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Abstract Many existing branch and bound algorithms for multiobjective optimization problems

require a significant computational cost to approximate the entire Pareto optimal solution set. In

this paper, we propose a new branch and bound algorithm that approximates a part of the Pareto

optimal solution set by introducing the additional preference information in the form of ordering

cones. The basic idea is to replace the Pareto dominance induced by the nonnegative orthant

with the cone dominance induced by a larger ordering cone in the discarding test. In particular,

we consider both polyhedral and non-polyhedral cones, and propose the corresponding cone

dominance-based discarding tests, respectively. In this way, the subboxes that do not contain

efficient solutions with respect to the ordering cone will be removed, even though they may

contain Pareto optimal solutions. We prove the global convergence of the proposed algorithm.

Finally, the proposed algorithm is applied to a number of test instances as well as to 2- to

5-objective real-world constrained problems.

Keywords Multiobjective optimization · Global optimization · Branch and bound algorithm ·
Ordering cone · Efficient solution
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1 Introduction

Multiobjective optimization problems (MOPs) are of growing interest in both mathematical op-

timization theory and real-world applications. In these problems, multiple conflicting objectives

must be considered simultaneously, making it impossible to find a single solution that is optimal

for all objectives. Instead, a set of Pareto optimal (efficient) solutions can be identified, charac-

terized by the fact that the improvement of one objective can only be achieved at the expense of
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the deterioration of at least one other objective. In the absence of prior preference information,

none of the Pareto optimal solutions can be said to be inferior to others. Consequently, one of

the major challenges in multiobjective optimization is to assist the decision maker in making

trade-offs between multiple objectives and in identifying a Pareto optimal solution that is most

satisfactory to he/she.

The a posteriori methods attempt to generate a set of well-distributed representative solutions

of the entire Pareto optimal solution set. The decision maker then has to examine this potential

set of alternative solutions and make a choice. The majority of existing branch and bound

algorithms for MOPs, as referenced in [3, 5, 7, 10, 11, 16, 20, 21, 29, 30], can be classified as a

posteriori. However, the solution processes of these algorithms are considered to be resource-

intensive and time-consuming. This is because high-precision and well-distributed solutions can

only be obtained by continuously subdividing the variable space, and the number of subboxes

may increase exponentially during the subdivision (branching) process. Furthermore, the final

decision relies heavily on the image of the Pareto optimal solution set, commonly known as the

Pareto front. In the case of problems with four or more objectives, not only is the visualization

of the Pareto front not intuitive, but also the number of representative solutions can be huge.

In this case, even if these branch and bound algorithms successfully approximate the complete

Pareto optimal solution set, it is challenging for the decision maker to make a choice.

One method for reducing the computational cost and alleviating decision pressure is to incor-

porate additional preference information into the branch and bound process. For instance, Wu

and Yang [27] employed preference information expressed through reference points to direct the

search towards the corresponding regions of interest, thus circumventing the exhaustive search

for the entire Pareto optimal solution set. Eichfelder and Stein [8] introduced a bounded trade-off

to truncate all subboxes in the solution process, thus greatly reducing the number of subboxes

to be explored. It should be noted that in multiobjective optimization, a common way to model

preferences is through ordering cones. For example, in [24], convex polyhedral ordering cones are

used to model a decision maker’s preferences based on trade-off information. In portfolio opti-

mization [1], the dominance relationship between two portfolios is defined by the so-called ice

cream cone, which is non-polyhedral. Therefore, ordering cones are essential for decision-making

in many applications.

A well-known property of ordering cones is that the larger the ordering cone, the smaller the

solution set obtained. In the context of branch and bound algorithms, which are a posteriori

methods, the ordering cone corresponds to the nonnegative orthant of the objective space. Con-

sequently, a portion of the Pareto optimal set can be approximated by using an ordering cone

that is larger than the nonnegative orthant. In this paper, we propose a cone dominance-based

branch and bound algorithm for MOPs. This algorithm is designed to approximate a portion of

the Pareto optimal set rather than the entire set. The discarding test of the proposed algorithm

employs a cone dominance relation induced by a general ordering cone, rather than the Pareto

dominance relation, where the general ordering cone contains the nonnegative orthant. There-

fore, the new discarding test is capable of excluding the subboxes which do not contain efficient

solutions with respect to the corresponding cone. In particular, we construct a polyhedral cone

to identify the ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solutions [25] whose trade-offs are bounded by ϵ and

1/ϵ. Furthermore, we consider non-polyhedral cones in three-dimensional or higher-dimensional

objective space, and further discuss their properties and computation. We demonstrate the global
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convergence of the proposed algorithm. Finally, the algorithm is applied to several benchmark

problems as well as to two- to five-objective real-world constrained optimization problems.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the basic concepts

and notations which will be used in the sequel. The cone dominance-based branch and bound

algorithm and its theoretical analysis is described in Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to some

numerical results.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce the basic concepts which we need for the new algorithm. Let us have

a pointed closed convex cone C defined in Rm. The partial order ≦C induced by the cone C is

given by y1 ≦C y2 if and only if y2− y1 ∈ C, where y1 and y2 are two point in Rm. Furthermore,

y1 ≤C y2 is written if and only if y2 − y1 ∈ C\{0}, and y1 <C y2 is written if and only if

y2 − y1 ∈ intC, where int denotes the interior. For C = Rm
+ , the abbreviated notation y1 ≦ y2 is

used if and only if y2 − y1 ∈ Rm
+ , and y1 ≤ y2 if and only if y2 − y1 ∈ Rm

+\{0}.
We study the following optimization problem:

C-min
x∈Ω

F (x) = (f1(x), . . . , fm(x))T (2.1)

with

Ω = {x ∈ Rn : gj(x) ≥ 0, j = 0, . . . , p, xk ≤ xk ≤ xk, k = 0, . . . , n},

where fi : Rn → R (i = 1, . . . ,m) are Lipschitz continuous, and gj : Rn → R (j = 0, . . . , p) are

continuous. If we allow j = 0, the set Ω is referred to as a box constraint. In this case, we call Ω

a box with the midpoint m(Ω) = (
x1+x1

2 , . . . ,
xn+xn

2 )T and the width ω(Ω) = (x1 − x1, . . . , xn −
xn)

T . The diameter of Ω is denoted by ∥ω(Ω)∥. For a feasible solution x ∈ Ω, the objective

vector F (x) ∈ Rm is said to be the image of x, while x is called the preimage of F (x). The

notation “C-min” means that finding the minimum with respect to the cone C.
The concept of cone dominance relation between two solutions x1, x2 ∈ Ω can be defined as

follows:

x1 C-dominates x2 ⇐⇒ F (x1) ≤C F (x2) ⇐⇒ F (x2)− F (x1) ∈ C\{0}.

A point x∗ ∈ Ω is efficient of problem (2.1) with respect to the cone C if there does not exist

another x ∈ Ω such that F (x) ≤C F (x∗). The set of all efficient solutions with respect to the

cone C is denoted asM(F (Ω), C). A nonempty set U(C) ⊆ Rm is called a nondominated set with

respect to C if for any y1, y2 ∈ U(C) we have y1 ≦̸C y2 and y2 ≦̸C y1.

For C = Rm
+ , the cone dominance is equivalent to Pareto dominance:

x1 dominates x2 ⇐⇒ F (x1) ≤ F (x2) ⇐⇒ F (x2)− F (x1) ∈ Rm
+\{0},

and the efficient solutions are also known as the Pareto optimal solutions. The set of all Pareto

optimal solutions is called the Pareto optimal set. The image of Pareto optimal set under the

mapping F is called the Pareto front.
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The aim of an approximation algorithm is used to found an ε-efficient solution, which is

defined next.

Definition 1 [9] For given ε ∈ C\{0}. A point x̄ ∈ Ω is an ε-efficient solution with respect to

the cone C if there does not exist another x ∈ Ω with F (x) ≦C F (x̄)− ε.

We use d(a, b) = ∥a − b∥ to quantify the distance between two points a and b, where ∥ · ∥
denotes the Euclidean norm. The distance between the point a and a nonempty finite set B

is defined as d(a,B) := minb∈B ∥a − b∥. Let A be another non-empty finite set, we define the

Hausdorff distance between A and B by

dH(A,B) := max{dh(A,B), dh(B,A)},

where dh(A,B) is the directed Hausdorff distance from A to B, defined by

dh(A,B) := max
a∈A
{min
b∈B
∥a− b∥}.

Branch and bound algorithms [3, 5, 7, 10, 20, 21, 29, 30] have been employed to solve mul-

tiobjective optimization problems. By means of a tree search, a branch and bound algorithm

systematically searches for an approximation of the entire Pareto optimal set. The basic branch

and bound algorithm for MOPs was initially proposed by Fernández and Tóth [10] (see Algorithm

1). The solution process is comprised of three components:

– branching : subboxes are bisected perpendicularly to the direction of maximum width;

– bounding : the lower and upper bounds for subboxes are calculated;

– pruning : the subboxes that are provably suboptimal are excluded from exploration.

Algorithm 1: A basic branch and bound algorithm

Input : an MOP, termination criterion;

Output: Bk, U(Rm
+ );

1 B0 ← Ω, Unds ← ∅, k = 0;

2 while termination criterion is not satisfied do

3 Bk+1 ← ∅;
4 while Bk ̸= ∅ do
5 Select B ∈ Bk and remove it from Bk;
6 B1, B2 ←− Bisect B perpendicularly to the direction of maximum width;

7 for i = 1, 2 do

8 Calculate the lower bound l(Bi) and upper bound u(Bi) for Bi;

9 if Bi can not be discarded then

10 Update U(Rm
+ ) by u(Bi) and store Bi into Bk+1;

11 end

12 end

13 end

14 k ← k + 1.

15 end

The upper bound of a subbox B may be defined as the image of any feasible point in B.

In practice, the midpoint or the vertices of B are typically selected. The approaches for the
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lower bounds proposed so far in the literature include the natural interval extension [10,19], the

Lipschitz bound [29,30] and the αBB method [20], and the resulting lower bound l = (l1, . . . , lm)T

of B satisfies

l ≤ F (x), x ∈ B. (2.2)

Numerical experiments indicate that there is no significant difference between the three bounding

approaches. However, the latter two calculate the maximal error between the lower bounds and

optimal values.

The pruning can be achieved by discarding tests. A discarding test is capable of limiting the

tree search, thereby avoiding exhaustive enumeration. A common type of discarding test is based

on the Pareto dominance:

A subbox will be discarded if there exists a feasible objective vector such that the objective

vector dominates the lower bound of the subbox.

It is evident that the subbox is removed because it does not contain any Pareto optimal

solutions.

3 Cone dominance-based branch and bound algorithm

In this section, we propose the cone dominance-based branch and bound algorithm. As mentioned

earlier, we will consider general ordering cones that are larger than the nonnegative orthant in

the objective space. Thus, we have the following lemma about the resulting partial orderings.

Lemma 1 Let C be a pointed closed convex cone in Rm and satisfy C ⊇ Rm
+ . Let ≦C and ≤C be

the partial orderings characterized by C. For y1, y2 ∈ Rm, if y1 ≦ (≤)y2, we have y1 ≦C (≤C)y
2.

Proof This conclusion is derived from the definition of Pareto dominance. ⊓⊔

3.1 Polyhedral ordering cone

The polyhedral ordering cones are defined as follows:

Definition 2 [9] A set C ⊆ Rm is a polyhedral cone if there exists a matrix M ∈ Rs×m such

that C = {y ∈ Rm : My ≧ 0}. The kernel of a polyhedral cone is defined as the kernel (or

nullspace) of the associated matrix, Ker C := KerM = {y ∈ Rm : My = 0}.

For 0 ≤ ϵ < 1, now we define a linear mapping Tϵ : Rm → Rm,

Tϵ(y) :=


1 ϵ · · · ϵ

ϵ 1 · · · ϵ
...

...
. . .

...

ϵ ϵ · · · 1

 · y.
Using this notation, we define a set

Cϵ := {y ∈ Rm : Tϵ(y) ≧ 0}.
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By Definition 2, the set Cϵ is a polyhedral ordering cone, and thus the corresponding cone

orderings ≦Cϵ
and ≤Cϵ

in Rm can be characterized. The following lemmas hold for ≦Cϵ
and ≤Cϵ

.

Lemma 2 For y1, y2 ∈ Rm, we have

y1 ≦Cϵ
(≤Cϵ

)y2 ⇔ Tϵ(y1) ≦ (≤)Tϵ(y2)

Proof By the definition of ≦Cϵ
and Cϵ and by the linearity of Tϵ, we have

y1 ≦Cϵ y
2 ⇔ y2 − y1 ∈ Cϵ ⇔ Tϵ(y2 − y1) ≧ 0⇔ Tϵ(y2) ≧ Tϵ(y1).

Furthermore, it is easy to see that Ker Cϵ = {0}, it follows that y1 ≤Cϵ y
2 ⇔ Tϵ(y2) ≥ Tϵ(y1). ⊓⊔

Lemma 3 The cone ordering ≤Cϵ
is a strict partial ordering.

Proof By Definition 2.3.1 in [22], we would like to show that ≤Cϵ
is irreflexive and transitive.

First, it is easy to see that for all y ∈ Rm, y ≰Cϵ
y, i.e., ≤Cϵ

is irreflexive. Next we will prove

≤Cϵ
is transitive. For y1, y2, y3 ∈ Rm, assume y1 ≤Cϵ

y2 and y2 ≤Cϵ
y3. By Lemma 2, we have

Tϵ(y1) ≤ Tϵ(y2) and Tϵ(y2) ≤ Tϵ(y3). Due to the transitivity of ≤, we have Tϵ(y1) ≤ Tϵ(y3),
meaning that y1 ≤Cϵ y

3. ⊓⊔

According to above lemmas, the Cϵ-dominance relation between x1, x2 ∈ Ω can be defined as

follows:

x1 Cϵ-dominates x2 ⇐⇒ F (x1) ≤Cϵ F (x2)⇐⇒ Tϵ(F (x1)) ≤ Tϵ(F (x2)).

Here we consider the ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution proposed by Wierzbicki [25]:

Definition 3 The solution x∗ ∈ Ω is said to be the ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution of problem

(2.1), if

(F (x∗)− Rm
ϵ \{0}) ∩ F (Ω) = ∅,

where Rm
ϵ = {y ∈ Rm : mini=1,...,m(1− ϵ)yi + ϵ

∑m
i=1 yi ≥ 0}, 0 ≤ ϵ < 1.

Figure 2 depicts the ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution of the bi-objective optimization prob-

lem. The ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution can be obtained by intersecting the feasible region

with a blunt cone Rm
ϵ . Compared to the Pareto optimal solution, the ϵ-properly Pareto optimal

solution uses a larger set Rm
ϵ instead of Rm

+ , so the ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution set is

contained in the Pareto optimal solution set. Furthermore, an interesting aspect of ϵ-properly

Pareto optimal solutions is that the trade-offs are bounded by ϵ and 1/ϵ [18, 26].

The following theorem discuss the relationship between Cϵ-dominance and ϵ-properly Pareto

optimal solutions.

Theorem 1 For ϵ ∈ [0, 1), we have x is an ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution if and only if

there does not exist x′ ∈ Ω, such that Tϵ(F (x′)) ≤ Tϵ(F (x)).

Proof First of all, It is easy to see that Rm
ϵ = Cϵ.
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Fig. 1: ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution

(⇒) Assume that x is an ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution. Suppose, to the contrary, that

there exists x′ ∈ Ω, such that F (x′) ≤Cϵ
F (x). By Lemma 2, we have

F (x′) ≤Cϵ
F (x)⇔ Tϵ(F (x′)) ≤ Tϵ(F (x))⇔ F (x)− F (x′) ∈ Cϵ\{0},

which is a contradiction to the fact that x is an ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution.

(⇐) Assume that for x ∈ Ω, there does not exist x′ ∈ Ω, such that Tϵ(F (x′)) ≤ Tϵ(F (x)).

To the contrary, suppose that x is not an ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solution. According to

Definition 3, we know that there exists x̄ ∈ Ω, such that F (x) ∈ F (x̄) + Cϵ\{0}. By Lemma 2

and the linearity of Tϵ, we obtain a contradiction Tϵ(F (x̄)) ≤ Tϵ(F (x)). ⊓⊔

Now we can propose the discarding test corresponding to Cϵ.
Cϵ-dominance-based discarding test Let problem (2.1) be given, let B be a subbox and l(B)

its lower bound. For ϵ ∈ [0, 1), if there exists a feasible objective vector u ∈ F (Ω), such that

u ≦Cϵ
l(B), then B will be discarded.

The correctness of the proposed discarding test is stated next.

Theorem 2 Let a subbox B ∈ Ω and its lower bound l(B) ∈ Rm be given. For ϵ ∈ [0, 1), let

U(Cϵ) be a nondominated upper bound set of problem (2.1) with respect to Cϵ. If there exists an

upper bound u ∈ U(Cϵ) such that u ≦Cϵ
l(B), then B does not contain ϵ-properly Pareto optimal

solution of problem (2.1).

Proof Let us assume that x∗ ∈ B is an ϵ-properly Pareto solution of problem (2.1). According

to (2.2), we know that l(B) ≤ F (x∗). If u = l(B), then u ≤ F (x∗). By Lemma 1, we have

u ≤Cϵ F (x∗). If u ≤Cϵ l(B), by Lemma 3, we then have u ≤Cϵ l(B) ≤Cϵ F (x∗). Thus from

Theorem 1, we obtain x∗ is not an ϵ-properly Pareto solution. ⊓⊔

Algorithm 2 gives an implementation of the Cϵ-dominance-based discarding test, where the

flagD stands for decision to discard the subbox after the algorithm. Suppose that a nondominated

upper bound set U(Cϵ) is known, and if there exists an upper bound u ∈ U(Cϵ) such that
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Tϵ(u) ≦ Tϵ(l(B)), which means that there dose not exist an ϵ-properly Pareto solution in B by

Theorem 2, then the flag D for B is set to 1; otherwise, the flag D is set to 0.

Algorithm 2: Cϵ-dominance-based-DiscardingTest(B, l(B),U , Cϵ)
1 D ← 0;
2 foreach u ∈ U do
3 if Tϵ(u) ≦ Tϵ(l(B)) then
4 D ← 1;
5 break for-loop

6 end

7 end
8 return D

3.2 Non-polyhedral ordering cone

In fact, not all practical problems consider polyhedral cones. For example, in portfolio opti-

mization [1], the dominance structure in the three-dimensional portfolio space is defined by the

so-called ice cream cone

C := {y = (y1, y2, y3)
T : y3 ≥

√
y21 + y22}, (3.1)

also called the second-order cone. This is a pointed closed convex cone which is non-polyhedral.

We denote the origin of the three-dimensional portfolio space as O, and let z be a point on

the z-axis. It is not difficult to see that the rotation axis of the ice cream cone is
−→
Oz. For a given

point y ∈ R3, the left side of the inequality in (3.1) represents the projection of the vector
−→
Oy

onto
−→
Oz. The right side of the inequality in (3.1) represents the distance from y to the z-axis

(the line where
−→
Oz is located). Thus, the geometric meaning of the inequality is that the angle

between
−→
Oy and

−→
Oz is not greater than π/4. As a result, we can determine a unique ice cream

cone from the direction and angle. If we extend to the more general case (arbitrary dimension

m ≥ 2, direction w ∈ Rm\{0} and angle θ ∈ (0, π/2)), for two points y1, y2 ∈ Rm, we define

d1(y
1, y2) :=

(y2 − y1)Tw

∥w∥
and d2(y

1, y2) =: ∥(y2 − y1)− d1(y
1, y2)

w

∥w∥
∥,

then a general ice cream cone in Rm can be expressed as:

C(w,θ) = {y ∈ Rm : d2(0, y) ≤ d1(0, y) tan θ}.

It is easy to see that C(w,θ) is a pointed closed convex cone, thus the corresponding cone orderings

≤C(w,θ)
and ≦C(w,θ)

in Rm can be characterized. Then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4 For given w ∈ Rm\{0} and θ ∈ (0, π/2), if y ∈ C(w,θ), then d1(0, y) ≥ 0. Especially,

d1(0, y) = 0 if and only if y = 0.

Proof The first conclusion is ensured by the definition of C(w,θ) and the fact d2(0, y) ≥ 0. Next

we prove d1(0, y) = 0⇐⇒ y = 0.
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(⇐=) It is obvious by the definition of d1(·, ·).
(=⇒) Assume that d1(0, y) = 0. Suppose, to the contrary, that y ̸= 0. On the one hand, by the

definition of d2(·, ·), we have d2(0, y) = ∥y∥ > 0. On the other hand, since y ∈ C(w,θ), by the

definition of C(w,θ), we have that d2(0, y) ≤ d1(0, y) tan θ = 0. It is a contradiction. ⊓⊔

Theorem 3 Let the direction w ∈ Rm\{0} and angle θ ∈ (0, π/2) be given. For y1, y2 ∈ Rm, we

have y1 ≦C(w,θ)
y2 if and only if d1(y

1, y2) ≥ 0 and d2(y
1, y2) ≤ d1(y

1, y2) tan θ.

Proof (=⇒) Since y1 ≦C(w,θ)
y2, we have that y2 − y1 ∈ C(w,θ). By the definition of C(w,θ),

we have d2(0, y
2 − y1) ≤ d1(0, y

2 − y1) tan θ. Furthermore, according to Lemma 4, we know

that d1(0, y
2 − y1) ≥ 0. Moreover, by the definitions of d1 and d2, we know that d1(y

1, y2) =

d1(0, y
2 − y1) and d2(y

1, y2) = d2(0, y
2 − y1).

(⇐=) The proof is guaranteed by the definition of C(w,θ). ⊓⊔

Corollary 1 Let the direction w ∈ Rm\{0} and angle θ ∈ (0, π/2) be given. For y1, y2 ∈ Rm,

we have y1 ≤C(w,θ)
y2 if and only if 0 ≤ d2(y

1, y2)/d1(y
1, y2) ≤ tan θ and y1 ̸= y2.

Proof The conclusion is derive from Theorem 3 and Lemma 4.

The following theorem states the way to construct a nondominated set with respect to C(w,θ).

Theorem 4 Let the direction w ∈ Rm\{0} and angle θ ∈ (0, π/2) be given. For two points

y1, y2 ∈ Rm, we have y1 ≦̸C(w,θ)
y2 and y2 ≦̸C(w,θ)

y1 if and only if one of the following conditions

holds true:

(1) d1(y
1, y2) < 0 and d2(y

2, y1)/d1(y
2, y1) > tan θ;

(2) d1(y
2, y1) < 0 and d2(y

1, y2)/d1(y
1, y2) > tan θ.

Proof First of all, by the definitions of d1 and d2, it is obvious to see that d1(y
1, y2) = −d1(y2, y1) ̸=

0 and d2(y
2, y1) = d2(y

1, y2) > 0. Therefore, conditions (1) and (2) cannot be satisfied simulta-

neously. From Theorem 3, we have that

y1 ≦̸C(w,θ)
y2 ⇐⇒ d1(y

1, y2) < 0 or d2(y
1, y2)/d1(y

1, y2) > tan θ;

y2 ≦̸C(w,θ)
y1 ⇐⇒ d1(y

2, y1) < 0 or d2(y
2, y1)/d1(y

2, y1) > tan θ.

It follows that, if d1(y
1, y2) < 0, we know that

y1 ≦̸C(w,θ)
y2 ⇐⇒ d1(y

1, y2) < 0 and y2 ≦̸C(w,θ)
y1 ⇐⇒ d2(y

2, y1)/d1(y
2, y1) > tan θ;

otherwise, if d1(y
2, y1) < 0, we know that

y2 ≦̸C(w,θ)
y1 ⇐⇒ d1(y

2, y1) < 0 and y1 ≦̸C(w,θ)
y2 ⇐⇒ d2(y

1, y2)/d1(y
1, y2) > tan θ.

⊓⊔

By Corollary 1, the C(w,θ)-dominance relation between x1, x2 ∈ Ω can be defined as follows:

x1 C(w,θ)-dominates x2 ⇐⇒ F (x1) ≤C(w,θ)
F (x2)⇐⇒ F (x2)− F (x1) ∈ C(w,θ)\{0}

⇐⇒ 0 ≤ d2(F (x1), F (x2))

d1(F (x1), F (x2))
≤ tan θ, F (x1) ̸= F (x2)
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The following theorem reveals the relationship between the solution setM(f(Ω), C(w,θ)) and

C(w,θ)-dominance.

Theorem 5 Let the direction w ∈ Rm\{0} and angle θ ∈ (0, π/2) be given, we have x ∈
M(F (Ω), C(w,θ)) if and only if there does not exist x′ ∈ Ω, such that 0 ≤ d2(F (x1),F (x2))

d1(F (x1),F (x2)) ≤
tan θ, F (x1) ̸= F (x2).

Proof The proof is guaranteed by Corollary 1 and the definition of efficient solution. ⊓⊔

Now we can derive the discarding test with respect to C(w,θ).

C(w,θ)-dominance-based discarding test Let problem (2.1) be given, let B be a subbox and

l(B) its lower bound. We assume that C(w,θ) ⊇ Rm
+ for a given direction w ∈ Rm\{0} and an

angle θ ∈ (0, π/2). If there exists a feasible objective vector u ∈ F (Ω), such that u ≦C(w,θ)
l(B),

then B will be discarded.

Next we state the correctness of the proposed discarding test.

Theorem 6 Let problem (2.1) be given, let B be a subbox and l(B) its lower bound. We assume

that C(w,θ) ⊇ Rm
+ where w ∈ Rm\{0} and θ ∈ (0, π/2). Let U(C(w,θ)) be a nondominated upper

bound set with respect to C(w,θ). If there exists an upper bound u ∈ U(C(w,θ)) such that u ≦C(w,θ)

l(B), then B ∩M(F (Ω), C(w,θ)) = ∅.

Proof Let us assume that x∗ ∈ B ∩M(f(Ω), C(w,θ)). According to (2.2), we know that l(B) ≤
F (x∗). According to Lemma 1, we have l(B) ≤C(w,θ)

F (x∗). If u = l(B), then we have u ≤C(w,θ)

F (x∗). If u ≤C(w,θ)
l(B), by the transitivity of C(w,θ), we have u ≤C(w,θ)

F (x∗). From Theorem 5,

we obtain a contradiction x∗ /∈M(F (Ω), C(w,θ)). ⊓⊔

Algorithm 3 gives an implementation of the C(w,θ)-dominance-based discarding test, where the

flagD stands for decision to discard the subbox after the algorithm. Suppose that a nondominated

upper bound set U(C(w,θ)) is known, and if there exists an upper bound u ∈ U(C(w,θ)) such that

u ≦C(w,θ)
l(B), that is, d1(u, l(b)) ≥ 0 and d2(u, l(b)) ≤ d1(u, l(b)) tan θ, then the flag D for B is

set to 1; otherwise, the flag D is set to 0.

Algorithm 3: C(w,θ)-dominance-based-DiscardingTest(B, l(B),U , C(w,θ))

1 D ← 0;
2 foreach u ∈ U do

3 d1 ← (l(B)−u)Tw
∥w∥ , d2 ← ∥l(B)− u− d1

w
∥w∥∥;

4 if d1 ≥ 0 and d2 ≤ d1 tan θ then
5 D ← 1;
6 break for-loop

7 end

8 end
9 return D
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3.3 The complete algorithm

The introduction of two new discarding tests allows us to present the cone dominance-based

branch and bound algorithm (abbreviated as CBB). As previously stated, the aim of CBB is

to approximate a portion of the Pareto optimal set by employing a general cone (either the

polyhedral cone Cϵ or the general ice cream cone C(w,θ)). For the sake of clarity, both types of

cones will be referred to as C. It should be noted that the parameters of the cone must satisfy

the conditions set forth in the aforementioned theorems. In particular the direction and angle

of the general ice cream cone must ensure that the generated cone contains Rm
+ . Furthermore,

in order to correctly express the region over which the solutions are distributed, the direction of

the general ice cream cone is set to 1/w.

The pseudocode of CBB is presented in Algorithm 4. It should be noted that a parallel

breadth-first search strategy is employed to search all subboxes simultaneously in each iteration.

Therefore, in line 4, all subboxes in the box collection Bk−1 are bisected perpendicularly to

the direction of maximum width in order to construct the current collection Bk simultaneously.

This branching process produces subboxes with the same diameter, therefore in line 5, only the

diameter of one subbox needs to be calculated to obtain the value of ωk. Subsequently, in the

event that problem (2.1) contains inequality constraints, the feasibility test described in [10] is

employed to exclude the subboxes that do not contain any feasible solutions.

In the first for-loop, the lower bound l(B) = (l1, . . . , lm)T of the subbox B is calculated as

follows:

li = fi(m(B))− Li

2
∥ω(B)∥, i = 1, . . . ,m, (3.2)

where Li is the Lipschitz constant of fi. Subsequently, all lower bounds are stored in a lower

bound set, denoted by L. For each lower bound l ∈ L, a comparison is made between l and other

lower bounds stored in L via the C-dominance relation: if l is C-dominated by any other lower

bounds, then l will be removed from L. Otherwise, the lower bounds that are C-dominated by l

will be removed from L. This process allows us to identify a nondominated lower bound set with

respect to C, denoted by Lk(C), which can be extracted from the original set of lower bounds L.
The subboxes corresponding to the lower bounds stored in Lk(C) constitute B̄.

In the second for-loop, an MOEA is employed to determine the upper bounds for all subboxes

stored in B̄. The upper bounds and the corresponding solutions (the preimage of the upper

bounds) are stored in the sets U and X , respectively. In order to reduce the computational costs,

a mini MOEA is applied, which has a small initial population size and a few generations. In the

event that the problem also contains inequality constraints, it is possible to employ constrained

handling approaches, as outlined in [13, 14], in order to guarantee that feasible solutions and

upper bounds are obtained. Thereafter, the nondominated upper bound set with respect to C,
denoted by Uk(C), and its corresponding solution set, denoted by Xk(C), will be identified from

the sets U and X by means of the C-dominance relation.

In the third for-loop, the discarding flags for all subboxes are calculated by Algorithms 2 or

3 and are stored in a flag list D. Subsequently, in line 22, the subboxes whose flags are equal to

1 will be removed from Bk. It is also worth noting that, in order to accelerate the computational

process, it is possible to compute the discarding flags for all subboxes simultaneously, that is
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to say, to parallelize the third for-loop. In addition, the first and second for-loops can also be

parallelized.

Algorithm 4: Cone Dominance-Based Branch and Bound Algorithm

Input : problem (2.1), cone C;
Output: Bk, Uk(C), Xk(C);

1 k ← 1, B0 ← Ω, ωk−1 ← ∥ω(Ω)∥, d← 106;
2 while d > ε or ωk−1 > δ do
3 L ← ∅, U ← ∅, X ← ∅;
4 Construct Bk by bisecting all boxes in Bk−1;
5 ωk ← max{∥ω(B)∥ : B ∈ Bk};
6 Update Bk by the feasibility test suggested in [10];
7 foreach B ∈ Bk do
8 Calculate for B its lower bound l(B) by equation (3.2);
9 L ← L ∪ l(B);

10 end
11 Find a nondominated lower bound set Lk(C) from L by the C-dominance;
12 Determine the box collection B̄ ⊂ Bk according to Lk(C);
13 foreach B ∈ B̄ do
14 Ū , X̄ ← MOEA(B);
15 U ← U ∪ Ū , X ← X ∪ X̄ ;
16 end
17 Find a nondominated upper bound set Uk(C) from U and the corresponding solution

set Xk(C) from X by the C-dominance;
18 foreach B ∈ Bk do
19 D(B)← C-dominance-based-DiscardingTest(B, l(B),Uk(C));
20 D ← D ∪D(B);

21 end
22 Update Bk according to the flag list D;
23 d← dh(Uk(C),Lk(C)), k ← k + 1.

24 end

In order to ensure that the trade-offs between disparately scaled objectives can be correctly

expressed, we use an objective normalization technique to replace fi (i = 1, . . . ,m) by

f̄i =
fi − z∗i

znadi − z∗i
,

where znad = (znad1 , . . . , znadm )T and z∗ = (z∗1 , . . . , z
∗
m)T are the nadir and ideal points, respec-

tively, i.e., z∗ = min{fi(x) : x ∈ M(f(Ω),Rm
+ )} and znad = max{fi(x) : x ∈ M(f(Ω),Rm

+ )}.
In other words, z∗ and znad represent the lower and upper bounds of the Pareto front, respec-

tively. It is not straightforward or obligatory to compute z∗ and znad. In our implementation,

we replace z∗i by l∗i , which is the smallest value in current lower bound set L. This is defined as

l∗i = min{li : l ∈ L}. Furthermore, it should be noted that the lower bounds are calculated by

the midpoints of the subboxes. Consequently, the images of all the midpoints of the subboxes can

be used to construct the set M = {F (m(B)) : B ∈ Bk}, and then identify a nondominated set
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M(Rm
+ ) from M via the Pareto dominance. The value znad is replaced by unad

i , which represents

the largest value in M(Rm
+ ). This is defined as unad

i = max{ui : u ∈M(Rm
+ )}. Both unad and l∗

can be obtained in the first for-loop. It is of paramount importance to note that if the value on

i-th coordinate of the lower bound (or the image of the midpoint) of a subbox is equal to l∗i (or

unad
i ), then the subbox will not be removed in the current iteration, even if its lower bound is

C-dominated by an upper bound. Furthermore, if the values on the i-th coordinate of the lower

bounds (or the images of midpoints) of several subboxes are all equal to l∗i (or unad
i ), all of these

subboxes will not be removed. As a result, before applying the C-dominance or C-dominance

based discarding test, it is then possible to normalize both the upper bound u and lower bound

l as follows:

ūi =
ui − l∗i

unad
i − l∗i

and l̄i =
li − l∗i

unad
i − l∗i

, i = 1, . . . ,m.

Furthermore, if the problem contains inequality constraints, only the feasible midpoints are

employed in the computation of unad. It is possible that every midpoint is infeasible. In such

a case, we are able to identify a set of random points within each subbox and then select the

feasible ones to constitute unad.

3.4 Convergence results

We start by showing the termination of the algorithm.

Theorem 7 Let the predefined parameters ε > 0 and δ > 0 be given, CBB terminates after a

finite number of iterations.

Proof Because we divide all boxes perpendicular to a side with maximal width, ωk decreases

among the sequence of box collections, i.e., ωk > ωk+1 for every k and converges to 0. Therefore,

for a given δ > 0, there must exist a iteration count k̃ > 0 such that ωk̃ ≤ δ.

Assume Uk(C) and Lk(C) are upper and lower bound set generated by CBB, respectively,

and we use (3.2) to calculate lower bounds. According to the way Uk(C) is constructed and the

C-dominance-based discarding test, for every u ∈ Uk(C), there exists a subbox B ∈ Bk, such that

F−1(u) ∈ B and l(B) ∈ Lk(C). Then, based on the Lipschitz condition, we have

d(u,Lk(C)) ≤ d(u, l(B)) = ∥u− (F (m(B)) +
L

2
ωk)∥ ≤ ∥u− F (m(B)∥+ 1

2
ωk∥L∥

≤ ωk∥L∥,

where L = (L1, . . . , Lm)T consisting of the Lipschitz constants of objectives. Hence we have

dh(Uk(C),Lk(C)) = ωk∥L∥. (3.3)

Due to the fact that ωk converges to 0, it follows that for a given ε > 0, there must exist a

iteration count k̄ > 0 such that dh(Uk(C),Lk(C)) ≤ ε. ⊓⊔

The next theorem states all efficient solutions of problem (2.1) with respect to the cone C are

contained in the union of subboxes generated by the algorithm.
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Theorem 8 Let C ⊆ Rm be a pointed closed convex cone and satisfy C ⊇ Rm
+ . Let M(F (Ω), C)

be an efficient solution set of problem (2.1) with respect to C and {Bk}k∈N a sequence of box

collections generated by CBB. Then, for arbitrary k ∈ N we haveM(F (Ω), C) ⊆
⋃

B∈Bk
B.

Proof Let us suppose that there exists k ∈ N and an efficient solution x̄∗ ∈M(F (Ω), C) such that

x̄∗ /∈
⋃

B∈Bk
B, meaning that x̄∗ is in a removed subbox B in the pervious iteration. From the

C-dominance-based discarding test, we know that B will be discarded if and only if there exists a

feasible objective vector u such that u ≦C l(B). According to (2.2), we then have l(B) ≤C F (x̄∗).

Thus we know that u ≤C F (x̄∗), which contradicts the assumption that x̄∗ ∈M(F (Ω), C). ⊓⊔

Corollary 2 Let C ⊆ Rm be a pointed closed convex cone, which satisfies C ⊇ Rm
+ . LetM(F (Ω), C)

be an efficient solution set of problem (2.1) with respect to the cone C and {Bk}k∈N a sequence of

box collections generated by CBB. For each x∗ ∈M(F (Ω), C) and k ∈ N, these exists B(x∗, k) ∈
Bk, such that x∗ ∈ B(x∗, k). Furthermore, we have lim

k→∞
dH(M(F (Ω), C),

⋃
x∈M(F (Ω),C) B(x, k)) =

0.

Proof The first conclusion is guaranteed by Theorem 8. Next we would like to prove the second

conclusion.

On the one hand, from the first conclusion, we have

d(x∗,
⋃

x∈M(F (Ω),C)

B(x, k)) = 0, x∗ ∈M(F (Ω), C), k ∈ N,

it follows lim
k→∞

dh(M(F (Ω), C),
⋃

x∈M(F (Ω),C) B(x, k)) = 0.

On the other hand, for each x ∈
⋃

x∈M(F (Ω),C) B(x, k), there existsB(x̂∗, k) ∈
⋃

x∈M(F (Ω),C) B(x, k),

such that x ∈ B(x̂∗, k). We then have

0 ≤ lim
k→∞

d(x,M(F (Ω), C)) ≤ lim
k→∞

d(x, x̂∗) ≤ lim
k→∞

wk = 0,

meaning that lim
k→∞

dh(
⋃

x∈M(F (Ω),C) B(x, k),M(F (Ω), C)) = 0. The second conclusion is proven.

⊓⊔

In the next theorem, we prove that the solution set generated by Algorithm 4 is an εe-efficient

solution set of problem (2.1), where e denotes them-dimensional all-ones vector (1, . . . , 1)T ∈ Rm.

Theorem 9 Let C ⊆ Rm be a pointed closed convex cone and satisfy C ⊇ Rm
+ . For given prede-

fined parameters ε > 0 and δ > 0. Assume that the upper bounds are the images of the midpoints

of subboxes. Let X (C) be the solution set with respect to C generated by CBB and Lk(C) the

nondominated lower bound set with respect to C. Then we have X (C) is an εe-efficient solution

set of problem (2.1) with respect to C.

Proof It is easy to see εe ∈ C\{0}. Assume that x̃ ∈ X (C) is the midpoint of the subbox B ∈ Bk
and l ∈ Lk(C) is corresponding lower bound. According to (3.3), we know that

ε ≥ 1

2
ωk∥L∥ >

1

2
ωkLmax, (3.4)
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where Lmax = max{Li, i = 1, . . . ,m}. Then we can obtain a lower bound l̃ = (l̃1, . . . , l̃m)T whose

component can be calculated by

l̃i = f(x̃)i −
1

2
ωkLmax,

and further, it is easy to see that F (x̃)− εe < l̃ ≦ l.

In the following we will prove x̃ is an ε-efficient solution of problem (2.1) in two aspects. On

the one hand, by (2.2), we have

F (x̃)− εe < l̃ ≦ l ≤ F (x), x ∈ B,

following F (x̃)− εe <C F (x) by Lemma 1. Therefore, there does not exist x ∈ B with F (x) ≦C
F (x̃)− εe.

On the other hand, suppose that there exists another subbox B′ ∈ Bk\B and a feasible point

x′ ∈ B′ such that F (x′) ≦C F (x̃)− εe, and thus we have

F (x′)− 1

2
ωk∥L∥e ≤C F (x′) ≦C F (x̃)− εe.

By Lemma 1, we have

F (x̃)− εe <C l̃ ≦C l,

following F (x′) − 1
2ωk∥L∥e <C l, which is a contradiction to the fact Lk(C) is a nondominated

lower bound set with respect to C. Therefore, for any subbox B′ ∈ Bk\B, there does not exist a

point x′ ∈ B′ with F (x′) ≦C F (x̃)− εe. Now, we prove the conclusion. ⊓⊔

4 Experimental Results

CBB is implemented in Python 3.8 with fundamental packages such as numpy, scipy and multi-

processing. It is executed on a computer with Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-10700 CPU and 32 GB of

RAM, running the Windows 10 Professional operating system. In all experiments, MOEA/D [28]

is employed with a population size of 10 and a generation number of 20 in CBB. For the polyhe-

dral cone Cϵ, we set the value of ϵ to 0.75 and refer to it as C0.75. For the general ice cream cone

C(w,θ), we set θ1 = arccos 1−ϵ√
m(m−1)ϵ2+m(1+(m−2)ϵ)2

or θ2 = arccos (m−1)(1−ϵ)√
m(m−1)+m(m−1)2ϵ2

, where

ϵ = 0.75 and m is the number of objectives. As a result, if we set w = (0.5, 0.5, . . . , 0.5)T ∈ Rm,

then the cross sections of C(w,θ1) and C(w,θ2) are the circumscribed and inscribed circles of the

cross section of Cϵ, respectively. Furthermore, all Pareto optimal sets of the following problems

are approximated by CBB with C0, that is, we set ϵ = 0.

4.1 Test problems DEB2DK and DEB3DK

First, we consider the 2-objective 5-variable DEB2DK and 3-objective 3-variable DEB3DK prob-

lems [2]. Both problems use a parameter K to regulate the number of bulges in the Pareto front.

In the course of our experiments, we set the parameter K to 4 for DEB2DK and 1 for DEB3DK.

In DEB2DK, the precision parameters are set to (ε, δ) = (0.0015, 0.00015), while in DEB3DK,
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they are set to (ε, δ) = (0.006, 0.008). The experimental results are presented in Fig. 2. The

Pareto fronts (blue dots) are identified by CBB using the cone C0. The red stars represent the

upper bounds obtained by CBB with the cone C0.75. It is evident that the upper bounds gener-

ated by CBB are concentrated in the bulge of the Pareto front. In the theoretical analysis, the

algorithm searches for ϵ-properly Pareto optimal solutions with bounded trade-offs, which are

distributed exactly on the bulge of the Pareto front.
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Fig. 2: Results of CBB on DEB2DK and DEB3DK.

4.2 Scaled problems

The modified test problems from [23] are considered next. One of the problem TP1 is given as

follows:

F (x) =

(
k1(x1 − 1)2 + k1(x2 − 1)2

k2(x1 + 1)2 + k2(x2 + 1)2

)
, x ∈ [−2, 2]2.

TP2 is given as follows:

F (x) =

(
0.5k1(

√
1 + (x1 + x2)2 +

√
1 + (x1 − x2)2 + x1 − x2) + k1e

−(x1−x2)
2

0.5k2(
√
1 + (x1 + x2)2 +

√
1 + (x1 − x2)2 − x1 + x2) + k2e

−(x1−x2)
2

)
, x ∈ [−1.5, 1.5]2.

To test the effectiveness of the normalization technique, we multiplied the two objectives of

each problem by the scale factors k1 = 0.1 and k2 = 10, respectively. We still use CBB with C0.75
to solve these two problems. The experimental results are shown in Fig. 3. Unsurprisingly, CBB

accurately finds the bulge in the Pareto front even though the objectives are scaled. Furthermore,

Figs. 3(c) and 3(d) show the number of subboxes produced by CBB with C0.75 and CBB with C0
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in each iteration on two problems, respectively. It is easy to see that when the C0.75 dominance-

based discarding test is used, the number of subboxes is significantly reduced in each iteration,

meaning that the computational cost of CBB with C0.75 is low.
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Fig. 3: Results of CBB on scaled problems.
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4.3 Test problems PEs

We then attempt to solve 3-objective PE problems mentioned in [4] by CBB. The PE1 is given

as follows:

F (x) =

f1(x)

f2(x)

f3(x)

 =


∑n

i=1(xi − a
(1)
i )2∑n

i=1(xi − a
(2)
i )2∑n

i=1(xi − a
(3)
i )2

 , x ∈ [−2, 2]3,

where we set a(1) = (1, 1, 1)T , a(2) = (−1,−1,−1)T , and a(3) = (1,−1, 1)T . The PE2 is given as

follows:

F (x) =

f1(x) +
|f1(x)+f2(x)−12|

2
√
6

∥x+ e2∥2

f2(x) +
|f1(x)+f2(x)−12|

2
√
6

∥x+ e2∥2

f3(x)

 , x ∈ [−2, 2]3,

where e2 = (0, 1, 0)T , and fj(x), j = 1, 2, 3 are defined in PE1. Fig. 4(a) and (b) show the results

of CBB with C(w,θ1).

Next, we set a(1) = (−1, 1, 1)T , a(2) = (1,−1, 1)T , and a(3) = (1, 1,−1)T in PE1, and we

call this new problem PE3. To investigate the effect of cones on the distribution of the objective

vectors, we use the polyhedral cone C0.75 and two ice cream cones C(w,θ1) and C(w,θ2). As men-

tioned above, this setup makes the three cones satisfy C(w,θ2) ⊆ C0.75 ⊆ C(w,θ1). Fig. 4(c) shows

the results of CBB with three cones on PE3. Objective vectors with C(w,θ2) (red dots) are shown

on the Pareto front. Objective vectors with C(w,θ1) (blue stars) and to C0.75 (green crosses) are

shown with an offset to the Pareto front. It is easy to see that the larger the cone, the smaller

the distribution of solutions.

To investigate the effect of different directions of the ice cream cone on the distribution of

solutions, we use three different directions: w1 = (0.1, 0.5, 0.5)T , w2 = (0.5, 0.1, 0.5)T and w3 =

(0.5, 0.5, 0.1)T . Fig. 4(d) shows the influence of the directions on the distribution of solutions. As

expected, the algorithm correctly finds the solutions corresponding to the directions.

4.4 Constrained test problems

We now consider three classical constrained test problems: SRN [6], CONSTR [6] and KITA [15].

We use CBB with C0.75 to solve these problems. Fig. 5 provides the results. It can be clearly seen

that the inequality constraints do not cause any difficulty for the proposed algorithm.

4.5 Real-world constrained multiobjective optimization problems

Finally, we apply CBB to several real-world constrained problems, including cantilever beam

design, simply supported I-beam design, welded beam design, car side impact design problems

and water resource management problems. These problems have 2- to 5-objectives and multiple

inequality constraints. Specific descriptions of the problems can be found in the real-world con-

strained multiobjective optimization test-suite [17]. For 2-objective problems, we use CBB with

the cone C0.75; for 3 or more objective problems, we use CBB with the cone C(w,θ1). All Pareto

fronts are found by CBB with C0. The results are shown in Fig. 6. Obviously, CBB is applicable

to two or more objectives, and linear or nonlinear constraints.
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Fig. 4: Results of CBB on PEs.

5 Conclusion

Many branch and bound algorithms for MOPs aim to approximate the entire Pareto optimal

solution set. However, their solution processes are considered to be resource-intensive and time-

consuming. An effective way to reduce their computational cost is to add additional preference

information to the solution process. In this paper, we introduce preferences represented by order-

ing cones into the branch and bound algorithm, and propose the cone dominance-based branch

and bound algorithm. The basic idea was to adopt the cone dominance induced by a pointed

closed convex cone which is larger than Rm
+ in the discarding test. In particular, we consider
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Fig. 5: Results of CBB on three constrained problems.

both polyhedral and non-polyhedral cones, and propose the corresponding discarding tests. This

approach resulted in the removal of subboxes that did not contain efficient solutions with respect

to the general cone, thereby significantly reducing the number of subboxes and candidate solu-

tions. The efficacy and applicability of the proposed algorithm have been demonstrated through

numerical experiments.

It should be noted that the algorithm is not proposed for vector optimization problems.

However, from the description of the problem, there is no difference between problem (2.1) and

a general vector optimization problem. This is because our study does not apply to all pointed

closed convex cones. Instead, our results are derived under the assumption that the considered

cones contain Rm
+ . This assumption ensures that the transitivity of the cone orderings can be

applied to Inequality (2.2) so as to justify the cone dominance-based discarding tests. If a lower

bound which cone-dominates any solution in a subbox can be obtained, then the cone dominance-

based discarding test remains valid even in the absence of this assumption. Consequently, the

proposed algorithm can be directly applied to the vector optimization case.
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