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Abstract Multi-Objective Bi-Level Optimization (MOBLO) addresses nested multi-objective optimization prob-
lems common in a range of applications. However, its multi-objective and hierarchical bilevel nature makes it
notably complex. Gradient-based MOBLO algorithms have recently grown in popularity, as they effectively solve
crucial machine learning problems like meta-learning, neural architecture search, and reinforcement learning. Un-
fortunately, these algorithms depend on solving a sequence of approximation subproblems with high accuracy,
resulting in adverse time and memory complexity that lowers their numerical efficiency. To address this issue, we
propose a gradient-based algorithm for MOBLO, called gMOBA, which has fewer hyperparameters to tune, making
it both simple and efficient. Additionally, we demonstrate the theoretical validity by accomplishing the desirable
Pareto stationarity. Numerical experiments confirm the practical efficiency of the proposed method and verify the
theoretical results. To accelerate the convergence of gMOBA, we introduce a beneficial L2O neural network (called
L2O-gMOBA) implemented as the initialization phase of our gMOBA algorithm. Comparative results of numerical
experiments are presented to illustrate the performance of L2O-gMOBA.

Keywords multi-objective, bi-level optimization, convergence analysis, Pareto stationary, learning to optimize

1 Introduction

In this paper, we are interested in the Multi-Objective Bi-Level Optimization (MOBLO) problem stated as follows:

min
x∈X , y∈Rn2

(F1(x, y) + g1(x), . . . , Fm(x, y) + gm(x)),

s.t. y ∈ S(x) := argmin
y′∈Rn2

f(x, y′),
(1)

where F1(x, y), . . . , Fm(x, y) are smooth but possibly nonconvex functions, g1(x), . . . , gm(x) are convex but possibly
nonsmooth functions, the constraint set X ⊂ R

n1 is closed and convex, and f(x, y) is a smooth scalar function and
strongly convex with respect to y. The vector-valued function (F1(x, y) + g1(x), . . . , Fm(x, y) + gm(x)) given above
is called the upper-level multi-objective, while the scalar function f(x, y) is called the lower-level objective. The
variables x ∈ R

n1 , y ∈ R
n2 are called the upper-level (UL) and lower-level (LL) variables, respectively. MOBLO

tackles nested multi-objective optimization structures appearing in applications, where the multiple-objective UL
problem must be solved while ensuring the optimality of the LL problem. The multi-objective and nested nature
make MOBLO notoriously challenging, even in the special case where the LL problem is unconstrained and the LL
objective is strongly convex with respect to (w.r.t.) the LL variable.

MOBLO has gained increased attention in recent years as it is highly relevant in practice. Most real-world
problems require trading off multiple competing objectives, especially in domains such as multi-objective meta-
learning [29,81], multi-objective neural architecture search (NAS) [21,23,53,73], and multi-objective reinforcement
learning [1,62,75,79]. In these domains, a learner is required to discover a model that performs well across different
objectives, such as prediction quality, efficiency, fairness, or robustness. MOBLO allows us to optimize trade-offs
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between different performance measures and yield better solutions than the single-objective bi-level optimization
(BLO) problems by taking a multi-objective perspective. Recent multi-objective approaches have proposed fixing
Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) instability issues with multiple discriminators [2, 63].

MOBLO’s challenges stem from the need to determine a solution that balances different performance metrics
while solving optimization problems at diverse levels with distinct objectives. For example, conventional meta-
learning methods and applications assume that the contribution of each task or instance to the meta-learner is
equal. Therefore, the meta-training step can be formulated as a BLO problem [33, 50]. However, when the test
tasks come from a different distribution than the training tasks distribution, the existing meta-learning techniques
often fail to generalize well [11]. Model-Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML) [24] also often fails to address domain
shift between base and novel classes in few-shot learning since it assumes equal weights to all samples and tasks
during meta-training [41].

To avoid a priori trade-offs, meta-learning with multiple objectives can be formulated as a MOBLO problem, as
tackled in some prior works. However, existing works utilize multi-objective bi-level evolutionary algorithms, which
may fail in solving large-scale MOBLO problems due to the lack of gradient information and higher computational
complexity. To address this issue, [81] proposed a gradient-based MOBLO algorithm with convergence guarantee
by solving the lower-level and upper-level subproblems alternatively via the gradient descent method and the
gradient-based multi-objective optimization method, respectively. However, this algorithm requires the LL problem
trajectory length to go to infinity and find out the Pareto optimal solution of each approximation multi-object
problem, which is difficult to implement in practice. Hence, a practical issue lingers:

Can we design a new gradient-based MOBLO algorithm that is easy to implement and provably converges?

1.1 Main Contributions

In response to the above issues, this paper introduces a simple yet highly efficient gradient-based algorithm for
MOBLO, namely gMOBA, with a convergence guarantee. Numerical experiments confirm the practical efficiency
of the proposed method and verify the theoretical convergence results. To further accelerate the convergence of
gMOBA, motivated by the notable performance of model-based L2O methods, we propose a useful L2O neural
network by unrolling and truncating our gMOBA algorithm. The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• We propose a new gradient-based algorithm for MOBLO, namely gMOBA. It is single-loop and Hessian
inverse-free with a convergence guarantee. Unlike the existing MOBLO methods that sequentially update
the upper-level variable after fully updating the lower-level variable, our algorithm avoids solving a series of
time-consuming subproblems, making it more powerful.

• Using a useful nonsmooth Lyapunov function approach, we justify the convergence towards the desirable
Pareto stationarity of the proposed algorithm. These results are new, even in the context of single-objective
bi-level optimization.

• To accelerate the convergence of gMOBA, motivated by the recent promising performance of L2O, we introduce
a beneficial L2O neural network (called L2O-gMOBA) implemented as the initialization phase of our gMOBA
algorithm. Comparative results of numerical experiments are presented to illustrate the efficiency of L2O-
gMOBA.

1.2 Related Work

Multi-Objective Optimization (MOO). MOO, also known as Pareto Optimization, aims to optimize a set of
potentially conflicting objectives simultaneously. It has grown increasingly popular due to its broad applications in
machine learning, particularly in multi-task learning [46,47,56,59,67,69,82], multi-objective reinforcement learning
(RL) [1, 12, 76], federated learning [34, 58], and so on. A standard approach for MOO is the weighted (scalarized)
method, which minimizes sums of the different objectives for various weight combinations. This technique is
straightforward and commonly used in machine learning, mainly because conventional learning algorithms are only
capable of handling scalar cost functions. However, the weighted approach could be extremely inefficient [39]. In
recent years, the multiple gradient descent algorithm (MGDA) [20, 25] has gained popularity in machine learning.
It generates a gradient vector for discovering Pareto solutions. For instance, MGDA has been applied to multi-
task learning in [69] and to federated learning in [34]. Latterly, for nonsmooth MOO problems, MGDA has been
improved by a proximal point method in [7], a subgradient method in [15], proximal gradient methods in [74], and
a Barzilai-Borwein descent method in [9] recently. MOBLO, on the other hand, addresses nested multi-objective
optimization structures present in real-world applications. Its hierarchical bilevel structure introduces additional
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difficulty, as computing the multi-hypergradient, i.e., the vector of multiple gradients of UL total objectives, is
prohibitively expensive, requiring solving a series of approximation subproblems with high accuracy [81].

Bi-level Optimization (BLO). BLO addresses nested optimization structures present in real-world applica-
tions. In the last decade, it has received increasing attention, particularly in deep learning, such as hyperparameter
optimization ( [26, 54, 65]), meta-learning ( [27, 36, 66, 83]), and neural architecture search ( [13, 44, 48]), among
other areas. A variety of gradient-based BLO algorithms have gained popularity because of their effectiveness
and simplicity. Most of them rely on various hypergradient approximations, i.e., approximation of the gradient of
the UL objective. For example, an approximate hypergradient can be straightforwardly calculated by automatic
differentiation based on the optimization trajectory of the LL variable in the iterative differentiation (ITD) based
approach [26, 30, 38, 52, 55, 70]. Another approach, namely the approximate implicit differentiation (AID) based
method [28, 37, 65, 66], exploit implicit differentiation to derive an analytical expression of the hypergradient and
then estimates the Hessian-inverse-vector product by solving a linear system accurately. The novel BLO frameworks
presented in [16] and [51] are particularly relevant to our work. They allow for the simultaneous evolution of UL,
LL variables, and the solution of the linear system, enabling stochastic and global variance reduction algorithms.
However, they focus on smooth BLO, while we generalize this to MOBLO with nonsmooth multiple UL objectives.

Learning to Optimize (L2O). L2O is an emerging approach that leverages machine learning to develop an
optimization method by training, i.e., learning from its performance on sample problems [10]. There are two
mainstream L2O approaches: model-free and model-based. A model-free L2O approach is generally to learn
a parameterized update rule of optimization without taking the form of any analytic update [4]. In contrast,
model-based L2O methods model their iterative update rules through a learnable architecture inspired by analytic
optimization algorithms. Most model-based L2O methods take one of the two following mainstream approaches.
The first approach is known as plug and play (PnP), whose key idea is to plug a pre-trained neural network into
part of the update for an optimization algorithm, and then play by immediately applying the modified algorithm to
problems sampled from the same task distribution [78]. The second approach is known as algorithm unrolling, which
unrolls and truncates optimization algorithm into the structure of a neural network [60]. The parameters in unrolled
schemes are trained end-to-end using the final iterate as a function of each learnable weights whereas training occurs
separately for PnP. The typical algorithm unrolling methods include variations of the iterative shrinkage thresholding
algorithms (ISTA) and the alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM), see, e.g., [31, 49, 71, 72].

2 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we define the relation ≤ (<) in R
m as a ≤ b (a < b) if and only if ai ≤ bi (ai < bi) for

all i = 1, . . . ,m. The following standing assumptions on the UL multi-objective and the LL objective are adopted
throughout this paper.

Assumption 2.1.

(a) For any x ∈ X , the LL objective f(x, y) is µ-strongly convex with respect to the LL variable y.

(b) The LL objective f(x, y) is twice continuously differentiable and with Lipschitz continuous first and second order
derivatives on X × R

n2 .

(c) For i = 1, . . . ,m, the smooth part Fi(x, y) of the UL objective is continuously differentiable and bounded below
on X × R

n2 , its first order derivative is Lipschitz continuous and bounded on X × R
n2 .

(d) Each nonsmooth part gi(x) of the UL multi-objective is convex and continuous on an open set O ⊇ X .

The above assumptions are standard in the BLO literature, see, e.g., [28,38,40]. Assumption 2.1(a) leads to the
uniqueness of S(x) for any x ∈ X . And then Problem (1) has the following equivalent single-level multi-objective
optimization reformulation,

min
x

Φ(x) := (ϕ1(x) + g1(x), . . . , ϕm(x) + gm(x)), (2)

where y∗(x) = argminyf(x, y) and ϕi(x) = Fi(x, y
∗(x)).

We recall the definition of the Pareto optimal solution of multi-objective optimization as follows.

Definition 2.2. A point x̄ ∈ R
n1 is called Pareto optimal for Φ, if there is no x ∈ R

n1 such that Φ(x) ≤ Φ(x̄)
and Φ(x) 6= Φ(x̄). Similarly, x̄ ∈ R

n1 is called weakly Pareto optimal for Φ, if there is no x ∈ R
n1 such that

Φ(x) < Φ(x̄).
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It is known that Pareto optimal points are always weakly Pareto optimal, and the converse is not always true.

Definition 2.3. We say that x̄ ∈ R
n1 is Pareto stationary for Φ if

max
i=1,...,m

Φ′
i(x; d) ≥ 0 ∀ d ∈ R

n1 ,

where Φ′
i(x; d) is the directional derivative of Φi at x in the direction d.

With this definition, as shown in Lemma 2.2 of [74], weakly Pareto optimal points are always Pareto stationary.

Lemma 2.4. [74] If x̄ ∈ R
n1 is weakly Pareto optimal for Φ, then x̄ ∈ R

n1 is Pareto stationary for Φ.

But the converse is not always true. If every component Φi is convex, then Pareto stationarity implies weak
Pareto optimality. Furthermore, if every component Φi is strictly convex, then Pareto stationary points are also
Pareto optimal [74].

3 Gradient-based Multi-Objective Bilevel Algorithm

In this section, we will present and conduct a convergence analysis of our main algorithm, namely the gradient-based
Multi-Objective Bilevel Algorithm (gMOBA), designed to solve MOBLO in (1).

3.1 Algorithm Formulation

As discussed in the previous section, under Assumption 2.1(a), a unique solution can be derived for the LL problem,
represented as y∗(x), when x is fixed. Therefore, the LL solution can be incorporated into the smooth part of the
UL multi-objective as ϕ(x) := (F1(x, y

∗(x)), . . . , Fm(x, y∗(x))), and Problem (1) is equivalently reformulated into
the following single-level multi-objective optimization problem on the variable x,

min
x∈X

Φ(x) := (ϕ1(x) + g1(x), . . . , ϕm(x) + gm(x)).

In particular, by utilizing the chain rule and implicit function theorem, we can show that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,
ϕi(x) is differentiable and

∇ϕi(x) = ∇xFi(x, y
∗(x)) −∇2

xyf(x, y
∗(x))v∗i (x), (3)

where v∗i (x) is the solution of the following linear system

∇2
yyf(x, y

∗(x))v∗i (x) = ∇yFi(x, y
∗(x)). (4)

However, the computation of ∇ϕi is challenging and expensive due to the nested nature of function ϕi(x). With
given x, in order to calculate ∇ϕi(x), we need to solve the LL problem miny f(x, y) for y

∗(x) and the linear system
(4) for v∗i (x), which is costly. To address this issue, we propose to use an easy-to-compute approximation of ∇ϕi

in the developing of gMOBA. Inspired by the single-loop gradient-based algorithm proposed in [16] for solving
single objective BLO problems, we consider the following computation process for generating approximation dkϕi

of

∇ϕi(x
k) for i = 1, . . . ,m at each iteration as

dkϕi
= ∇xFi(x

k, yk)−∇2
xyf(x

k, yk)vki , (5)

with (yk, vki ) being approximation to (y∗(xk), v∗i (x
k)) updated at each iteration as

yk+1 = yk − β∇yf(x
k, yk), (6)

vk+1
i = vki − ηkd

k
vi
, (7)

where β and ηk are positive step sizes, and

dkvi = ∇2
yyf(x

k, yk)vki −∇yFi(x
k, yk). (8)

Note that (6) is exactly doing a gradient descent step on f(xk, ·) from yk, following the direction −∇yf(x
k, yk) to

approximate y∗(xk). And (7) corresponds to solve ∇2
yyf(x

k, yk)vi = ∇yFi(x
k, yk) by following the direction −dkvi

from vki to approximate v∗i (x
k).
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With the approximation dkϕi
of ∇ϕi(x

k) for i = 1, . . . ,m at each iteration on (xk, yk, vki ), inspired by the
proximal gradient methods for multi-objective optimization in [74], we propose solving the following strongly convex
optimization problem to update the next xk+1,

xk+1 = argmin
x∈X

{

max
i=1,...,m

hk
i (x) +

1

2αk

‖x− xk‖2
}

, (9)

where
hk
i (x) = 〈dkϕi

, x− xk〉+ gi(x)− gi(x
k). (10)

Now, we are ready to present our proposed gradient-based algorithm for solving MOBLO (1), namely gMOBA,
in Algorithm 1. It should be noticed that the proposed gMOBA is a parallelizable algorithm because the updates
of (xk, yk, vk) can be implemented simultaneously.

Algorithm 1 gradient-based Multi-Objective Bilevel Algorithm (gMOBA)

1: Input: initial points x0, y0, v0, positive stepsizes αk, β, ηk;
2: for k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1 do

3: update yk+1 = yk − β∇yf(x
k, yk);

4: for i = 1, . . . ,m, update vk+1

i = vki − ηkd
k
vi

with dkvi defined in Eq. (8);
5: update xk+1 by solving

x
k+1 = argmin

x∈X

{

max
i=1,...,m

h
k
i (x) +

1

2αk

‖x− x
k‖2

}

,

where hk
i (x) is defined in Eq. (10).

6: end for

Remark 3.1. It should be mentioned that though our proposed gMOBA is designed for the MOBLO (1), where the
LL objective is a scalar function, gMOBA can also handle a special class of MOBLO with multiple objectives on
both the upper- and lower-levels. We consider a MOBLO problem in the form as follows,

min
x∈X , y∈Rn2

(F1(x, y) + g1(x), . . . , Fm(x, y) + gm(x)),

s.t. y ∈ P(x),
(11)

where P(x) is the set of efficient solutions of the lower-level multi-objective optimization problem:

min
y∈Rn2

(f1(x, y), . . . , fl(x, y)) . (12)

This problem is also known as the semivectorial bilevel optimization problem (cf. [3,8,18]). We suppose that f1, . . . , fl
are all strongly convex w.r.t. y. It holds that y in P(x) if and only if there is a λ ∈ ∆l := {λ ∈ R

l : λ ≥ 0, eTλ = 1}

such that y solves miny

∑l
j=1 λjfj(x, y), see Section 3.1 in [22]. Then this classical result in MOO implies that

Problem (11) can be equivalently reformulated as

min
(x,λ)∈X×∆l, y∈Rn2

(F1(x, y) + g1(x), . . . , Fm(x, y) + gm(x)),

s.t. y ∈ S(x, λ) := argmin
y∈Rn2

l
∑

j=1

λjfj(x, y),
(13)

which is a special case of the MOBLO (1). Applying the weighted-sum-scalarization technique to the multiobjective
lower-level problem of (11) is not new, cf. [19]. It can be shown that if (11) satisfies Assumption 2.1, and Assump-
tion 2.1(a) is replaced by that for any x ∈ X , the LL objectives f1, . . . , fl are all µ-strongly convex with respect to
the LL variable y, then (13) satisfies Assumption 2.1. And then, under these assumptions, our proposed gMOBA
can be used for solving (11) by applying Algorithm 1 on (13).

3.2 Convergence Analysis

3.2.1 Preliminary Results on gMOBA

Before presenting the convergence analysis on gMOBA, we first recall the following useful lemmas. We recall that
Assumptions 2.1 is assumed to hold throughout this part and let CFy

denote the upper bound of ‖∇yF (x, y)‖
on X × R

n2 , and LFy
, Lfy , Lfyy and Lfxy

denote the Lipschitz constant of ∇yF (x, y), ∇yf(x, y), ∇2
yyf(x, y) and

∇2
xyf(x, y) on X × R

n2 , respectively.
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Lemma 3.2. [28] The following statements hold.

(i) The function y∗(x) is Lipschitz continuous in x ∈ X , i.e., for all x, x′ ∈ X ,

‖y∗(x) − y∗(x′)‖ ≤
Lfy

µ
‖x− x′‖. (14)

(ii) Both ∇y∗(x) and v∗(x) are uniformly bounded for x ∈ X , i.e.,

‖∇y∗(x)‖ =
∥

∥

∥

[

∇2
yyf(x, y

∗(x))
]−1

∇2
yxf(x, y

∗(x))
∥

∥

∥
≤

Lfy

µ
, (15)

and

‖v∗i (x)‖ =
∥

∥

∥

[

∇2
yyf(x, y

∗(x))
]−1

∇yFi(x, y
∗(x))

∥

∥

∥
≤

CFy

µ
, i = 1, . . . ,m, (16)

where v∗i (x) :=
[

∇2
yyf(x, y

∗(x))
]−1

∇yFi(x, y
∗(x)), i = 1, . . . ,m.

(iii) The functions v∗i (x), i = 1, . . . ,m, are Lipschitz continuous in x ∈ X , that is, for all x, x′ ∈ X ,

‖v∗i (x)− v∗i (x
′)‖ ≤

Lv

µ3
‖x− x′‖, i = 1, . . . ,m, (17)

where

Lv = CFy
LfyyLfy + µ(CFy

Lfyy + LFy
Lfy ) + µ2LFy

.

Lemma 3.3. [28] There exists Lϕ > 0 such that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

‖∇ϕi(x)−∇ϕi(x
′)‖ ≤

Lϕ

µ3
‖x− x′‖ ∀x, x′ ∈ X . (18)

3.2.2 Fundamental Descent Lemmas

To analyze the convergence of gMOBA towards Pareto stationary points, we identify an intrinsic Lyapunov (po-
tential) function for the generated sequence {(xk, yk, vki )} by gMOBA as: for i = 1, . . . ,m,

V k
i :=ϕi(x

k) + gi(x
k) + ‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2 + ‖vki − v∗i (x

k)‖2. (19)

Note that the first term quantifies the i-th overall UL objective, the second one delineates the LL solution error, and
the last term characterizes the error of vi solving the linear system (4). Note that the Lyapunov function defined
here is nonsmooth, different from the existing results in BLO literature.

Now we study the descent of these Lyapunov functions, from which one can get the convergence of ‖xk+1−xk‖,
‖yk − y∗(xk)‖ and ‖vki − v∗i (x

k)‖, i = 1, . . . ,m. We first upper-bound the descent of the multiple nonsmooth overall
UL objectives.

Lemma 3.4. The sequence of (xk, yk, vki ) generated by Algorithm1 satisfies that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

Φi(x
k+1)− Φi(x

k) ≤−
1

2

(

1

2αk

−
Lϕ

µ3

)

‖xk+1 − xk‖2 + 2αk

(

LFx
+

CFy
Lfxy

µ

)2

‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2

+ 2αkL
2
fy
‖vki − v∗i (x

k)‖2.

(20)

Proof. By the update rule of xk+1, we have for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

〈dkϕi
, xk+1 − xk〉+ gi(x

k+1)− gi(x
k) +

1

2αk

‖xk+1 − xk‖2

≤ max
i=1,...,m

{

〈dkϕi
, xk+1 − xk〉+ gi(x

k+1)− gi(x
k)
}

+
1

2αk

‖xk+1 − xk‖2

≤ max
i=1,...,m

{

〈dkϕi
, xk − xk〉+ gi(x

k)− gi(x
k)
}

+
1

2αk

‖xk − xk‖2 = 0.

(21)
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Next, by the
Lϕ

µ3 -smooth of ϕi(·) established in Lemma 3.3, we have that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

ϕi(x
k+1)− ϕi(x

k) ≤
〈

∇ϕi(x
k), xk+1 − xk

〉

+
Lϕ

2µ3
‖xk+1 − xk‖2. (22)

Summing up (21) and (22), we have that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

ϕi(x
k+1) + gi(x

k+1)− ϕi(x
k)− gi(x

k) +
1

2αk

‖xk+1 − xk‖2

≤
〈

∇ϕi(x
k)− dkϕi

, xk+1 − xk
〉

+
Lϕ

2µ3
‖xk+1 − xk‖2.

Note that
〈

∇ϕi(x
k)− dkϕi

, xk+1 − xk
〉

≤ αk‖∇ϕi(x
k)− dkϕi

‖2 +
1

4αk

‖xk+1 − xk‖2.

Since
∇ϕi(x

k) = ∇xFi(x
k, y∗(xk))−∇2

xyf(x
k, y∗(xk))v∗i (x

k),

we have

‖∇ϕi(x
k)− dkϕi

‖ =‖∇ϕi(x
k)−∇xFi(x

k, yk) +∇2
xyf(x

k, yk)vki ‖

≤‖∇xFi(x
k, y∗(xk))−∇xFi(x

k, yk)‖+
∥

∥

[

∇2
xyf(x

k, y∗(xk))−∇2
xyf(x

k, yk)
]

v∗i (x
k)
∥

∥

+
∥

∥∇2
xyf(x

k, yk)[v∗i (x
k)− vki ]

∥

∥

≤

(

LFx
+

CFy
Lfxy

µ

)

‖yk − y∗(xk)‖+ Lfy‖v
k
i − v∗i (x

k)‖.

The desired result follows from the inequality
(
∑r

i=1 ai
)2

≤ r
∑r

i=1 a
2
i .

Note that the descent of the overall UL objectives depends on the errors of yk and vki . We next analyze these
errors.

Lemma 3.5. If we choose

β ≤
2

µ+ Lfy

, ηk ≤
1

Lfy

. (23)

Then the sequence of (xk, yk, vki ) generated by gMOBA satisfies

‖yk+1 − y∗(xk)‖2 ≤ (1− µβ) ‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2,

and for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k)‖2 ≤ (1− ηkµ) ‖v
k
i − v∗i (x

k)‖2 + 2ηk

(

LfyyCFy
+ LFy

µ
)2

µ3
‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2.

Proof. The first estimation follows from Theorem 10.29 in [6]. By the update of vk+1
i and using∇2

yyf(x
k, y∗(xk))v∗i (x

k) =

∇yF (xk, y∗(xk)), we have

vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k) = vki − v∗i (x
k)− ηk

(

∇2
yyf(x

k, yk)vki −∇yF (xk, yk)
)

=
[

I − ηk∇
2
yyf(x

k, yk)
]

(vki − v∗i (x
k))− ηk

[

∇2
yyf(x

k, yk)−∇2
yyf(x

k, y∗(xk))
]

v∗i (x
k)

− ηk
(

∇yF (xk, y∗(xk))−∇yF (xk, yk)
)

.

Thus, for any ε > 0, we have

‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k)‖2 ≤ (1 + ε)‖
[

I − ηk∇
2
yyf(x

k, yk)
]

(vki − v∗i (x
k))‖2

+
(

1 +
1

ε

)

η2k‖
[

∇2
yyf(x

k, yk)−∇2
yyf(x

k, y∗(xk))
]

v∗i (x
k)

+ ‖∇yF (xk, y∗(xk))−∇yF (xk, yk)‖2.

(24)
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As f(x, y) is µ-strongly convex with respect to y, we have ∇2
yyf(x

k, yk) � µI and when ηk ≤ 1
Lfy

. it holds that

‖
[

I − ηk∇
2
yyf(x

k, yk)
]

(vki − v∗i (x
k))‖ ≤ (1 − ηkµ)‖v

k
i − v∗i (x

k)‖.

Furthermore, the Lipschitz continuity of ∇2
yyf and ∇yF yields that

∥

∥

[

∇2
yyf(x

k, yk)−∇2
yyf(x

k, y∗(xk))
]

v∗i (x
k) +∇yF (xk, y∗(xk))−∇yF (xk, yk)

∥

∥

≤(Lfyy‖v
∗
i (x

k)‖+ LFy
)‖yk − y∗(xk)‖

≤
LfyyCFy

+ LFy
µ

µ
‖yk − y∗(xk)‖,

where the last equality follows from Lemma 3.2. Then, taking ε = ηkµ in (24) implies that

‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k)‖2 ≤ (1 + ηkµ) (1− ηkµ)
2 ‖vki − v∗i (x

k)‖2 +

(

1 +
1

ηkµ

)

η2k

(

LfyyCFy
+ LFy

µ

µ

)2

‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2.

Then the conclusion follows from the fact that η2k ≤ ηk/Lfy ≤ η/µ.

Lemma 3.6. If we choose

β ≤
2

µ+ Lfy

, ηk ≤
1

Lfy

. (25)

Then the sequence of (xk, yk, vki ) generated by gMOBA satisfies

‖yk+1 − y∗(xk+1)‖2 ≤

(

1−
1

2
µβ

)

‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2 +

(

1 +
2

µβ

)

L2
fy

µ2
‖xk+1 − xk‖2.

and for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k+1)‖2 ≤

(

1 +
2

µηk

)

L2
v

µ6
‖xk+1 − xk‖2 + 2ηk

(

1 +
1

2
µηk

)

(

LfyyCFy
+ LFy

µ
)2

µ3
‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2

+

(

1−
1

2
µηk

)

‖vki − v∗i (x
k)‖2.

Proof. We have

‖yk+1 − y∗(xk+1)‖2 ≤ (1 + ε)‖yk+1 − y∗(xk)‖2 + (1 +
1

ε
)‖y∗(xk+1)− y∗(xk)‖2.

Taking ε = 1
2µβ, then Lemma 3.5 and ‖y∗(xk)− y∗(xk−1)‖2 ≤

L2

fy

µ2 ‖xk − xk−1‖2 from Lemma 3.2 yields

‖yk+1 − y∗(xk+1)‖2 ≤

(

1−
1

2
µβ

)

‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2 +

(

1 +
2

µβ

)

L2
fy

µ2
‖xk+1 − xk‖2.

Similarly, for any ε > 0,

‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k+1)‖2 ≤(1 + ε)‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k)‖2 + (1 +
1

ε
)‖v∗i (x

k+1)− v∗i (x
k)‖2.

Taking ε = 1
2µηk, Lemma 3.2 and 3.5 yield that

‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k+1)‖2 ≤

(

1−
1

2
µηk

)

‖vki − v∗i (x
k)‖2 + 2ηk

(

1 +
1

2
µηk

)

(LfyyCFy
+ LFy

µ)2

µ3
‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2

+

(

1 +
2

µηk

)

L2
v

µ6
‖xk − xk+1‖2.

We can show in the following result that the iterates generated by gMOBA admit a decreased property in terms
of the intrinsic Lyapunov function values V k

i for each i = 1, . . . ,m.
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Proposition 3.7. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 holds, and β ≤ 2
µ+Lfy

, ηk ≤ 1
Lfy

for all k. Then the sequence of

xk, yk, vki generated by gMOBA satisfies that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

V k+1
i − V k

i ≤ −α̂k‖x
k+1 − xk‖2 − β̂k‖y

k − y∗(xk)‖2 − γ̂k‖v
k
i − v∗i (x

k)‖2, (26)

where α̂k, β̂k, η̂k are constants. Specially, there exist cα, cη > 0 such that when αk = α ≤ min{cα,
µ

4L2

fy

ηk,
µ7

16L2
v
ηk}

and ηk = η ≤ cη, it holds

α̂k ≥ α̂, β̂k ≥ β̂, η̂k ≥ η̂,

for some positive constants α̂, β̂ and η̂.

Proof. Here we take

α̂k :=
1

4αk

−
Lϕ

2µ3
−

(

1 +
2

µβ

)

L2
fy

µ2
−

(

1 +
2

µηk

)

L2
v

µ6
,

β̂k :=
1

2
µβ − 2αk

(

LFx
+

CFy
Lfxy

µ

)2

− 2ηk

(

1 +
1

2
µηk

)

(LfyyCFy
+ LFy

µ)2

µ3
,

η̂k :=
1

2
µηk − 2αkL

2
fy

(1− ηkµ) .

By Lemma 3.4, we have that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

V k+1
i − V k

i =Φi(x
k+1) + ‖yk+1 − y∗(xk+1)‖2 + ‖vk+1

i − v∗i (x
k+1)‖2

− Φi(x
k)− ‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2 − ‖vki − v∗i (x

k)‖2

≤ −
1

2

(

1

2αk

−
Lϕ

µ3

)

‖xk+1 − xk‖2

+ ‖yk+1 − y∗(xk+1)‖2 + 2αk

(

LFx
+

CFy
Lfxy

µ

)2

‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2 − ‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2

+ ‖vk+1
i − v∗i (x

k+1)‖2 + 2αkL
2
fy
‖vk − v∗i (x

k)‖2 − ‖vki − v∗i (x
k)‖2.

Then we can get the conclusion by applying Lemma 3.5 and 3.6.

3.2.3 Convergence Towards Pareto Stationarity

Next, before we give the proof of the convergence of gMOBA towards the Pareto stationary point, we recall the
following equivalent characterization for the Pareto stationary points of Φ, which is established in Lemma 3.2 of [74].

Lemma 3.8. [74] Let dℓ(x) be defined as the solution of following optimization problem:

min
x+d∈X

max
i=1,...,m

{

∇ϕi(x)
T d+ gi(x+ d)− gi(x)

}

+
ℓ

2
‖d‖2, (27)

where ℓ is a positive constant, then x̄ is a Pareto stationary point of Φ if and only if dℓ(x̄) = 0.

Combining the above equivalent characterization for the Pareto stationary with the sufficient decrease property
established in Proposition 3.7, we are ready to establish the main convergence property of our proposed gMOBA,
which is new even for the BLO case.

Theorem 3.9. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 holds. There exist cα, cη > 0 such that when step sizes αk, β and ηk are

chosen as constants that satisfy αk = α ≤ min{cα,
µ

4L2

fy

ηk,
µ7

16L2
v
ηk}, β ≤ 2

µ+Lfy
, and ηk = η ≤ cη, any limit point

of sequence {xk} generated by gMOBA is Pareto stationary of problem (1).

Proof. Telescoping inequalities (26) for k = 0, . . . ,K yields that for each i = 1, . . . ,m,

K
∑

k=0

(

α̂‖xk+1 − xk‖2 + β̂‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2 + γ̂‖vki − v∗i (x
k)‖2

)

≤ V 0
i − V K+1

i .
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By Assumption 2.1, Fi(x
k, y∗(xk)) is bounded below for each i and k, taking K → ∞ in above inequalities implies

that for each i = 1, . . . ,m. Thus

∞
∑

k=0

(

α̂‖xk+1 − xk‖2 + β̂‖yk − y∗(xk)‖2 + γ̂‖vki − v∗i (x
k)‖2

)

< ∞,

which implies ‖xk+1 − xk‖ → 0, ‖yk − y∗(xk)‖ → 0, ‖vki − v∗i (x
k)‖ → 0, i = 1, . . . ,m. By the update of xk+1,

according to the first-order optimality condition (see, e.g., Theorem 4.14 in [61]) and Danskin’s theorem (see, e.g.,
Theorem 2.55 in [61]), there exists λk ∈ R

m such that λk ≥ 0,
∑m

i=1 λ
k
i = 1,

0 ∈
m
∑

i=1

λk
i

(

dkϕi
+ ∂gi(x

k+1)
)

+
1

α
(xk+1 − xk) +NX (xk+1), (28)

and λk
i = 0 for inactive i for maxi=1,...,m{〈dkϕi

, xk+1 − xk〉 + gi(x
k+1) − gi(x

k)}. As shown in the proof of Lemma
3.4, we have for i = 1, . . . ,m,

‖∇ϕi(x
k)− dkϕi

‖ ≤

(

LFx
+

CFy
Lfxy

µ

)

‖yk − y∗(xk)‖+ Lfy‖v
k
i − v∗i (x

k)‖.

Then since ‖yk − y∗(xk)‖ → 0, and ‖vki − v∗i (x
k)‖ → 0 for i = 1, . . . ,m, we have

‖∇ϕi(x
k)− dkϕi

‖ → 0, i = 1, . . . ,m.

Let x̄ be any limit point of sequence {xk} and {xl} be the subsequence of {xk} such that xl → x̄. Since ‖xk+1−xk‖ →
0, we have xl+1 → x̄. By the continuity of ∇ϕi, we have dkϕi

→ ∇ϕi(x̄) for i = 1, . . . ,m. Since {λl} are in

a compact set, we can assume without loss of generality by taking a further subsequence that λl → λ̄ with λ̄
satisfying

∑m
i=1 λ̄i = 1 and λ̄ ≥ 0. Then by taking k = l in (28) and l → ∞, because gi is locally Lipschitz

continuous and ∂gi, NX is outer semicontinuous, we have

0 ∈
m
∑

i=1

λ̄i (∇ϕi(x̄) + ∂gi(x̄)) +NX (x̄).

Then by Danskin’s theorem and the first-order optimality sufficient condition for convex functions, we can obtain
that 0 is the minimizer of Problem (27) and thus it follows from Lemma 3.8 that x̄ is Pareto stationary of Φ.

4 L2O-gMOBA

In many scenarios, the MOBLO problem (1) does not possess a unique Pareto optimal solution. To accurately
represent the true Pareto front, it is necessary to identify as many Pareto optimal solutions as possible. This requires
running our proposed gMOBA algorithm multiple times from different initial points, which can be computationally
expensive. Motivated by the recent promising performance of L2O, we introduce a beneficial L2O neural network
called L2O-gMOBA in this section. L2O-gMOBA will be implemented as the initialization phase of our gMOBA
algorithm, aiming to accelerate its convergence.

Instead of employing a general-purpose neural network, we draw inspiration from the unrolling technique used in
the design of model-based L2O. L2O-gMOBA is constructed based on the unrolling concept applied to our proposed
gMOBA algorithm. In this study, we specifically focus on the case where g(x) = 0 and X = R

n. However, it is
important to note that L2O-gMOBA can be extended to handle general cases involving arbitrary g(x) and X .

4.1 L2O-gMOBA Neural Network

We propose the construction of the L2O-gMOBA neural network by unrolling our gMOBA algorithm and truncating
it to a fixed number of K iterations. However, in Algorithm 1, the update rule for the variable x is implicit.
Specifically, we need to solve the optimization problem (9) at each iteration to update x. As a result, we cannot
directly utilize the iterative scheme of gMOBA as a layer in the neural network.

We observe from (28) that the updated variable xk+1 generated by gMOBA at each iteration satisfies certain
conditions. In fact, there exists λk ∈ R

m such that λk ≥ 0,
∑m

i=1 λ
k
i = 1, and xk+1 = xk−α

∑m

i=1 λ
k
i d

k
ϕi
. Leveraging

this observation, we propose to treat λk ∈ R
m as the learnable parameters of the neural network, enabling us to
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xk UL Variables

yk LL Variables

vk Auxiliary Variables

λk
i MO Weights

γk Step-size Weights

F k
i UL Objective

fk LL Objective

× Multipilication Operator

+ Addition Operator

Softmax Softmax Layer

xk−1

yk−1

vk−1

F k−1
1

F k−1
2

F k−1
3

×

×

×

λk−1
1

λk−1
2

λk−1
3

+

fk−1

×

+

Softmax

xk

yk

vk

∇y

γk

×

×

×

∇x

−∇y

Figure 1: The architecture of the neural network for gMOBA

construct the network using an explicit iterative scheme resembling gMOBA. To further enhance the convergence
speed of the neural network, we introduce an additional parameter γk to control the overall step sizes of gMOBA
at each iteration. This parameter becomes part of the neural network’s learnable parameters.

In summary we define the parameter set Θ = {{λk}Kk=0, {γ
k}Kk=0} as the parameters to be learned in the L2O-

gMOBA neural network. The k-th layer of the L2O-gMOBA neural network can be constructed using the following
explicit iterative scheme:

yk+1 =yk − γkβ∇yf(x
k, yk),

vk+1
i =vki − γkη(∇2

yyf(x
k, yk)vki −

k
∑

i=1

λk
i∇yFi(x

k, yk)) ∀ i = 1, . . . ,m,

xk+1 =xk − γkα

m
∑

i=1

λk
i (∇xFi(x

k, yk)−∇2
xyf(x

k, yk)vki ),

with regarding the variables yk, vk and xk as the units of the k-th hidden layer. Figure 1 illustrates the structure of
the (k−1)-th layer in the L2O-gMOBA neural network. As mentioned earlier, it is necessary for λk to satisfy λk ≥ 0
and

∑m

i=1 λ
k
i = 1. To ensure these conditions, we employ the softmax function σ at each layer of the L2O-gMOBA

neural network. The softmax function σ guarantees that
∑m

i=1 σ(λ
k
i ) = 1 and σ(λk

i ) ≥ 0 for any λk ∈ R
m.

4.2 Training Procedure

The efficiency of L2O neural networks has been demonstrated in various applications, employing different training
methods in the existing literature (e.g., see [4, 80]). Most of these studies train the neural network to achieve
good performance across different optimization problems with identical structures and problem data from the same
distribution. However, in our work, the proposed L2O-gMOBA neural network is specifically designed to expedite
the convergence of gMOBA for a fixed multi-objective optimization problem, considering different random initial
points. Consequently, our L2O-gMOBA neural network is trained based on the given multi-objective optimization
problem.

Following the training methodology presented in [45], we train the L2O-gMOBA neural network as follows.
Initially, we set the step sizes of gMOBA and randomly initialize the network parameters Θ, and train it with a
gradient-based method like Adam [42]. For each training iteration, we sample a vector p from a Dirichlet distribution
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Dir(1m) and randomly select an initial point (x0, y0, v0). Subsequently, we update the parameter Θ by minimizing
the following loss function:

L1(Θ) := Ep∼Dir(1m)

[

m
∑

i=1

piFi(x
K(Θ), yK(Θ))

]

,

where (xK(Θ), yK(Θ), vK(Θ)) represents the output of the L2O-gMOBA neural network at the final layer, given
the initial point (x0, y0, v0) as input. The design of this loss function is inspired by [45]. Additionally, we also
evaluate the following alternative loss functions in our numerical experiments,

L2(Θ) :=Ep∼Dir(1m)

[

m
∑

i=1

piFi(x
K(Θ), yK(Θ))

]

+ f(xK(Θ), yK(Θ)),

L3(Θ) := max
i=1,...,m

Fi(x
K(Θ), yK(Θ)),

L4(Θ) := max
i=1,...,m

Fi(x
K(Θ), yK(Θ)) + f(xK(Θ), yK(Θ)).

The loss function L2 incorporates lower-level objective function f to enhance the lower-level optimality of the output.
The loss function L3 and L4 are inspired by the Tchebycheff approach which is widely adopted in multi-objective
optimization [57].

5 Experiments

In this section, we present experiments to illustrate the convergence property of our proposed gMOBA on the
toy examples. All the experiments are coded in Python and implemented on a server with 64-bit Ubuntu 20.04.3
LTS, Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 5218R CPU @ 2.10GHz and 256.00 GB memory. To illustrate the efficiency of our
algorithms, we compare the proposed gMOBA and L2O-gMOBA with several algorithms including two gradient-
based bilevel multi-objective algorithms MOML [81] and MORBiT [32], and three classical evolutionary single
level multi-objective optimization algorithms NSGA-II [17], NSGA-III [35] and C-TAEA [43]. These evolutionary
methods can provide fairly good results on small-size problems but fail when the dimension of the problem is large.

Implementation of L2O-gMOBA is highly dependent on Pytorch [64]. Based on this, we define the L2O optimizer
and train it through auto-grad technology, specifically, we train our L2O optimizer with Adam [42] and use 0.01
as our learning rate. For each iteration in the training process, we sample the initial point x0 from a n-dimension
multivariate normal distribution N (0n, In×n).

5.1 Numerical Problems

To elaborate on how our proposed gMOBA converges to a Pareto stationary point, we consider the MOBLO problem
(1) with

Fi(x, y) =
1

2

[

x
y

]T

Ai

[

x
y

]

+ aTi

[

x
y

]

, gi(x) = 0,

where Ai ∈ R
(2n)×(2n), ai ∈ R

2n, i = 1, . . . ,m, and

f(x, y) =
1

2
yTBy + xTy +

µ

2
‖y‖2,

where B ∈ R
n×n and µ > 0. In the following, each Ai and B are positive semidefinite. Recall that the Pareto front

is the collection of vector objective values for all Pareto optimal solutions. Note the lower-level solution is given by

y∗(x) = −(BTB + µI)−1x.

For this kind of toy example, the entire Pareto front can be easily obtained once all the problem data are determined
by numerical calculation when m is small, which helps us to evaluate the convergence property of the solvers. In
all the following experiments, each component of ai is generated randomly from the uniform distribution on [−1, 1],
and each Ai and B are randomly generated such that their eigenvalues are between 0 and 1.

To compare the performance of our proposed method, gMOBA, with classical evolutionary algorithms designed
for single-level multi-objective optimization, we implemented these algorithms on a single-level multi-objective

12



optimization reformulation where the lower-level problem is replaced by its optimality condition:

min
x∈Rn, y∈Rn

(F1(x, y), . . . , Fm(x, y)),

s.t. (BTBy + µI)y + x = 0.
(29)

And the corresponding relaxed problem is

min
x∈Rn, y∈Rn

(F1(x, y), . . . , Fm(x, y)),

s.t. (BTBy + µI)y + x ≤ ε, −(BTBy + µI)y − x ≤ ε,
(30)

where ε is a small positive number. Even for such a simplified problem, evolutionary algorithms struggle to find
the Pareto front when the dimension of the problem is large, which is shown in the following experiments.

5.2 Metrics

Since the MOBLO problem involves both multi-objective optimization and bilevel optimization, we need to evaluate
a solution from both sides, thus, the following metrics are introduced in our experiments.

To capture the performance from the multi-objective optimization perspective, we will use five metrics, purity [5],
generational distance (GD) [77], spread (Γ, ∆) [14] and spacing (SP) [68] to compare the performance of different
solvers. The purity metric is computed by the number |YN ∩YP |/|YN |, where YN is the Pareto front approximation
obtained by the solver and YP is a discrete representation of the real Pareto front. The GD metric is given by the

formula
√

∑

y1∈YN
miny2∈YP

‖y1 − y2‖2/|YN |. Both the purity and GD metrics assess the ability of a solver to obtain

points that are Pareto optimal. The spread (Γ) metric is computed with maxj∈{1,...,m}(maxi∈{0,...,N} δi,j) while the

spread (∆) metric is computed with maxj∈{1,2,...,m}

{

(δ0,j + δN,j +
∑N−1

i=1 |δi,j − δ̄j |)/(δ0,j + δN,j + (N − 1)δ̄j)
}

,

where δi,j = (Fi+1,j −Fi,j) and the objective function values have been sorted by increasing order for each objective
Fj , δ̄j for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m is the mean of all distance δi,j for i = 1, 2, . . . , N − 1. The SP metric is computed by
√

∑

y1∈YN
(d̄− d1(y1, YN\{y1}))2/(|YN | − 1), where d1(y1, YN\{y1}) denotes the l1 distance of y1 to the set YN\{y1},

i.e., the minimal l1 distance of y1 to the rest points in YN , and d̄ is the mean of d1(y1, YN\{y1}) for y1 ∈ YN . Both
the spread and SP metrics capture the extent of the spread achieved in the Pareto front approximation obtained
by the solver.

From the bilevel optimization perspective, we consider the optimality and the feasibility of the solution. Since
the Pareto Front can be easily obtained, we can calculate the distance between terminated points to the Pareto Front
to evaluate its optimality. We denote such a distance as dp and calculate it by dp = d((xk, y∗(xk)),PF)/n where PF
denotes the set of Pareto Front, the n in the denominator serves for normalization. Due to the hierarchical structure
of MOBLO, its feasibility means the optimality of lower-level problem, i.e., Feasibility = f(xk, yk)− f(xk, y∗(xk)).

5.3 Numerical Results

In the first experiment, we choose n = 100, m = 2, and set µ = 0.1. Every entry of initial point x0 is chosen
randomly from a standard normal distribution N (0, 1). For gMOBA, the parameters of stepsize are chosen as
αk = 0.0025, β = 1.0, η = 0.1. For MOML in [81], the parameters of stepsize are chosen as ν = 0.01, µ = 1,
and we solve the lower level problem with 5 steps. For MORBiT in [32], the parameters of stepsize are chosen as
α = 0.01, β = 1, γ = 0.003. All the solvers are terminated when the maximum change among multi-objective values
is less than 10−4. We generate 100 initial points and run the algorithms from each of them. For the evolutionary
methods, we set the maximum generation as 1000 and the maximum number of evaluations as 100000. Since they
cannot be applied to the bilevel optimization problem directly, we apply them to the simplified problem (29) where
the lower-level problem is replaced by its optimality condition. However, when the dimension of the problem is large,
the evolutionary methods fail to find feasible points. Therefore, we apply these methods to the relaxed problem
(30), specifically, we set ε = 10 for C-TAEA, and ε = 1 for NSGA-II and NSGA-III, since smaller values of ε lead
to failure of the algorithms in our practice, i.e., the algorithms will find no feasible points with such small ε.

The evolutionary methods are shown in Figure 2, while the gradient-based results are presented in Figure 3.
It can be seen that iterates generated by gradient-based methods can get close to the Pareto front well when the
evolutionary methods fail to find the Pareto front under this setting. Therefore, we will only focus on the numerical
performance of gradient-based methods in the following experiments. Besides, from the graph, we can see that
gMOBA can converge to different parts on the Pareto front from different initial points, while MORBiT leads to
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Figure 3: Gradient-based methods on 2d toy example (m = 2, n = 100) from 100 random initial points

the same point on the Pareto front from different initial points, and MOML fails to reach the Pareto front close
enough. However, it can be seen that MOML fails to converge to the Pareto Front from most of the initial points.

Next, we generate 5 different problems with different randomly generated matrices Ai and B and vector ai and
conduct experiments to compare the convergence properties of our proposed gMOBA and MOML under the same
setting as above.

The results of the experiments are shown in Tables 1–2. All the results are reported with the mean value and the
standard deviation of the 5 repetitions. All the methods are terminated either the change of multi-objective values
is less than 10−4 or the distance from iterate to the Pareto front is less than 0.05. As the updates of (xk, yk, vki ) in
gMOBA are parallelizable, we record the largest computation time for updating xk, yk and vki as the running time
of gMOBA at each iteration. Running times of MOML reported in the table are also the parallelized time. Though
gMOBA may be a little slower than MOML, it outperforms MOML in almost all the other metrics. The purity
metric also shows that gMOBA can converge to the true Pareto front quickly in most cases, while MOML and
MORBiT can only find part of the Pareto front. From the table, we observe that although L2O-gMOBA requires
significant training time, it offers an attractive efficiency improvement when we need to find a large amount of Pareto
points. This scenario often arises in multi-objective optimization, making this improvement highly beneficial.

In the second experiment, we choose m = 3 and keep all the other settings the same as in the first experiment.
The results are collected in Table 3. From the table, we can see that this problem is more difficult than the previous
one since the purities of all the methods are much lower than the previous one. However, gMOBA and L2O-gMOBA
still outperform the other methods.
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Table 1: MOBLO metrics for toy example (m = 2, n = 100)

Method Training Time (s) Time (s) purity (%) dp Feasibility

MOML - 2.2 ± 0.0 19.2 ± 4.4 3.86 ± 1.17 0.8 ± 0.3
MORBiT - 11.3 ± 4.8 36.4 ± 38.1 0.12 ± 0.02 8e-07 ± 1e-06
gMOBA - 0.9 ± 0.4 97.8 ± 2.3 0.10 ± 0.00 8e-03 ± 1e-02

L2O-gMOBA 53.2±3.0 0.7 ± 0.4 98.6 ± 0.5 0.10 ± 0.00 8e-03 ± 1e-02

Table 2: MOBLO metrics for toy example (m = 2, n = 100) (cont’d)

Method GD spread (Γ) spread (∆) SP

MOML 1.30 ± 0.71 6.15 ± 1.23 0.85 ± 0.07 1.58 ± 0.62
MORBiT 0.91 ± 1.00 0.01 ± 0.01 0.84 ± 0.08 0.00 ± 0.00
gMOBA 0.29 ± 0.30 2.72 ± 0.66 0.87 ± 0.03 0.27 ± 0.15

L2O-gMOBA 0.29 ± 0.31 1.49 ± 1.09 0.84 ± 0.02 0.17 ± 0.15

The third experiment is about a higher dimension experiment for both two and three objectives setting, i.e.,
we choose m = 2 or 3, and n = 1000. The results are collected in Table 4. From the table, we can see that the
proposed gMOBA and L2O-gMOBA give high-quality solutions in a short time even when the dimension is high,
which implies that our proposed methods scale well.

We also investigated the efficacy of L2O-gMOBA with different loss functions on small size problems where
m = 2, n = 5 and find this method showcased significant improvements across multiple performance metrics while
the choice of losses we consider aforementioned do not exhibit much differences. Specifically, in the training stage,
L2O-gMOBA with 4 choices of losses takes around 8.8 seconds. In the evaluated stage, L2O-gMOBAs with K = 100
consistently yielded higher purity percentages (ranging from 82.1% to 83.4%) with less time (ranging from 0.94s to
0.97s), compared to gMOBA’s 76.1% purity with 1.25s. Moreover, the dp values and the performance on feasibility
for L2O-gMOBA remained competitive compared to gMOBA. All the methods get results of 0.05 on dp values with
feasibility less than 10−5. These findings highlight L2O-gMOBA’s potential to enhance the efficiency of gMOBA
while showcasing resilience to variations in loss functions, thus we just report the results based on the first loss in
our numerical experiments.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented a simple yet highly efficient gradient-based algorithm (called gMOBA) for MOBLO
that is guaranteed to converge to Pareto stationary solutions, and empirically converge to diverse Pareto optimal
solutions, compared to existing methods. To accelerate the convergence of gMOBA, we introduce a beneficial L2O
neural network (called L2O-gMOBA) implemented as the initialization phase of our gMOBA algorithm. Compar-
ative results of numerical experiments are presented to illustrate the efficiency of L2O-gMOBA.
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