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Abstract— Pareto set learning (PSL) is an emerging approach
for acquiring the complete Pareto set of a multi-objective
optimization problem. Existing methods primarily rely on the
mapping of preference vectors in the objective space to Pareto
optimal solutions in the decision space. However, the sampling
of preference vectors theoretically requires prior knowledge
of the Pareto front shape to ensure high performance of the
PSL methods. Designing a sampling strategy of preference
vectors is difficult since the Pareto front shape cannot be known
in advance. To make Pareto set learning work effectively in
any Pareto front shape, we propose a Pareto front shape-
agnostic Pareto Set Learning (GPSL) that does not require
the prior information about the Pareto front. The fundamental
concept behind GPSL is to treat the learning of the Pareto set
as a distribution transformation problem. Specifically, GPSL
can transform an arbitrary distribution into the Pareto set
distribution. We demonstrate that training a neural network
by maximizing hypervolume enables the process of distribution
transformation. Our proposed method can handle any shape of
the Pareto front and learn the Pareto set without requiring prior
knowledge. Experimental results show the high performance of
our proposed method on diverse test problems compared with
recent Pareto set learning algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

Multi-objective optimization problems (MOPs) are fre-
quently faced in the real world [1], [2], [3]. These problems
require optimizing multiple conflicting objectives at the same
time. Notably, no single solution can optimize all objectives
simultaneously in MOPs. Instead, there are optimal solutions
(commonly called Pareto optimal solutions) with different
trade-offs among involved objectives. MOPs aim to find all
Pareto optimal solutions (commonly known as the Pareto set)
[4], [5]. The image of the Pareto set in the objective space
is the Pareto front. In MOPs, multi-objective evolutionary
algorithms (MOEAs) stand out as widely employed methods
[6], [7]. These algorithms iteratively optimize a population
of solutions and finally obtain a solution set that is well
distributed on the Pareto front. In continuous MOPs with m
objectives, the shapes of the Pareto set and Pareto front are
usually a (m− 1)-dimensional manifold [8], [9]. Especially,
for many-objective optimization problems (m ≥ 4), it is
difficult to approximate the whole Pareto front (and Pareto
set) using a limited number of solutions obtained by an
MOEA. Going beyond existing MOEAs that have deficient
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Fig. 1: Overview of Preference-based PSL methods.
Orange lines are contours of weighted Techebycheff loss
function (in Section II-B). The optimal solution obtained by
Preference-based PSL methods is the intersecting point of
Pareto front and given preference vector.

capabilities in the continuous manifold, neural networks
emerge as a powerful method to obtain the entire Pareto set.

Recently, Pareto set learning (PSL) has been proposed to
learn the Pareto set comprehensively [10], [11]. The basic
idea of PSL is to convert a MOP into a single-objective prob-
lem through a preference vector [10] (we call preference-
based PSL), and then optimize the converted single-objective
problem. In particular, PSL employs a neural network to
learn the mapping from preference vectors to Pareto optimal
solutions, which holds notable advantages. Not only does
it facilitate the learning of the complete Pareto set, but it
can also generate a suitable Pareto optimal solution for an
arbitrarily specified preference vector. Preference-based PSL
algorithms have found applications in demanding real-world
MOPs such as vehicle routing [10], drug design [12] and
model fairness [13].

From the geometrical perspective, preference-based PSL
methods try to learn the intersecting point of each preference
vector with the Pareto front by minimizing the weighted
Techebycheff function (see Fig. 1). In general, uniformly
distributed preference vectors are used as the input to the
neural network when there is no prior knowledge of the
Pareto front shape. Unfortunately, the quality and efficiency
of approximating the Pareto set are affected by the sampling
distribution of the preference vectors [14], [15], [16]. For
example, Fig. 2(a) shows that the preference sampling space
(
∑

i pi = 1, 0 ≤ pi ≤ 1, i = 1, 2, 3), which works perfectly
on the Pareto front in Fig. 2(b) but does not match well
on the Pareto front in Fig. 2(c). Existing preference-based
methods (using uniform preference vector sampling) are only
effective for triangular Pareto fronts but not for other shapes.
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(a) 3D triangular preference
sampling space

(b) A special Pareto front in a
3-objective space

(c) A realistic Pareto front in
a 3-objective space

(d) 3D Gaussian sampling
space

Fig. 2: Relation between the sampling distribution and the Pareto front shape. Fig. 2(a) shows that the preference
sampling space is a triangular shape. Preference-based PSL methods work well when Pareto front shape (Fig. 2(b)) is
triangular while do not match the Pareto front in Fig. 2(c). The proposed method does not require prior knowledge of the
Pareto front shape and can approximate the Pareto set from any distribution, e.g., the 3D Gaussian distribution in Fig. 2(d).

As a result, the Pareto set learned by a preference-based
PSL method is not always a superior approximation of the
true Pareto set. The sampling of preference vectors needs
to adapt to the Pareto front shape of each MOP. However,
the adaptation of preference sampling is difficult and time-
consuming since it needs to estimate the Pareto front shape.

To surmount the weaknesses of preference-based PSL and
to make PSL effective in realistic MOPs, we propose a Pareto
front shape-agnostic Pareto set learning (GPSL) that requires
no preference vectors. Unlike preference-based PSL methods
learning intersecting points between preference vectors and
the Pareto front, we propose to maximize the similarity (e.g.,
hypervolume indicator [17]) between the solution set gener-
ated by the neural network and the Pareto set. Additionally,
GPSL can transform an arbitrary distribution into the Pareto
set distribution. For example, GPSL samples from three-
dimensional (3D) Gaussian space in Fig. 2(d) instead of
triangular preference space (Fig. 2(a)). In this manner, the
proposed method can learn the Pareto set without knowing
the Pareto front shape.

The contributions of this paper can be summarized as
follows:

• To the best of our knowledge, the proposed GPSL
is the first work to study Pareto front shape-agnostic
Pareto set learning. This method focuses on maximizing
the similarity between the neural network-generated
solution set and the true Pareto set. Notably, it enables
sampling from any arbitrary distribution, instead of
limiting it to a triangular preference distribution.

• We propose two sampling distributions in GPSL,
namely multivariate Gaussian sampling (GPSL-G) and
Latin hypercube sampling (GPSL-L). GPSL-G and
GPSL-L are not only applicable to triangular Pareto
front but also to other complex Pareto fronts.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate that the proposed
GPSL can achieve better performance and faster conver-
gence rate compared with state-of-the-art algorithms on
three synthetic problems and nine real-world problems.

II. PRELIMINARY

A. Multi-Objective Optimization

We consider the following multi-objective optimization
problem (MOP) with m objectives and d decision variables

min
x∈X

f(x) = (f1(x), f2(x), · · · , fm(x)), (1)

where x ∈ Rd is a d-dimensional decision vector (i.e.,
solution) in the decision space X , f : Rd → Rm is an
objective function vector. We have the following definitions
of multi-objective optimization:

Definition 1 (Pareto Domination): A solution xa is said
to dominate another solution xb, denoted as xa ≺ xb, if
and only if ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, fi(xa) ≤ fi(xb), and ∃j ∈
{1, . . . ,m},fi(xa) < fi(xb).

Definition 2 (Pareto optimal solution): Solution xa is
called a Pareto optimal solution if there does not exist a
solution xb such that xb ≺ xa. In addition, xa is said to
weakly dominate xb, donated as xa ⪯ xb if and only if
∀i ∈ {1, ...,m} such that fi(xa) ≤ fi(xb).

Definition 3 (Pareto Set and Pareto Front): The set of all
Pareto optimal solutions is called the Pareto set (denoted as
Mps). The Pareto front (denoted as P(Mps)) is the image
of the Pareto set in the objective space.

B. Pareto Set Learning for Multi-Objective Optimization

Recently, some studies have focused on utilizing the neural
network to learn a continuous Pareto set. Pareto set learning
samples preference vectors from a distribution. These prefer-
ence vectors are input to the neural network, which outputs
solutions for function evaluation. Finally, the aggregation
function is used as the loss function to optimize the neural
network [18], [19], [20].

A Pareto set model in Pareto set learning is defined as
follows:

x(p) = hβ(p), (2)

where p ∈ Rm is the preference vector (
∑

i pi = 1, 0 ≤
pi ≤ 1, i = 1, 2, 3)) and β are parameters of the Pareto
set model. The model maps any preference vector to its
corresponding Pareto optimal solution. In the training phase



of the Pareto set model, a preference vector p is generated
and presented to the model. The output from the model is
a solution x. A scalarizing function is used to evaluate the
quality of solution x. The simplest way is to use weight-
sum gws(x|p) =

∑m
i=1 pifi(x). But weight-sum only works

for the convex Pareto front [21]. Usually, Pareto set learning
uses the following weighted Tchebycheff function as a loss
function

gtch(x|p) = max
1≤i≤m

{pi(fi(x)− (z∗i − ϵ))}, (3)

where z∗ = (z∗1 , z
∗
2 , ..., z

∗
m) is the ideal point in objective

space (i.e., zi
∗ is the minimum value for each objective),

and ϵ is a small positive value. The weighted Tchebycheff
function in Equation(3) has a following property [22]:

Lemma 1: A solution x ∈ X is weakly Pareto optimal if
and only if there is a preference vector p > 0 such that x
is an optimal solution of the minimization problem of the
weighted Tchebycheff function.

According to Lemma 1, any corresponding Pareto optimal
solution in the Pareto set can be learned by optimizing
Equation (3) for a corresponding preference vector. The
optimization task of the Pareto set model can be expressed
as follows:

β∗ = argmin
β

Ep∼D(·)gtch(hβ(p)|p), (4)

where p is sampled from the Dirichlet distribution D(·). The
Monte Carlo sampling is used to approximate the expectation
term in Equation (4) as follows:

β∗ = argmin
β

1

N

N∑
i=1

gtch(hβ(p
(i))|p(i)), (5)

where p(i) ∼ D(·). The gradient descent algorithm can be
used to optimize the Pareto set model as follows:

βt+1 = βt − η
1

N

N∑
i=1

∇βgtch(hβ(p
(i))|p(i)), (6)

where η is the learning rate. After enough training, the
Pareto set model can output a (near) Pareto optimal solution
corresponding to an arbitrary preference vector.

III. PARETO FRONT SHAPE-AGNOSTIC PARETO SET
LEARNING

Preference-based PSL methods aim to map a preference
vector into the related optimal solution by optimizing the
aggregation function. The performance of the learned Pareto
set is affected by the quality of sampling preference vectors
[23], [14]. To address this issue, we consider a method that
does not require a specific preference vector space (e.g.,
triangle in Fig. 2(a)). Such a method can generate a Pareto
set distribution from any distribution instead of using the
preference vector space. The remainder of this section will
introduce PSL as a distribution transformation problem and
consider how to optimize it.

Fig. 3: The learning goal of Pareto front shape-agnostic
Pareto set learning (GPSL). GPSL transforms an initial
distribution (e.g., Gaussian distribution) to the Pareto set
distribution. During training, the model ϕθ tries to find the
mapping from each sampling point in the initial distribution
to the Pareto optimal solution.

A. Pareto Set Learning via Distribution Transformation

We consider Pareto set learning using distribution trans-
formation, which is defined as follows:

Definition 4 (Distribution Transformation): Let the distri-
bution of the true Pareto set be denoted as π1 ∈ Rd and an
initial distribution be denoted as π0 ∈ Rk (k ≥ 1). The goal
of the model ϕθ: Rk → Rd is to transform π0 to π1. The
model ϕθ is an optimal transformation if ϕθ(v) = u, for
∀u ∈ π1,∃v ∈ π0.

As shown in Fig. 3, the model ϕθ can eventually obtain the
distribution of the true Pareto set from π0. Although the true
Pareto set is typically unknown, some indicators in multi-
objective optimization can measure the similarity between
the solution set learned by the model and the true Pareto set.
For example, we can use the hypervolume indicator [17],
which is defined as follows:

Definition 5 (Hypervolume): The hypervolume indicator
Hr(Y) of a set of points Y ⊂ Rm is the m-dimensional
Lebesgue measure of the region dominated by P(Y) (Pareto
front) and bounded by the reference point r ∈ Rm.

We directly use hypervolume as the optimization goal of
the model ϕθ, then we can get the Pareto set when hypervol-
ume is maximized, as shown by following proposition [24]:

Proposition 2 ((hypervolume maximum =⇒ Pareto Set):
Let r be a reference point that is dominated by any point
on dominates the whole Pareto front P , and B be a
non-dominated solution set. Then B∗ is the Pareto set if
B∗ = arg maxBHr(f(B)).

Based on Proposition 2, ϕθ can convert distribution π0 to
the Pareto set distribution π1 by maximizing hypervolume.
π0 can be initialized to any distribution (such as Gaussian
distribution, uniform distribution, etc.). The learning goal of
the model ϕθ is as follows:

θ∗ = argmaxθHr(ϕθ(v)), (7)

where v is sampled from π0 (v ∼ π0). Then, we can
obtain the Pareto set distribution by π̃1 = ϕθ∗(π0). Our
novel contribution is to handle the Pareto set learning task
as a distribution transformation problem with hypervolume
maximization.



Fig. 4: The process of model training. The yellow area is
the exact hypervolume value. The sum of the lengths of the
line segments is used to approximate the exact hypervolume
of the yellow area.

B. Optimizing GPSL

One difficulty of the hypervolume indicator is the expo-
nential increase of its calculation time with the number of
objectives. To avoid spending impractically long computation
time by trying to calculate the exact hypervolume value
of a solution set for a multi-objective problem with many
objectives, we use the following R2-based approximation
method for approximate hypervolume calculation:

Definition 6 (R2-based hypervolume approximation [25]):
Let B = {y(1),y(2), ...,y(N)} be a set of solutions in the
objective space and r is a reference point, which satisfies
y(i) ≺ r(i = 1, 2, ..., N). The approximated hypervolume
of B can be expressed as follows:

H̃r(B) = cm
∑
λ∈Λ

{
max
y∈B

min
1≤i≤m

ri − yi
λi

}m

, (8)

where Λ represents the set of direction vectors, λ =
(λ1, λ2, ..., λm) ∈ Λ is a direction vector with ||λ||2 = 1

and λi ≥ 0. cm= πm/2

m|Λ|2m−1Γ(m/2) denotes a constant which
only depends on m, and Γ(·) is the Gamma function.

Among Equation 8, min1≤i≤m

{
ri−yi

λi

}
is a modified

Techebycheff aggregation function. The geometric meaning
of the modified Techebycheff aggregation function is the
minimal projected distance from the vector y(i) ∈ B to the
vector λ ∈ Λ with the reference point r [11]. Computing the
approximated hypervolume requires a set of direction vectors
Λ. Das and Dennis’s method [26] is the most commonly
used systematic method for uniformly distributed reference
point sampling. In this work, we also use Das and Dennis’s
method.

Hypervolume maximization drives the transformation of
any distribution into the Pareto set distribution. Fig. 4 shows
the training of GPSL. First, a batch of data points are
sampled from π0 and input into the model. Then, the model
transforms these data points to the Pareto optimal solutions
by maximizing hypervolume. The optimization goal can be
expressed in terms of an expectation

min
θ∈Θ

L(θ) = − Ev∼π0
[H̃r(f(ϕθ(v)))]. (9)

It is difficult to solve this optimization problem due to the
expectation term. We use Monte Carlo sampling to estimate

L(θ), as follows:

L̃(θ) = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

H̃r(f(ϕθ(v
(i))|v(i)), (10)

where N is the number of sampling data and v(i) is sampled
from distribution π0 independently. A crucial step is to find
a gradient direction to update the model at each iteration.
The gradient of the H̃r(θ) can be calculated by chain rule

∇θH̃r(θ) =
∂ϕθ(v)

∂θ
· ∇xH̃r(f(x))|x=ϕθ(v), (11)

where ∇xH̃r(f(x))|x=ϕθ(v) is the gradient of approximated
hypervolume for decision variables x. ∂ϕθ(B)

∂θ can be easily
calculated with backpropagation in the neural network. Then,
the gradient of L̃(θ) can be calculated as:

∇̄θL̃(θ) = − 1

N

N∑
i=1

∂ϕθ(v
(i))

∂θ
· ∇xH̃r(f(x))|x=ϕθ(v(i)).

(12)
Finally, we can use gradient descent to optimize the

parameters of the model ϕθ as follows:

θt+1 = θt − η∇̄θL̃(θ), (13)

where η is the learning rate of the neural network and
the t represents t-th iteration. In our work, π0 (i.e., the
initial distribution) can be any distribution. We tried Gaussian
distribution sampling and Latin hypercube sampling, called
GPSL-G and GPSL-L, respectively.

It is worth noting that the idea behind our proposed GPSL
is from a perspective: why using preference vectors to learn
the Pareto set is inefficient (because most of the Pareto
front shapes of multi-objective optimization problems are
not triangular). Furthermore, we generalize the input to any
distribution to improve the learning efficiency of the Pareto
set.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

This section first compares the performance of GPSL
with other advanced methods on synthetic and real-world
problems. Moreover, we analyze the impact of different
distributions and dimensions of GPSL on the approximated
Pareto front.

A. Experimental Settings

1) Baseline Algorithms: We compare five advanced algo-
rithms including PSL-LS [18], PSL-TCH [27], PSL-MTCH
[28], COSMOS [29], and PSL-HV [11]. The difference
between these five algorithms lies in different aggregation
functions. All algorithms are implemented in PyTorch [30],
and the Adam optimizer [31] is used to train all algorithms.
We evaluate all algorithms using the log hypervolume (HV)
difference between the true and learned Pareto front. The
calculation method of log HV difference is expressed as
follows:

log HV difference = log(HV + ϵ− ĤV ), (14)



Fig. 5: The log HV difference on 12 different problems. The solid line and shaded area are the mean and standard
deviation of 11 independent runs of each algorithm, respectively.

where HV is the hypervolume of the true/approximated
Pareto front, ĤV is the hypervolume of the learned Pareto
front by each algorithm and ϵ ≥ 0 is a small value.

2) Benchmarks and Real-World Problems: The algo-
rithms are first compared on three synthetic test problems
(ZDT3 [32], DTLZ5 [33], and DTLZ7 [33]) implemented
in pymoo1. Then, we also conduct experiments on nine
real-world multi-objective engineering design problems2 [1].
Since the true Pareto fronts of these real-world problems are
unknown, we use the approximated Pareto fronts provided
by the problem proposers. All experiments are tested on a
server with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6138 CPU@2.00 GHz
and a GeForce RTX 2080 Ti GPU (11GB RAM).

3) Parameter Settings: The dimension of the initial dis-
tribution is set to the number of decision variables d. The
sampling center of the proposed GPSL-G and GPSL-L
algorithms is (lb+ub)/2, where lb and up are the upper and
lower bounds of the decision variables in each test problem,
respectively. The maximum iterations are 1000, and the batch
size (in Equation (10)) is 32. All algorithms are run 11 times
on each test problem. The same number of data points are
input to each model to fairly evaluate all algorithms. Thus,
each model can produce the same number of solutions.

1https://pymoo.org/problems/index.html
2https://github.com/ryojitanabe/reproblems

B. Main Results

We compare the solution sets obtained by GPSL-L, GPSL-
G, and the other preference-based PSL methods on each of
the 12 test problems. Fig. 5 shows the log HV difference
to the true/approximated Pareto front for each of the 12 test
problems during training. In most test problems, our pro-
posed Pareto front shape-agnostic PSL algorithms (GPSL-
L and GPSL-G) perform better than the other preference-
based PSL algorithms. Especially, our proposed GPSL-G
shows faster convergence than the other algorithms on almost
all test problems. One reason for the better performance of
our proposed GPSL is that all test problems have irregular
Pareto fronts. As pointed out in [23], Pareto set learning
is challenging when the Pareto front shape is irregular.
Our experimental results clearly show the high ability of
the proposed algorithms to handle irregular Pareto fronts.
One exception in Fig. 5 is the Disc brake design problem
(i.e., the second figure from the left in the bottom row).
The third objective of this problem is the total constraint
violation. That is, this three-objective problem has been
created from a constrained two-objective problem by using
the total constraint violation as the third objective. The scale
of the total constraint violation is different from the other two
objectives. This problem characteristic poses a challenge to
all algorithms. The referenced Pareto front has a large value



Fig. 6: The effect of different dimensions for GPSL-G on six test problems over 11 runs.

Fig. 7: The effect of different distributions on six test problems over 11 runs (the dimension for each distribution is equal
to m).

in the third objective, and it is hard to set a suitable reference
point for the hypervolume maximum.

C. Ablation Studies

In this section, we analyze the effects of the dimensionality
(dim) of the initial distribution and the type of the initial
distribution on the performance of our proposed GPSL. Fig.
6 shows the performance of GPSL-G (N (0, I)) in different
dimensions. GPSL-D represents sampling in the Dirichlet
distribution, which is the same as the preference vector
sampling distribution, and its dimension is equal to the ob-
jective space dimension m. We can observe that smaller dim
settings (e.g., dim=2) tend to converge faster. This is because

the neural network learns faster in the small-dimensional
sampling space than in the high-dimensional sampling space.
This conclusion can be clearly reflected in the simulation of
DTLZ5 and the Four Bar Truss Design problem where curves
with larger dim converge slower. However, the representation
ability of the sampling space with a low dim (e.g., dim=1) is
insufficient resulting in poor Pareto front approximation (i.e.,
poor convergence results). This conclusion can be clearly
reflected in the simulation of ZDT3 and DTLZ7 problems
where the convergence results of the curve with dim=1 are
worse than other curves. Thus, the effectiveness of GPSL
on complex multi-objective optimization problems remains
stable when the dimensionality of the sampling space is



greater than or equal to 2.
Fig. 7 compares the three distributions: Dirichlet distri-

bution (GPSL-D), Latin hypercube (GPSL-L), and Gaussian
distribution (GPSL-G). For almost all test problems, the best
results are obtained from Gaussian distribution. This may
be because the Gaussian distribution has no constraints in
comparison with the Dirichlet distribution on the hyperplane
and Latin hypercube with a special rule.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we formulated Pareto set learning as a
transformation problem from an arbitrary distribution into the
Pareto set distribution. We used hypervolume maximization
as the optimization goal to optimize the model. Theoretically,
a solution set is the Pareto optimal set when the hypervolume
is maximized. Our work provides a new perspective to learn
the Pareo set, that is, the input of the neural network can
be an arbitrary distribution rather than the fixed preference
vector distribution. We implemented two algorithms using
Gaussian distribution (GPSL-G) and Latin hypercube dis-
tribution (GPSL-L). Our experimental results on artificial
test problems and real-world problems clearly showed that
GPSL-L and GPSL-G outperformed the five state-of-the-art
preference-based algorithms on most problems. Our exper-
imental results suggested that the traditional PSL methods
are insufficient on the non-triangular Pareto front shape,
while the convergence speed and convergence results of our
proposed method have obvious advantages.
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