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Abstract

In this paper, a tunneling method is developed for nonlinear multi-objective opti-
mization problems. The proposed method is free from any kind of priori chosen
parameter or ordering information of objective functions. Using this method,
global Pareto front can be generated for non-convex problems with more than
one local front. An algorithm is developed using some ideas of single objective
tunneling method. Convergence of this algorithm is justified under some mild
assumptions. In addition to this, some numerical examples are included to justify
the theoretical results.
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1 Introduction

In multi-objective optimization problem, several objective functions are minimized
simultaneously. Applications of this type of problem can be found in environmental
analysis [1, 2], space exploration[3, 4], portfolio optimization [5], management science
[6, 7], medical science [8] etc.. Classical methods for solving multi-objective opti-
mization problems are Scalarization methods [9–11] or heuristic methods [12, 13].
Scalarization techniques are user dependent and heuristic methods do not ensure a
descending sequence and hence can not guarantee the converge to the optimal solution.
In recent times, numerous researchers have developed descent methods for nonlinear
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which are free from above limitations. These methods can be treated as extension of
single objective descent methods to the multi-objective scenario. Major developments
in this area are descent methods for smooth unconstrained [14–17], constrained
multi-objective optimization problems [18–20], and unconstrained non-smooth multi-
objective optimization problems [21–24]. Global/local convergence of each method is
justified under certain assumptions. Solution of a multi-objective optimization prob-
lem is a set of efficient solutions. To generate well distributed approximate Pareto
front, multi-start technique is used in most cases. Some different spreading techniques
developed in [18, 20]. However in case of non-convex multi-objective optimization
problems, all these methods can generate local efficient solution unless initial approx-
imation is very close to global efficient solution. As global efficient solution dominate
local efficient solutions, it is very difficult to generate global Pareto front for non-
convex multi-objective optimization problems using line search techniques.

Recently many researchers have developed different algorithms to find global
minima of non-convex single objective optimization problems (see [25–27]). In these
methods, initially a local minimum solution is obtained by using some gradient
descent method. Then another local minimum solution with lower objective value
is obtained using some auxiliary function. This process is repeated to get a global
minimum solution. In this paper, we have adopted some ideas of single objective tun-
neling method in [25] and developed a tunneling method for nonlinear multi-objective
optimization problems.

Outline of this paper is as follows. Some prerequisites related to present contribu-
tion is discussed in Section 2. A multi-objective tunneling method is developed with
the help of a multi-objective auxiliary function in Section 3. An algorithm is proposed
and convergence of this algorithm is justified in this section. Finally, the proposed
method is verified with some numerical examples in Section 4.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout the paper, we use the notations Λp := {1, 2, . . . , p},
Rp

+ := {x ∈ Rp | xi ≥ 0,∀i ∈ Λp}, Rp
++ := {x ∈ Rp | xi > 0,∀i ∈ Λp} where p ∈ N.

For x, y ∈ Rp, vector inequalities are interpreted component wise.

A constrained nonlinear multi-objective optimization problem is of the form:

(MOPC) : min
x∈Rn

(f1(x), f2(x), . . . , fm(x))

s.t. gi(x) ≤ 0, i ∈ Λp.

where m ≥ 2 and fk, gi : Rn → R, ∀ k ∈ Λm and ∀ i ∈ Λp. Set of feasible solutions of
(MOPC) is X = {x ∈ Rn | gi(x) ≤ 0,∀ i ∈ Λp}.

If there exists any x∗ ∈ X, where all objective functions are minimized simul-
taneously, then x∗ is said to be an ideal solution. However, in practical value of an
objective function often increases when the value of another one decreases. Thus, the
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idea of efficiency, rather than optimality, takes centre stage.

A feasible point x∗ is deemed to be an efficient solution of (MOPC) if there is no
other x ∈ X, such that both f(x) ≤ f(x∗) and f(x) ̸= f(x∗) hold, where

f(x) = (f1(x), f2(x), . . . , fm(x)).

Additionally, a feasible point x∗ is characterized as a weak efficient solution of the
(MOPC) if there is no x ∈ X for which f(x) < f(x∗) is true. If X∗ represents the
collection of efficient solutions for (MOPC), then f(X∗) is termed as the Pareto front
of (MOPC).

The following theorem is a necessary condition for x∗ to be a local weak efficient
solution of (MOPC) where fk, gi : Rn → R are continuously differentiable for k ∈ Λm

and i ∈ Λp.
Theorem 2.1. Fritz John necessary condition (Theorem 3.1.1 in [9]) If any
feasible point x∗ is a weak efficient solution of (MOPC), then there exists
(λ, µ) ∈ Rm

+ × Rp
+, (λ, µ) ̸= 0m+p, satisfying∑

k∈Λm

λk∇fk(x
∗) +

∑
i∈Λp

µi∇gi(x
∗) = 0, (2.1)

µigi(x
∗) = 0 ∀i ∈ Λp. (2.2)

The set of the vector (λ, µ) ∈ Rm
+ × Rp

+\{0m+p}, satisfying (2.1) and (2.2) are
referred to as Fritz John multipliers corresponding to x∗. However, relying solely on
the Fritz John condition does not guarantee the existence of λk > 0 for at least
one k ∈ Λm. Hence, specific constraint qualifications or regularity conditions must
be met to ensure this occurrence. In our analysis, we will consistently consider the
Mangasarian–Fromovitz constraint qualification (MFCQ) in [28].
Definition 2.1. The MFCQ is considered to hold at x ∈ X, if there exists a z ∈ Rn

such that ∇gi(x)
T z < 0 for i ∈ I(x) = {i ∈ Λp : gi(x) = 0}, the set of active

constraints.
By Gordan’s theorem of alternative, the MFCQ holds at a feasibl;e point x if and

only if
∑

i∈I(x) µi∇gi(x) = 0, with µi ≥ 0, has no non-zero solution (see [20]).

If MFCQ isn’t met at point x (not necessarily feasible), then there exists at
least one non-zero multiplier µi > 0, i ∈ I(x) such that

∑
i∈I(x) µi∇gi(x) = 0. Then

substituting λk = 0, ∀k ∈ Λm, we can show that x is a Fritz John point.

If MFCQ does not hold in any infeasible point, then there exists at least one non-
zero multiplier µi > 0, i ∈ Ī(x) where Ī(x) = {i ∈ Λp : gi(x) = max{gi(x), i ∈ λp}
such that

∑
i∈Ī(x) µi∇gi(x) = 0. Again substituting λk = 0, ∀k ∈ Λm, we can show

that x is an infeasible Fritz John point.
Definition 2.2. A feasible point x∗ is said to be a critical point of (MOPC) if (2.1)
and (2.2) hold at x∗ with λk > 0 for at least one k ∈ Λm.
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3 Multi-objective tunneling method

In this section, we derive a multi-objective tunneling method for (MOPC) that can
help us to find a global weak efficient solution for non-convex multi-objective opti-
mization problems. This algorithm is built of a series of cycles, each cycle consisting
of two phases:
(I) The minimization phase, which aims to reduce the current functional value until

a local efficient solution is discovered.
(II) The tunneling phase, which aims to find a point x̄ other than the previous local

efficient solution found, such that when employed as the initial point for the
subsequent minimization phase, the resulting critical point possesses a function
value, which does not exceed the previous discovered local Pareto value.

Once finding out a local efficient solution, we construct a multi-objective variant of
the auxiliary function, tunneling function as:

(TP ) : min
x∈Rn

(T1(x), T2(x), . . . , Tm(x))

s.t. Tk(x) ≤ 0, k ∈ Λm

gi(x) ≤ 0, i ∈ Λp

where,

Tk(x) =

{
fk(x)−fk(x

∗)
[(x−x∗)T (x−x∗)]η

, for x ̸= x∗,

∞, otherwise,

for k ∈ Λm. Here η > 0 and x∗ is a weak efficient solution of (MOPC). One can
observe that if x̄ is local efficient solution of (TP ) then fk(x̄) ≤ fk(x) for all k ∈ Λm.
In the following theorem, we have justified that any Fritz John point of (TP ) is a
critical point of (MOPC).
Theorem 3.1. If x̄ represents a Fritz John point of (TP ) and MFCQ holds at x̄, then
x̄ also serves as a critical point for problem (MOPc).

Proof: Let us suppose, x̄ is a Fritz John point of the problem (TP ). Then there
exists (λ, µ, σ) ∈ Rm

+ × Rm
+ × Rp

+,
(λ, µ, σ) ̸= 0m+m+p such that

m∑
k=1

(λk + µk)∇Tk(x̄) +

p∑
i=1

σi∇gi(x̄) = 0 (3.1)

µkTk(x̄) = 0, ∀k ∈ Λm (3.2)

σigi(x̄) = 0, ∀i ∈ Λp (3.3)

hold.

Since λk, µk, σi > 0 for at least one k ∈ Λm or i ∈ Λp, λk + µk > 0 or σi > 0 holds
for at least one k ∈ Λm or i ∈ Λp. Hence from (3.1), MFCQ does not hold at x̄. Then
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substituting λk = 0, ∀k ∈ Λm in (3.1) we have,

m∑
k=1

µk∇Tk(x̄) +

p∑
i=1

σi∇gi(x̄) = 0, (3.4)

µkTk(x̄) = 0, ∀k ∈ Λm, (3.5)

σigi(x̄) = 0, ∀i ∈ Λp. (3.6)

Now for k ∈ Λm,

∇Tk(x) =
∇fk(x)

∥x− x∗∥2η
− 2η · (x− x∗)

∥x− x∗∥2
Tk(x).

Using (3.4), we have

m∑
k=1

µk
∇fk(x̄)

∥x̄− x′∥2η
−

m∑
k=1

µk
2η · (x̄− x∗)

∥x̄− x∗∥2
Tk(x̄) +

p∑
i=1

σi∇gi(x̄) = 0

This implies,

m∑
k=1

µk
∇fk(x̄)

∥x̄− x∗∥2η
+

p∑
i=1

σi∇gi(x̄) = 0

Again this implies,

m∑
k=1

γk∇fk(x̄) +

p∑
i=1

σi∇gi(x̄) = 0,

where γk =
µk

∥x̄− x∗∥2η
, ∀k ∈ Λm.

Hence, there exists (γ, σ) ∈ Rm
+ × Rp

+, (γ, σ) ̸= 0m+p such that

m∑
k=1

γk∇fk(x̄) +

p∑
i=1

σi∇gi(x̄) = 0, (3.7)

σigi(x̄) = 0, ∀i ∈ Λp (3.8)

hold and therefore, x̄ is a Fritz John point of (MOPC).

Next, we show that γk > 0, for at least one k ∈ Λm. Otherwise from (3.7), we
have

∑p
i=1 σi∇gi(x̄) = 0, with σi > 0, for at least one i ∈ Λp. This implies, MFCQ

does not hold at x̄ for (MOPc). This contradicts our assumption, that MFCQ holds
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for every feasible point of (MOPc).

Hence,

m∑
k=1

γk∇fk(x̄) +

p∑
i=1

σi∇gi(x̄) = 0, (3.9)

σigi(x̄) = 0, ∀i ∈ Λp (3.10)

hold at x̄ with γk > 0, for at least one k ∈ Λm and therefore, x̄ is a critical point of
(MOPc).

From this theorem one can observe that, using the tunneling phase, we can have
a critical point with less objective values. Thus, multiple repetitions of the tunneling
phase can generate a global weak efficient solution of (MOPC).

The above ideas are summarized in the following algorithm. In this algorithm,
PF denotes the Pareto front of (MOPC) prior to tunneling, while PFT signifies the
Pareto front of (MOPC) after tunneling. Furthermore, WPF represents the weak
Pareto front of (MOPC) before tunneling, and WPFT refers to the weak Pareto
front of (MOPC) after tunneling.

Algorithm 1. (Tunneling Algorithm for (MOPC)):
Sep 0: Supply f, g, X0= a set of initial approximations.

Set PF = PFT = WPF = WPFT = ∅.
Sep 1: for each x0 ∈ X0, do

(a) Solve MOPC using some descent method to find a local weak efficient
solution x∗. Update WPF = WPF ∪ {f(x∗)}.

(b) Construct tunneling function TP using x∗.
(c) Solve (TP ) using some descent method to find x̄, a Fritz John point of

(TP ). Update WPFT = WPFT ∪ {f(x̄)}.
Sep 2: Generate Pareto Front PF using WPF by removing dominated points.
Sep 3: Generate Pareto Front PFT using WPFT by removing dominated points.
Output: PF and PFT .

4 Numerical illustration and discussion

In this section, Algorithm 1 is applied to several test problems. MATLAB (R2023b)
code is developed to implement Algorithm 1. Both (MOPC) and (TP ) are solved
using modified SQCQP method in [20].
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In the following example from [18], we verify that a Fritz John point of (TP ) will
be a critical point of MOPC :

(DTLZ1n2) : min
x∈Rn

(f1(x), f2(x))

s.t. 0 ≤ x1, x2 ≤ 1

where,
f1(x) = 0.5(1 + gx)x1,

f2(x) = 0.5(1 + gx)(1− x1),

and gx = 100[1 + (x2 − 0.5)2 − cos{20π(x2 − 0.5)}].
In the process of applying the tunneling method and generating the Pareto front

for the above problem, two cases arise.

Case 1: Let us consider the initial point x0 = (0.9956, 0.0018)T . Then, x∗ = (1, 0)T

and
∇f1(x

∗) = (13,−49.8569)T , ∇f2(x
∗) = (−13, 0)T ,

∇g1(x
∗) = (−1, 0)T , ∇g2(x

∗) = (0,−1)T , ∇g3(x
∗) = (1, 0)T , ∇g4(x

∗) = (0, 1)T .

Choosing λ1 = 0, λ2 = 1, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, µ3 = 1, µ4 = 0 satisfies the equation (2.1)
showing that x∗ is a KKT point of the problem (DTLZ1n2 ).

After tunneling, we get x̄ = (0, 0.2997)T with T (x̄) = (−11.7248, 2.2655)T , showing
x̄ is infeasible for (TP ), which is constructed from (DTLZ1n2 ) using x∗. But, x̄ is a
KKT point of the problem (DTLZ1n2 ), as:

∇f1(x̄) = (2.5119, 0)T , ∇f2(x̄) = (−2.5119,−71.4928)T ,

∇g1(x̄) = (−1, 0)T , ∇g2(x̄) = (0,−1)T , ∇g3(x̄) = (1, 0)T , ∇g4(x̄) = [0, 1]T

and choosing λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0, µ1 = 2.5119, µ2 = 0, µ3 = 0, µ4 = 0 satisfies the
equation (2.1).

Case 2: Let us consider the initial point x0 = (0.0048, 0.6076)T . Then, x∗ =
(0, 0.5997)T and

∇f1(x
∗) = (1.0080, 0)T , ∇f2(x

∗) = (−1.0080,−57.1462)T ,

∇g1(x
∗) = (−1, 0)T , ∇g2(x

∗) = (0,−1)T , ∇g3(x
∗) = (1, 0)T , ∇g4(x

∗) = (0, 1)T .

Choosing λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0, µ1 = 1, µ2 = 0, µ3 = 0, µ4 = 0 satisfies the equation (2.1)
showing that x∗ is a KKT point of the problem (DTLZ1n2 ).

After tunneling, we get x̄ = (0, 0.5014)T with T (x̄) = (0,−80.0251)T and gi(x̄) ≤ 0,
for i = 1, 2, 3, 4, showing x̄ is a feasible point of (TP ), which is constructed from
(DTLZ1n2 ) using x∗.

Also, x̄ is a KKT point of the problem (DTLZ1n2 ), as:

∇f1(x̄) = (0.7028, 0)T , ∇f2(x̄) = (−0.7028, 282.7663)T ,

∇g1(x̄) = (−1, 0)T , ∇g2(x̄) = (0,−1)T , ∇g3(x̄) = (1, 0)T , ∇g4(x̄) = (0, 1)T
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and choosing λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0, µ1 = 0.7028, µ2 = 0, µ3 = 0, µ4 = 0 satisfies the
equation (2.1).

In both cases, x̄ is a weak efficient solution of (DTLZ1n2 ).

Using the aforementioned process with 200 initial points uniformly distributed
from (0, 0)T to (1, 1)T for (DTLZ1n2 ), and after eliminating the dominated points,
the number of points in the Pareto front before tunneling is 8, while after tunneling
it is 17.

Similarly, for the problem (DTLZ3n2 ) with the same initial point distribution, the
Pareto front contains 9 points before tunneling and 19 points after tunneling. The
problem (DTLZ3n2 ) is defined as follows:

(DTLZ3n2) : min
x∈Rn

(f1(x), f2(x))

s.t. 0 ≤ x1, x2 ≤ 1

where,
f1(x) = (1 + gx) cos(0.5πx1),

f2(x) = (1 + gx) sin(0.5πx1),

and gx = 100[1 + (x2 − 0.5)2 − cos{20π(x2 − 0.5)}].
For both problems, the number of points in the Pareto front increases after tunneling,

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
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35

40

45

f 2

DTLZ1n2

Local weak efficient solutions before tunneling

Local weak efficient solutions after tunneling

Fig. 1: Weak efficient solutions of (DTLZ1n2 ) for 200 random initial points

indicating a trend towards the global front. The weak efficient solutions of (DTLZ1n2 )
and (DTLZ3n2 ) are shown in Figures 1 and 2 respectively.

Similar to these test problems, Algorithm 1 is applied on a set of test problems
sourced from different references. For details of these test problems, readers may see
[18]. Each test problem is executed using η = 1.2 and a set of 200 uniformly distributed
random initial points. Computational details are provided in Table 1. In this table,
m, n, PFBT , and PFAT represent the number of objective functions, the number of
variables, number of approximate efficient solutions before tunneling, and number of
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Fig. 2: Weak efficient solutions of (DTLZ3n2 ) for 200 random initial points

approximate efficient solutions after tunneling respectively.

Form table 1, it is evident that the tunneling algorithm has a discernible impact
on the set of efficient solutions. The comparison of the number of points in the pareto
front (PF ) before and after tunneling across various test problems reveals interesting
insights into the algorithm’s efficacy. One can observe that the tunneling algorithm
demonstrates a notable increase in the number of points in the PF after its application,
in most cases. This augmentation implies that the algorithm successfully enhances the
diversity of the PF and potentially reveals previously undiscovered efficient solutions.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have developed a multi-objective tunneling method for nonlinear
constrained multi-objective optimization problems. This method is free from any kind
of priori chosen parameter or ordering information of objective functions. The tunnel-
ing algorithm showcases promising results in enriching the solution space and getting
better efficient solutions for various nonlinear multi-objective optimization problems.
Further investigation and experimentation could elucidate the algorithm’s robustness
and scalability across an even broader array of problem domains. Multi-start tech-
nique is used to generate approximate Pareto front. However, this technique fails in
some cases. Some new spreading techniques similar to [18, 20] can be developed to
generate well distributed approximate Pareto front. This is left as a slope of future
research of this present contribution.
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Sl. No. Test Problem (m,n) PFBT PFAT
1 CEC09 3 (2,10) 4 6
2 Deb513 (2,2) 9 20
3 Deb521a a (2,2) 28 36
4 Deb521b (2,2) 1 52
5 DTLZ1 (3,7) 51 58
6 DTLZ1n2 (2,2) 8 17
7 DTLZ2 (3,12) 27 31
8 DTLZ2n2 (2,2) 45 21
9 DTLZ3 (3,12) 53 33
10 DTLZ3n2 (2,2) 9 19
11 DTLZ4 (3,12) 24 25
12 DTLZ4n2 (2,2) 6 9
13 DTLZ5 (3,12) 1 2
14 DTLZ5n2 (2,2) 1 2
15 DTLZ6 (3,12) 6 7
16 DTLZ6n2 (2,2) 1 5
17 ex005 (2,2) 1 37
18 Far1 (2,2) 70 72
19 Fonseca (2,2) 19 10
20 GE5 (3,3) 52 102
21 IKK1 (3,2) 1 17
22 IM1 (2,2) 3 59
23 Jin2 a (2,10) 3 5
24 Jin3 (2,2) 4 17
25 Jin4 a (2,2) 2 62
26 KW2 (2,2) 27 7
27 lovison2 (2,2) 87 65
28 lovison3 (2,2) 14 30
29 lovison4 (2,2) 52 78
30 lovison5 (3,3) 9 10
31 lovison6 (3,3) 12 15
32 LRS1 (2,2) 1 2
33 MHHM2 (3,2) 1 2
34 MLF2 (2,2) 34 47
35 MOP2 (2,2) 6 7
36 MOP3 (2,2) 25 15
37 MOP5 (3,2) 4 184
38 MOP6 (2,2) 8 7
39 MOP7 (3,2) 1 2
40 SK2 (2,4) 7 5
41 VFM1 (3,2) 1 25
42 ZDT1 (2,10) 5 6
43 ZDT2 (2,10) 6 9
44 ZDT3 (2,10) 10 15
45 ZDT6 a (2,10) 7 16

Table 1: Comparison of (PFBT ) and (PFAT ) for
various test problems.
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