 “ xk ` αkdk;
6 end

(iv) whenever h is pseudoconcave and ∇h is locally Lipschitz on the set of Slater points of (2),
any αk P

´

0, 2p1´γqβq

L

ı

satisfies condition (33), for every k. Here, L denotes the Lipschitz
constant of ∇h on the upper level set Lx0

fi tx P K : hpxq ě hpx0qu.

In particular, if the direction is computed in a projected gradient fashion, i.e.,

dk “ ProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqq ´ xk, τ ą 0, (34)

(v) (32) holds with β “ 1{τ and Step 3 is well-defined, for every k.

Proof. (i) We show that a threshold αk ą 0 exists such that (33) holds for all αk P p0, αks and
xk`1 “ xk ` αkdk P K. Suppose by contradiction that a sequence tαk

j u exists such that αk
j Ó 0

and
hpxk ` αk

j d
kq ´ hpxkq

αk
j

ă γ∇hpxkqTdk.

Taking the limit j Ñ 8 in the relation above, we get ∇hpxkqTdk ď γ∇hpxkqTdk, which is an
absurdum since γ ă 1 and ∇hpxkqTdk ą 0 by (32).

(ii) Preliminarily, we observe that, in view of (ii) in Definition 2.7, any Slater point for (2) can
be taken as x0. Assuming that xk P K is a Slater point for (2), conditions (33) and (32) yield

hpxk`1q “ hpxk ` αkdkq ě hpxkq ` γαk∇hpxkqTdk ą hpxkq ą u, (35)

where the last inequality follows from (ii) in Definition 2.7. If xk`1 is not a Slater point for (2),
then hpxk`1q ď u by (i) in Definition 2.7, a contradiction. Overall, (ii) is true by induction.

(iii) In view of (33), thpxkqu is a monotone increasing sequence. The solvability of (3) from
Proposition 2.12 provides that the sequence thpxkqu is also bounded from above. Hence, there
exists ph such that lim

kÑ8
hpxkq “ ph. The assertion now follows from

0 “ lim
kÑ8

phpxk ` αkdkq ´ hpxkqq ě lim
kÑ8

γαk∇hpxkqTdk ě γβ lim
kÑ8

αk}dk}2,

by applying (33) and (32), respectively.
(iv) The upper level set Lx0 is compact analogously to the proof of Proposition 2.12. It is also

convex since h is pseudoconcave, see Proposition 2.11, and, hence, quasiconcave. Moreover, Lx0
is

a subset of the set of Slater points for (2), due to the barrier property of u. Overall, we can apply
the descent lemma on the interval

“

xk, xk`1
‰

P Lx0 and obtain

hpxk`1q ě hpxkq ` αk∇hpxkqTdk ´
pαkq2L

2
}dk}2 ě hpxkq ` γαk∇hpxkqTdk,
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where the second inequality is valid because

2p1 ´ γq∇hpxkqTdk

L}dk}2

(32)
ě

2p1 ´ γqβ

L
ě αk.

(v) By the characteristic property of the projection operator, we have

pxk ` τ∇hpxkq ´ ProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqqqTpx ´ ProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqqq ď 0, @ x P K.

Plugging x “ xk,

τ∇hpxkqTpxk ´ ProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqqq ` }xk ´ ProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqq}2 ď 0,

which in turn yields

∇hpxkqTdk “ ∇hpxkqTpProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqq ´xkq ě
1

τ
}xk ´ProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqq}2 “

1

τ
}dk}2,

and thus (32) holds with β “ 1{τ and Step 3 is well-defined. l

Let us briefly comment on the backtracking technique for computing stepsizes in Algorithm 1.

Remark 4.3 In order to compute a stepsize αk satisfying the conditions in Step 4 of Algorithm
1, one can rely on the following backtracking technique. Set δ P p0, 1q and αk

base ą 0 and find the
smallest integer jk ě 0 such that αk “ δj

k

αk
base satisfies condition (33) and xk`1 P K.

In next Theorem 4.4, we show the convergence properties of the scheme.

Theorem 4.4 Let u be a barrier, monotone on its domain and pseudoconcave on the interior of
its domain. Assume that Slater condition is satisfied for (2). Let ∇u be locally Lipschitz on the
interior of its domain, and ∇f be locally Lipschitz. If, for every k, dk is chosen according to (34)
and αk is computed relying on a backtracking technique, then every limit point x of the sequence
txku generated by Algorithm 1 is a solution of (3).

Proof. Recalling the proof of Theorem 4.1, h is pseudoconcave on the set of Slater points for (2).
Moreover, the assumptions on ∇u and ∇f yield the local Lipschitz continuity of ∇h on the set
of Slater points of (2). Now, a backtracking technique is restarted with a guess αk

base ą
2p1´γqβ

L
for every k. By recalling xk ` dk P K, which is valid due to (iv) in Lemma 4.2, there exists then
η P

´

0, 2p1´γqβ
L

¯

such that αk ě η for every k. In particular, this implies

0 “ lim
kÑ8

αk}dk}2 ě η lim
kÑ8

}dk}2 “ η lim
kÑ8

}ProjKpxk ` τ∇hpxkqq ´ xk}2,

where the first equality is due to (iii) in Lemma 4.2. For every limit point of txku it holds x P Lx0 ,
which is a convex and compact subset of the set of Slater points for (2), and

x “ ProjKpx ` τ∇hpxqq ðñ ∇hpxqTpx ´ xq ď 0, @x P K.

Thus, x is stationary for (3), and the assertion follows due to Theorem 4.1. l

Algorithm 1 allows to iteratively compute Slater points for (2) disregarding the disagreement
reference point constraints. This comes at the price of identifying a starting Slater point x0 P K
for (2). The difficulty in finding such a point is very much problem-dependent. E.g., when dealing
with bi-objective portfolio-selection problems, this can be done rather easily, see the empirical
analysis in [5, Section 3]. In more general situations, one can rely on Algorithm 2. The procedure
there might require the computation of potentially costly projections on the constraint set (2).
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Algorithm 2: Computation of a Slater point for (2)

1 Set J “ H;
2 for j “ 1, . . .,m do
3 if x P F exists such that fjpxq ă aj then
4 Set xj “ x;
5 else
6 Set J “ J Y j;
7 end
8 end
9 if m “ |J | then

10 return J ;
11 else

12 return x “
1

m ´ |J |

ÿ

jRJ

xj and J .

13 end

However, this is still significantly less compared to the amount of projection iterations we spare
thanks to Algorithm 1. In fact, to satisfy the condition in Step 3 of Algorithm 2, just a single
projected-gradient iteration suffices. Let us study the output of Algorithm 2 depending on the
size of |J |. Note that Algorithm 2 produces the index set

J fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : fjpxq “ aj ,@x P F u,

where we denote for brevity the set given by disagreement reference point constraints as

F fi tx P K : fjpxq ď aj , j “ 1, . . . ,mu .

Theorem 4.5 The following statements hold:

(i) if |J | “ 0, then Algorithm 2 returns a Slater point x P K for (2);

(ii) if 0 ă |J | ă m, then F Ď W ;

(iii) if |J | “ m, then F Ď P .

Proof. (i) If |J | “ 0, then x P K, by its convexity. Moreover, for every j P t1, . . . ,mu,

fjpxq ď
1

m

m
ÿ

i“1

fjpxiq “
1

m

«

ÿ

i‰j

fjpxiq ` fjpxjq

ff

ă
1

m
maj “ aj ,

where the first inequality is due to the convexity of fj , and the strict inequality follows from Step
3 in Algorithm 2.

(ii) If 0 ă |J | ă m, then there is j P J such that fjpxq “ aj for every x P F . Thus, Slater
condition does not hold for (2), and, due to Proposition 2.4, F Ď W .

(iii) If |J | “ m, we consider an arbitrary x P F . For all x P F , we have fpxq “ fpxq “ a. For
any x P KzF , there exists jx such that fjxpxq “ ajx ă fjxpxq. l

Theorem 4.5 shows how, whenever |J | “ 0, one can compute Pareto optimal points in (2)
through Algorithm 1 with x0 “ x, by using a suitable strictly monotone utility function, see
Theorem 4.4. Whenever |J | “ m, any point in (2) is a Pareto optimal point for (1). Lastly, if
0 ă |J | ă m, all points in (2) are weak Pareto optimal points for (1). In this case, Algorithm 1
cannot be implemented since the Slater condition for (2) is violated and it is impossible to find a
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starting point. In order to nevertheless compute Pareto optimal points in (2) also for this case,
we introduce the “reduced” problem

minimize
x

rfpxq fi
“

fjpxq
‰J

jPt1,...,muzJ

s.t. x P rK fi
␣

y P K : fjpyq ď aj , j P J
(

.
(36)

Algorithm 2, when applied to (36), returns a Slater point for the set of corresponding disagreement
reference point constraints

rF fi tx P rK : fjpxq ď aj , j P t1, . . . ,muzJu.

Afterwards, it can be used as a starting point for Algorithm 1, now applied to the “reduced”
problem (36). Its Pareto optimal points can be thus computed by using a suitable strictly monotone
utility function, see Theorem 4.4. Thanks to Proposition 4.6, whose proof can be related to the
classical results on the ε-constraints approach, the computed Pareto optimal points for (36) turn
out to be also Pareto optimal points for (1).

Proposition 4.6 px P P X F if and only if px P rF is Pareto optimal for (36).

Proof. Preliminarily, we note that F “ rF . First, we show that if px P P X F , then it is also
Pareto optimal for (36). If not, there would exist x P rK such that

@j P t1, . . . ,muzJ : fjppxq ě fjpxq, and Djx P t1, . . . ,muzJ : fjxppxq ą fjxpxq.

In particular, x P K and fjpxq ď aj for all j P J . Due to the construction of J and px P F , we also
have fjppxq “ aj for all j P J . Altogether, it holds for x P K:

@j P t1, . . . ,mu : fjppxq ě fjpxq, and Djx P t1, . . . ,mu : fjxppxq ą fjxpxq,

i.e. px R P , a contradiction.
For the converse, we start with px P rF being Pareto optimal for (36). If px R P , there would

exist x P K such that

@j P t1, . . . ,mu : fjppxq ě fjpxq, and Djx P t1, . . . ,mu : fjxppxq ą fjxpxq.

Assume that jx P J . Due to the construction of J and px P F , we have fjxppxq “ ajx . Since
fjpxq ď fjppxq and fjppxq ď aj for all j P t1, . . . ,mu, we obtain x P F . By the same reasoning,
fjxpxq “ ajx follows. Then, fjxppxq “ fjxpxq, a contradiction, and, hence, jx R J . Altogether, it
holds for x P rK:

@j P t1, . . . ,muzJ : fjppxq ě fjpxq, and Djx P t1, . . . ,muzJ : fjxppxq ą fjxpxq,

i.e. px is not Pareto optimal for (36), a contradiction. l

Summarizing, the combination of Algorithms 1 and 2 allows one to compute Pareto optimal points
for (1) even in the case where the Slater condition for (2) is violated.

5 Portfolio-selection and numerical results

We tackle a portfolio-selection problem where an investor is considering n assets of a market and
chooses the fractions x P Rn of their budget to invest in each one, while optimizing multiple
objectives. The classical criteria we consider are the portfolio’s risk (to be minimized),

f1pxq fi
1

2
xJΣx,
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where Σ P Rnˆn is the positive semidefinite covariance matrix of assets’ returns, and the portfolio’s
expected return (to be maximized),

f2pxq “ µJx,

where µ P Rn are the assets’ expected return. Thirdly, we consider the sustainability-oriented
criterion given by the portfolio’s Environmental, Social, and corporate Governance (ESG) score
(to be maximized),

f3pxq “ ESGJx,

where ESG P Rn are the assets’ ESG scores, see [4, 10] for a more in-depth description of the ESG-
related term. The account owners can invest between 0% and 100% of their budget in each asset,
and must invest the whole budget. The feasible set of the considered multi-objective problem is
the following:

K “

#

x P Rn :
n
ÿ

i“1

xi “ 1, 0 ď x ď 1

+

.

Notice that all three objectives are convex functions, and the feasible set is convex.
We consider a dataset consisting in daily prices, adjusted for dividends and stock splits, daily

traded volumes and daily ESG scores (from 01/01/2019 to 31/12/2020) downloaded from Thomson
Reuters Datastream. Specifically, we consider the Dow Jones Industrial Average (DJIA), composed
of n “ 28 assets and the NASDAQ 100 (NDX), composed of n “ 91 assets.

We adopt the equally weighted portfolio x “
`

1
n , . . . ,

1
n

˘

as the reference. Therefore, we get
the reference point a “ fpxq “ r1.3737e´ 04, 7.3730e´ 04, 7.8139e` 01s. In order to compute the
Slater starting point, we use Algorithm 2. To satisfy the condition fjpxq ă aj there, we address
the optimization problem

minimize
x

fjpxq

s.t. x P ty P K : fjpyq ď aj , j “ 1, 2, 3u

for j “ 1, 2, 3, relying on just 15 iterations of the MATLAB built-in function quadprog. For the
specific case we consider, it holds |J | “ 0, and Algorithm 2 computes quite efficiently a Slater
point to be used as x0 for Algorithm 1, see Theorem 4.5.

We test Algorithm 1 with two different utility functions: uCD from (6) with αj “ 1
3 for

j “ 1, 2, 3, and uCES from (17) with αj “ 1 for j “ 1, 2, 3, κ “ 1, and ρ “ ´1{2. We use
a projected-gradient method, where the stepsizes αk, that satisfy the conditions in Step 3 with
γ “ 0.5, are obtained by the backtracking procedure with δ “ 0.5 and αk

base “ 1 for uCD, and
αk
base “ 50 for uCES, for every k, see Remark 4.3. In our setting, the projection on K is quite

efficient, as we can use a closed-form solution from [9], and do not need to solve an optimization
problem at each iteration.

To visualize an approximation of the efficient frontier, we use the constraint f3pxq “ f3 for
100 different equally spaced values of f3, from min

xPK
f3pxq to max

xPK
f3pxq. For each of them we

additionally solve min
xPK

λf1pxq ` p1 ´ λqf2pxq for 1000 equally spaced values of λ, from 0 to 1,
resulting in 100000 Pareto-efficient points. Figures 1 and 2 show the points of the efficient frontier
(blue) that dominate the reference level a (cyan), as well as the starting point x0 (green) and the
optimal points for uCD (violet) and for uCES (red) in the objective space for the DIJA and the
NDX dataset, respectively. It is clear that for both scalarizations considered, our method leads to
Pareto optimal points. In Table I, we show the values of the three objectives and of the utility
function when evaluated at the starting point x0 and at the final one x˚ for the two datasets, and
for the two utility functions considered.
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Figure 1: Efficient frontier (in blue), reference level a (cyan), starting point x0 (green), optimal
points for uCD (violet) and for uCES (red) in the objective space for the DIJA dataset

f1px0q f2px0q f3px0q hpx0q f1px˚q f2px˚q f3px˚q hpx˚q

DIJA uCD 1.0503e-04 1.1416e-03 8.2926e+01 3.9702e-03 1.0618e-04 1.2060e-03 8.5719e+01 4.8025e-03
uCES 1.9571e-05 8.4997e-05 1.1139e-03 7.8999e+01 2.7471e-05

NDX uCD 1.2827e-04 1.8537e-03 7.2507e+01 2.6612e-03 1.0777e-04 2.2702e-03 7.6142e+01 6.2829e-03
uCES 6.6940e-06 8.9570e-05 2.1294e-03 6.3713e+01 2.7590e-05

Table I: Values of the three objectives and of the utility function when evaluated at the starting
point x0 and at the final one x˚ for the two datasets and for the two utility functions considered

Appendix

Proof of Proposition 3.3. (i) Let us consider the auxiliary functions

gpyq fi

m
ź

j“1

y
αj
α
j , y ą 0, wptq fi tα, t ą 0.

It is straightforward to check that g is log-concave. Since the logarithm is monotonically increasing,
the convexity of the upper level sets of g follows. This means that g is quasiconcave. Moreover,
the function g is homogeneous of degree one. Any quasiconcave function, which is additionally
homogeneous of degree one, is concave, see [16]. Overall, we have just shown that g is concave.
Taking into account α P p0, 1s by assumption, w is monotonically increasing and concave. Since the
composition of a monotonically increasing and concave function with a concave function preserves
concavity, uCD “ w ˝ g is concave on the interior of its domain. Since uCD is continuous on its
domain and dom uCD is a convex set, the assertion follows.

(ii) For py, ry P int dom uCD with py ‰ ry, and t P p0, 1q, we have

uCDptpy ` p1 ´ tqryq “ wpgptpy ` p1 ´ tqryqq ě wptgppyq ` p1 ´ tqgpryqq

ě twpgppyqq ` p1 ´ tqwpgpryqq “ tuCESppyq ` p1 ´ tquCDpryq.
(37)
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Figure 2: Efficient frontier (in blue), reference level a (cyan), starting point x0 (green), optimal
points for uCD (violet) and for uCES (red) in the objective space for the NDX dataset

Here, the first inequality is due to the concavity of g, which is shown in (i), and the increasing
monotonicity of w. The last inequality follows from the concavity of w. Moreover, w is strictly
monotonically increasing and strictly concave by the choice of α ă 1. Hence, we obtain at least
one strict inequality in (37) if gptpy` p1´ tqryq ą tgppyq ` p1´ tqgpryq or gppyq ‰ gpryq. Then, the strict
concavity of uCD on the interior of its domain would be shown. Assume on the contrary that

gptpy ` p1 ´ tqryq “ tgppyq ` p1 ´ tqgpryq and gppyq “ gpryq. (38)

We define the index subset

J‰ fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : pyj ‰ ryju ‰ H.

It follows from (38)
ź

jPJ‰

ptpyj ` p1 ´ tqryjq
αj
α “

ź

jPJ‰

py
αj
α
j “

ź

jPJ‰

ry
αj
α
j ,

or, equivalently, by taking the logarithm
ÿ

jPJ‰

αj

α
logptpyj ` p1 ´ tqryjq “

ÿ

jPJ‰

αj

α
log pyj “

ÿ

jPJ‰

αj

α
log ryj . (39)

But, the strict concavity of the logarithm provides

logptpyj ` p1 ´ tqryjq ą t log pyj ` p1 ´ tq log ryj , @j P J‰.

By multiplying these inequalities with αj

α ą 0, j P J‰, and summing up, we obtain a contradiction
together with (39).

(iii) Clearly, uCD is log-concave on the interior of its domain. In particular, the function
log uCD is pseudoconcave. Since the logarithm is monotonically increasing and ∇ log uCDpyq “

1
uCDpyq

∇uCDpyq, we easily deduce that uCD is also pseudoconcave. l
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Proof of Proposition 3.16. (i) Let us consider the auxiliary functions

gpyq fi

m
ÿ

j“1

αj y
ρ
j , y ą 0, vpzq fi z

1
ρ , z ą 0, wptq fi tκ, t ą 0.

For ρ P p0, 1s, g is concave and v is monotonically increasing. For ρ P p´8, 0q, g is convex and v
is monotonically decreasing. In both cases, the convexity of the upper level sets of v ˝ g follows.
This means that v ˝ g is quasiconcave. Moreover, the function v ˝ g is homogeneous of degree
one. Any quasiconcave function, which is additionally homogeneous of degree one, is concave,
see [16]. Overall, we have just shown that v ˝ g is concave. Taking into account κ P p0, 1s, w is
monotonically increasing and concave. Since the composition of a monotonically increasing and
concave function with a concave function preserves concavity, uCES “ w ˝ pv ˝ gq is concave on the
interior of its domain. Since uCES is continuous on its domain and dom uCES is a convex set, the
assertion follows.

(ii) Let us consider the auxiliary functions

gpyq fi

˜

m
ÿ

j“1

αj y
ρ
j

¸
1
ρ

, y ě 0, wptq fi tκ, t ě 0.

For py, ry P dom uCES with py ‰ ry, and t P p0, 1q, we have

uCESptpy ` p1 ´ tqryq “ wpgptpy ` p1 ´ tqryqq ě wptgppyq ` p1 ´ tqgpryqq

ě twpgppyqq ` p1 ´ tqwpgpryqq “ tuCESppyq ` p1 ´ tquCESpryq.
(40)

Here, the first inequality is due to the concavity of g, which is shown in (i), and the increasing
monotonicity of w. The last inequality follows from the concavity of w. Moreover, note that
w is strictly monotonically increasing and strictly concave. Hence, we obtain at least one strict
inequality in (40) if gptpy` p1´ tqryq ą tgppyq ` p1´ tqgpryq or gppyq ‰ gpryq. Then, the strict concavity
of uCES on its domain would be shown. Assume on the contrary that

gptpy ` p1 ´ tqryq “ tgppyq ` p1 ´ tqgpryq and gppyq “ gpryq. (41)

We define the index subset

J‰ fi tj P t1, . . . ,mu : pyj ‰ ryju ‰ H.

It follows from (41)
ÿ

jPJ‰

αj ptpyj ` p1 ´ tqryjqρ “
ÿ

jPJ‰

αj py
ρ
j “

ÿ

jPJ‰

αj ry
ρ
j . (42)

But, the strict concavity of the function zρ with ρ P p0, 1q provides

ptpyj ` p1 ´ tqryjqρ ą tpyρj ` p1 ´ tqryρj , @j P J‰. (43)

By multiplying with positive αj , j P J‰, and summing up, we obtain a contradiction together
with (42).

(iii) The proof in (ii) can be easily adjusted here. For that, we use in the last step the strict
convexity of the function zρ with ρ ă 0. Instead of (43), it holds

ptpyj ` p1 ´ tqryjqρ ă tpyρj ` p1 ´ tqryρj , @j P J‰,

where py, ry P int dom uCES. This also contradicts (42) as above, and uCES is thus strictly concave
on the interior of its domain. l
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