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Abstract

Solving integer optimization problems with large or widely ranged objective coefficients can lead to
numerical instability and increased runtimes. When the problem also involves multiple objectives, the im-
pact of the objective coefficients on runtimes and numerical issues multiplies. We address this issue by
transforming the coefficients of linear objective functions into smaller integer coefficients. To the best of
our knowledge, this problem has not been defined before. Next to a straightforward scaling heuristic, we
introduce a novel exact transformation approach for the preprocessing of multi-objective binary problems.
In this exact approach, the large or widely ranged integer objective coefficients are transformed into the
minimal integer objective coefficients that preserve the dominance relation of the points in the objective
space. The transformation problem is solved with an integer programming formulation with an exponential
number of constraints. We present a cutting-plane algorithm that can efficiently handle the problem size.
In a first computational study, we analyze how often and in which settings the transformation actually leads
to smaller coefficients. In a second study, we evaluate how the exact transformation and a typical scaling
heuristic, when used as preprocessing, affect the runtime and numerical stability of the Defining Point Al-
gorithm.

Keywords: multi-objective combinatorial optimization, multi-objective integer programming, monotone
transformations, preprocessing, objective space contraction

1 Introduction
In real-world infrastructure planning and operation, Integer Linear Programs (ILPs), particularly Binary Pro-
grams with multiple objectives, become increasingly important.

Even if a single-objective problem is easily solvable, the corresponding multi-objective problem can
become increasingly hard. An attempt to classify the difficulty of multi-objective integer programs (MOIP)
is given by Figueira et al. (2016) and Bökler et al. (2017). In general, the difficulty increases with the number
of objective functions, as investigated by Allmendinger et al. (2022). There is a large body of literature on
algorithms for bi-objective integer programs, due to the natural ordering of efficient points along the two-
dimensional Pareto front, which allows straightforward enumeration. The challenge lies in multi-objective
problems with at least three objectives.

Given a set X ⊆ Zn for n ∈ N, p ≥ 2, and linear objective functions f1, . . . , fp : X → R with
f = (f1, . . . , fp), we consider the multi-objective integer optimization problem

min
x∈X

(f1(x), . . . , fp(x)). (MOIP)

*corresponding author, riedmueller@zib.de, 0009-0006-4508-4262
† 0000-0002-1967-0077
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The special case for X ⊆ {0, 1}n is the multi-objective binary optimization problem

min
x∈X⊆{0,1}n

(f1(x), . . . , fp(x)). (MOBO)

Recall the following definitions in the context of MOIP:

Definition 1.1. We call x ∈ X a solution to MOIP in the feasible set X of the decision space Zp and
y = f(x) a point in the feasible set f(X) in the objective space (or criterion space) Y .

Definition 1.2. A point ŷ ∈ f(X) dominates a point y ∈ f(X), if ŷi ≤ yi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , p} with ŷi < yi
for at least one i. In this case, we write ŷ ≺ y.

Comparing elements with respect to dominance yields an irreflexive, asymmetric, and transitive binary
relation, i.e., a strict partial order on the feasible set in the objective space. We refer to it as the dominance
relation.

Definition 1.3. A solution x̂ ∈ X to MOIP is called efficient or Pareto-optimal, if the corresponding point in
the objective space is not dominated by any other point, i.e., if there is no other x ∈ X such that f(x) ≺ f(x̂).
In this case, f(x̂) is called non-dominated point.

Definition 1.4. The set of efficient solutions is denoted by XE ⊆ X and is called the efficient set. The set of
non-dominated points is denoted by YN ⊆ f(X) and is called the non-dominated set.

When comparing the results of multi-objective optimization algorithms, a large number of possible mea-
sures are known from the literature, most commonly the hypervolume metric. A survey of performance
metrics can be found in Riquelme et al. (2015).

Definition 1.5. The hypervolume (indicator) of a set S ⊂ Rp with respect to a reference point r ∈ Rp is
defined by

HV (S) = Λ

 ⋃
s∈S,r≺s

[r0, s0]× . . .× [rp, sp]

 ,

where Λ denotes the Lebesque measure.

Hence, the hypervolume measures the union of all hyperrectangles spanned by the points in S with respect
to the reference point. The reference point is commonly chosen to be the ideal point.

Definition 1.6. The point yI given by
yIi := min

y∈f(X)
yi

is called the ideal point.

Note that we refer to elements of the feasible set in the decision space as solutions and elements of the
feasible set in the objective space as points to distinguish between the spaces. In the following, we consider
Y := f(X) and then also refer to the feasible set f(X) as the objective space. For more details, we refer to
Ehrgott (2005).

However, note that elsewhere the coefficients of the linear objective functions fi(x) = c⊤x =
∑p

i=1 cixi

are ambivalently defined by c ∈ Zp (Özlen et al., 2014; Dächert et al., 2024) or c ∈ Rp (Boland et al.,
2017; Bauß et al., 2023). While some state-of-the-art algorithms for MOIP are proven to be correct only
for integer coefficients, others are theoretically correct even for continuous objective coefficients. Note that
these theoretical results hold only in the idealized setting of computations with infinite precision. However, in
practice, available implementations for MOIP algorithms are usually applicable only for integer coefficients.
Assuming integer coefficients without loss of generality is valid from the theoretical point of view, since
continuous coefficients can be transformed into integer coefficients by scaling with a large factor. In practice,
this can lead to very large and/or a wide range of objective coefficients. The number of solutions of the
corresponding problem remains the same, however:
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• The hypervolume of the feasible set in the objective space increases significantly.

• If the scaled coefficients have a wide range regarding the order of magnitude, numerical issues can
become significant.

The same disadvantages, of course, also arise in general from large or widely ranged objective coefficients
that are not generated from continuous coefficients.

In the rest of this paper, we investigate how to circumvent those issues. To that end, we recall the relevant
definitions and known results about transformations in the context of multi-objective optimization. Essential
for such a transformation is the indifference of the dominance relation under the transformation, such that the
original and the transformed problem yield the same efficient set. The following insights and the correspond-
ing proofs can be found in Neussel and Stein (2025). The results are presented for linear objective functions
to maintain a coherent notation throughout the paper. However, the results also hold for general continuous
real-valued objective functions.

Recall that a one-dimensional function f : R → R is monotone if for all x1, x2 ∈ X , x1 < x2 implicates
f(x1) ≤ f(x2) (or f(x1) < f(x2) for strict monotonicity). This concept translates quite naturally to
transformations in a multi-dimensional setting.

Definition 1.7. For sets Y, Z ⊆ Rp, a mapping φ : Y → Z is called a monotone transformation if it is
bijective and if for all y1, y2 ∈ Y holds

y1 ≺ y2 ⇔ φ(y1) ≺ φ(y2).

The following result shows that monotone transformations preserve efficient solutions: A point ŷ ∈ Y is
non-dominated if and only if φ(ŷ) ∈ Z is non-dominated.

Theorem 1.8. For sets X,Y, Z ⊆ Rp and for a vector-valued linear objective function f : X → Rp,
let φ : Y → Z be a monotone transformation with f(X) ⊆ Y . Then the sets of efficient solutions of
minx∈X f(x) and of minx∈X φ(f(x)) coincide.

Definition 1.9. For sets Y, Z ⊆ Rp, a bijective mapping φ : Y → Z is called a component-wise transforma-
tion if it is of the form

φ(y) = P ·

φ1(y1)
...

φp(yp)


with a permutation matrix P and functions φj : Yj → Zj , j ∈ {1, . . . , p}. A component-wise transformation
φ is called a component-wise monotone transformation if the functions φj , j ∈ {1, . . . , p}, are monotone
transformations.

The following Theorem allows us to restrict the search for fitting transformations to component-wise
transformations.

Theorem 1.10. For sets Y,Z ⊆ Rp, let φ : Y → Z be a linear transformation. Then φ is a monotone
transformation if and only if it is a component-wise monotone transformation.

The results from Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.10 are also true for weakly and properly efficiency, as has
been proven in Neussel and Stein (2025). A solution x̂ ∈ X is called weakly efficient if there is no x ∈ X
such that fi(x) < fi(x̂) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , p}. In this case, f(x̂) is called weakly non-dominated. There
are several definitions for properly efficient and properly non-dominated. One of them is the following: A
solution x̂ ∈ X is called properly efficient if it is efficient and if there is a real number M > 0 ∈ R such that
for all i and x ∈ X satisfying fi(x) < fi(x̂) there exists an index j such that fj(x̂) < fj(x) and

fi(x̂)− fi(x)

fj(x)− fj(x̂)
≤ M.

In this case, f(x̂) is called properly non-dominated. This property allows us to consider the concepts of this
paper to also apply to algorithms that provide guarantees for weakly and properly efficient solutions.
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Here, we focus on preprocessing large objective spaces defined by linear objective functions. A large ob-
jective space involves objective functions with (possibly unnecessarily) large coefficients, a wide numerical
range in coefficients, or fractional objective coefficients that become large when scaled into integer values
for the application of integer programming methods. Large or widely ranged objective coefficients occur in
real-world applications, for example, in industrial planning problems where high-priced investment options
are combined with low-priced operational costs. The straightforward approach to dealing with large objective
coefficients is to scale and round them appropriately. Our contribution involves the prepossessing of large
objective spaces via a novel exact transformation of the objective coefficients in multi-objective binary pro-
grams. In contrast to the transformations in the literature, we aim not for convexification but for a reduction
in the objective space hypervolume. To the best of our knowledge, the resulting problem has not been formu-
lated explicitly before. We solve the transformation using an integer program with a cutting-plane algorithm.
Finally, we evaluate our method computationally. First, we evaluate whether our transformation can be ap-
plied to a randomly generated set of objective functions and how strongly the objectives can be contracted.
Then, we compare the application of the Defining Point Algorithm (Dächert et al., 2024) to the original prob-
lem with preprocessing based on exact transformation or heuristic scaling, focusing on the number of found
solutions, the number of distinct solutions, and the running time.

In Section 2, we review the literature on preprocessing multi-objective optimization problems. In Sec-
tion 3, we present the methodology of contracting large objective spaces via transformations, which includes
a novel exact approach for the special case of binary problems. Finally, Section 4 shows the impact of the
presented method in two computational studies.

2 Literature review
Multi-objective integer programming is commonly divided into decision-space algorithms and objective-
space algorithms. The decision space contains the possible alternatives, and to optimize, methods such as
multi-objective branch-and-bound algorithms (Bauß et al., 2023) are used. In contrast, objective-space algo-
rithms operate on the image of possible alternatives under the objective functions. The most commonly used
approximation algorithms in practice are general scalarization approaches such as the weighted sum method
and the ε-constraint method (Ehrgott, 2006). Prominent examples of exact methods include approaches that
divide the problem into a set of smaller subproblems and solve them using scalarization methods, see, for
example, (Laumanns et al., 2006; Kirlik and Sayın, 2014; Boland et al., 2017; Dächert et al., 2024), or recur-
sive reduction (Tenfelde-Podehl, 2003; Özlen and Azizoğlu, 2009; Özlen et al., 2014). Among the current
state-of-the-art exact objective space algorithms is the Defining Point Algorithm (DPA), presented and bench-
marked by Dächert et al. (2024), which we will use for the computations in Section 4. For an in-depth survey
of exact algorithms for multi-objective integer linear optimization, we refer to Halffmann et al. (2022), while
the latest advances in exact and approximation methods are summarized by Antunes et al. (2024).

In the following, we will present a novel preprocessing method for multi-objective binary programs.
While preprocessing techniques for single-objective optimization are well researched (Savelsbergh, 1994;
Fügenschuh and Martin, 2005; Chen et al., 2011) and are part of every modern solver, the literature on
preprocessing for multi-objective optimization is, so far, largely restricted to two topics: dimension reduction
by removing redundant/non-essential objectives (Gal and Leberling, 1977; Vázquez et al., 2018; Kof, 2024;
Boland et al., 2019) and the convexification of non-convex Pareto sets via transformations.

The aim of dimension reduction is to identify and remove redundant objectives. The concept of redundant/non-
essential objectives was introduced in Gal and Leberling (1977). Techniques to reduce the number of objec-
tives for general multi-objective optimization problems include finding a conflict error minimum objective
subset (so-called δ-MOSS and k-EMOSS) (Brockhoff and Zitzler, 2009; Vázquez et al., 2018) and formu-
lating an essential objective as a linear combination of the original objectives based on their correlations
(Cheung and Gu, 2014). Those approaches mainly come from the community of evolutionary algorithms.
There are also methods solely for multi-objective linear programming (Lindroth et al., 2010; Malinowska
and Torres, 2008; Thoai, 2012). A recent approach is the factorization of the coefficient matrix of low-rank
objective matrices of multi-objective linear programs (Löhne and Zillmann, 2025). For multi-objective bi-
nary problems, dimension reduction has been achieved by projections onto polyhedral cones (Kof, 2024). In
Boland et al. (2019), the property that a subset of the objectives of a binary optimization problem has exactly
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one Pareto optimal solution is exploited to combine the subset of objectives into one using a weighted sum
approach.

While classical scalarization methods for multi-objective optimization transform a multi-objective prob-
lem into many single-objective problems, the literature on transforming a multi-objective problem into an-
other multi-objective problem is rare. Dimension reduction can also be viewed as a transformation of a
multi-objective problem into one with fewer objectives. Apart from that, transformations are used to nor-
malize objectives with different units, especially in the weighted sum method (Marler and Arora, 2005). In
non-convex settings, there have been attempts to convexify Pareto fronts via transformations of the objectives
involving p-powers (Li, 1996) and exponential transformations (Li and Biswal, 1998). Romeijn et al. (2004)
convexifies a multi-objective problem in radiation therapy treatment planning, and Zarepisheh and Pardalos
(2017) considers convexifying transformations under strictly increasing, convex functions with a focus on
the invariance of the properly efficient points. The connectedness of efficient sets of convex transformable
problems is investigated by Hirschberger (2005). Theoretical results on the component-wise structure of
monotone transformations of the objective space under an invariant set of efficient points have recently been
presented by Neussel and Stein (2025) and serve as the basis for our results. In ordinal optimization, where
the standard Pareto dominance cone is substituted by a categorial ordering cone, linear transformations have
been applied to the objective functions to associate the ordinal cone with the Pareto cone (Klamroth et al.,
2023). Furthermore, preprocessing for multi-objective MaxSAT has been investigated by (Jabs et al., 2023)

3 Contracting large objective spaces
The question we are now investigating is whether it is possible to find a transformation that contracts the
objective space, thereby showing that it was unnecessarily large. From the previous section, we know that
these transformations must be bijective, monotone, and component-wise. Since we want to maintain the prob-
lem structure described in MOIP with linear objective functions, we aim at transformations that affect only
the objective coefficients. The transformation should further maintain the integrality of the coefficients and,
hence, of the points in the objective space to allow the application of multi-objective integer programming
algorithms.

Consider the sets X,Y, Z ⊆ Zp and

fi : X → Yi, fi(x) 7→
p∑

j=1

cijxj , c
i
j ∈ N,

the linear objective functions of (MOIP). The goal is to find alternative linear objective functions

gi : X → Zi, gi(x) 7→
p∑

j=1

dijxj , d
i
j ∈ N,

such that there is a monotone, component-wise transformation φ : Y → Z such that g = φ ◦ f , i.e., the
following diagram commutes.

X Y

Z

f

g
φ

Here, X represents the decision space, Y a possibly unnecessarily large objective space, and Z a possibly
smaller objective space.

When comparing the size of two objective spaces, we will use the hypervolume indicator. So we call
Z smaller than Y if HV (Z) < HV (Y ). However, we will also consider the contraction of the individual
single-objective functions. Since the hypervolume is not applicable to single objectives, we define, as a
measure for the difference in coefficients between one of the original single objective functions and the
corresponding contracted single objective function, the objective contraction by the relative change in the
sum of the objective coefficients.
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Definition 3.1. Let f, g : X → Z≥0 two non-negative real-valued linear functions with coefficients c, d ∈
Zn
≥0, respectively. Then the contraction factor is defined as

γ(f, g) =

∑p
j=1 cj −

∑p
j=1 dj∑p

j=1 cj
.

However, not all objective functions can be contracted, as the following example shows.

Example 3.2. The existence of such alternative non-trivial objective functions gj is not certain. Consider
the biobjective problem with X = {0, 1}2 objective functions f1(x) = x1 + x2 and f2(x) = x1 + 2x2, then
there are no g1, g2 that preserve monotonicity and integrality while Z is smaller than Y .

This motivates the definition of the following notion:

Definition 3.3. A linear integer-valued function f : X → Z≥0, x 7→
∑n

i=0 cixi, ci ∈ Z≥0, n ≥ 1 is called
contractable, if there exists another linear integer valued function g : X → Z≥0, x 7→

∑n
i=0 dixi, di ∈ Z≥0

and a monotone, transformation φ : Y → Z such that g = φ ◦ f and γ(f, g) ≥ 0. Otherwise, f is called
non-contractible.

Note that the monotone transformation φ in Definition 3.3 must not be explicitly given in a MOBO setting.
It is actually enough to demand that the dominance relation is preserved.

Corollary 3.4. Let X ⊆ {0, 1}n, Y,Z ∈ Zp
≥0 and let f : X → Y and g : X → Z be two linear functions

such that for all x1, x2 ∈ X holds

f(x1) ≺ f(x2) ⇔ g(x1) ≺ g(x2). (1)

and

f(x1) = f(x2) ⇔ g(x1) = g(x2). (2)

Then the sets of efficient solutions for x ∈ X of min f(x) and min g(x) coincide. For all i with γ(fi, gi) ≥ 0,
fi is contractable.

Proof. We assume Y = f(X) and Z = g(X). Define a mapping φ : Y → Z by f(x) 7→ g(x), which
is well-defined due to (2). Since X is finite and therefore Y and Z are finite, choose φ to be the vector of
unique polynomials φi of degree |Y | − 1 through the distinct points (fi(x), gi(x)). Define analougously
φ−1 : Z → Y by g(x) 7→ f(x). Now φ is bijective and further a monotone transformation due to 1.
According to Theorem 1.8, the efficient sets coincide. Due to the existence of the φi all fi with γ(fi, gi) ≥ 0
are contractable.

Note that φ is indeed a component-wise monotone transformation. In the next sections, we will make
use of the property that the transformation must not be given explicitly. We first describe common heuristic
transformations for MOIP and then present a new exact approach for the special case of MOBO.

3.1 Heuristic approach: Scaling and rounding objective coefficients
The brute-force approach is to scale and round the coefficients to obtain new integer coefficients. Therefore,
for a given objective function fi(x) =

∑p
j=1 cjxj , cj ∈ N, choose a factor λ ∈ R≥0 such that

gi(x) =

p∑
j=1

(λcj)xj

and dj := (λcj) ∈ N. In that case, the transformation is given by

φ : Y → Z, y 7→ λy.

6



The straightforward choice to gain integrality of the new coefficients dj would be

λ =
1

gcd((cj)j)
. (3)

However, on the one hand, the greatest common divisor tends to be 1 for a random list of integers; on the
other hand, modern solvers usually already are able to detect such an obvious scaling.

The question arises whether scaling only the row or only the column vectors is feasible. Consider a
vector-valued objective function

f(x) = (fi(x))i=1,...,p =

 n∑
j=1

cijxj


i=1,...,p

=


c11 c12 . . . c1n
c21 c22 . . . c2n

...
...

. . .
...

cp1 cp2 . . . cpn



x1

x2

...
xn

 = Cx.

Then the row vectors of the coefficient matrix C define how the variables in the decision space are weighted
in the resulting costs, i.e., they represent the optimization direction in the decision space. The column vectors
represent how the corresponding single variable influences the direction in the objective space. Compare the
arrows in Figure 1 representing the column vectors. They function as a generating set of the feasible set in
the objective space, since

Y := f(X) =


n∑

j=0

cjxj | xj ∈ {0, 1}

 ,

where cj denotes the j-th column vector. We therefore call them generating vectors. Scaling the column
vectors of the coefficient matrix changes the lengths of the generating vectors independently. Scaling the row
vectors changes the direction of the generating vectors all at once along one of the axes.

The following example shows that independently scaling column vectors can change the Pareto front.

Example 3.5. Consider the optimization problem

min
x∈{0,1}3

(
4x1 + 3x2 + 6x3

4x1 + 2x3

)
s.t. x1 + x2 + x3 ≥ 1.

The efficient set is Xe = {(0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1)} and corresponding non-dominated set Yn = {(3, 2), (6, 0)}.
Scaling the column vectors of the coefficient matrix by (λ1, λ2, λ3) = (14 , 1,

1
6 ), however, leads to the efficient

set in Xe = {(0, 0, 1)} and corresponding back transformed non-dominated set Yn = {(6, 0)}. See Figure 1.

In contrast, scaling the row vectors of the coefficient matrix independently is well researched. It is usu-
ally used for normalization in the weighted-sum method (Marler and Arora, 2005). Scaling the objective
functions is, further, an inherent part of scalarization methods (Ehrgott, 2005; Dächert et al., 2024; Helfrich
et al., 2024). In solvers for single-objective optimization, scaling the objective is usually automatically han-
dled or can even be adjusted via a parameter. When scaling row vectors independently in a multi-objective
setting, the directions of the generating vectors change synchronously along the corresponding axes; hence,
the dominance relation is preserved.

So let’s return to a uniform scaling of the whole coefficient matrix and skip the exactness property. A
straightforward heuristic is to choose λ = 10−k for some suitable k ∈ N and round the resulting dj to an
integer value. When rounding, it is recommended to round up to avoid vanishing coefficients. This approach
corresponds to scale and round fractional objective coefficients to integer values, where dj = ⌈(λcj)⌉ with
λ = 10k for some suitable k ∈ N. For example, cj = 0.3513546 is scaled to 3513 using λ = 104. The scale-
and-round heuristic can diminish accuracy. The accuracy is diminished not only by the reduced precision of
the coefficients but also by the possibility that two different coefficients map to the same value, which can
affect the dominance relations of the resulting points in the objective space, as the following example shows.
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f1

f2

f(x) =

(
4 3 6
4 2 0

)x1

x2

x3

 f1

f2

g(x) =

(
1 3 1
1 2 0

)x1

x2

x3


Figure 1: Independent scaling of vectors in the coefficients matrix can lead to changes in the Pareto front.
The feasible point set in the objective space is depicted. The non-dominated points are not filled.

f1

f2

f(x) =

(
13 11 1
12 6 5

)x1

x2

x3

 f1

f2

g(x) =

(
⌈13/5⌉ ⌈11/5⌉ ⌈1/5⌉
⌈12/5⌉ ⌈6/5⌉ ⌈5/5⌉

)x1

x2

x3

 =

(
3 3 1
3 2 1

)x1

x2

x3


Figure 2: Non-dominance is not preserved under the scale-and-round heuristic.

Example 3.6. Consider a two-objective optimization problem with feasible set X ⊆ {0, 1}3 and objective

f(x) =

(
13x1 + 11x2 + x3

5x1 + 6x2 + 10x3

)
.

For solution vectors x = (0, 1, 1) and y = (1, 0, 0), the corresponding points yield f(x) ≺ f(y). However,
when f is transformed by the scale-and-round heuristic into g by a scaling by 5, i.e. g(x) =

∑3
i=1⌈

ci
5 ⌉xi,

the relation changes to g(y) ≺ g(x). Compare Figure 2.

Furthermore, it is not straightforward to determine which accuracy is required for a given case. The loss of
accuracy when transforming continuous values into integers of limited precision is well studied in numerical
analysis under the term of discretization error and in signal processing under the term of quantization error
(Higham, 2002; Widrow and Kollár, 2008).

3.2 Exact approach: Mapping objective coefficients in binary programs
When dealing with an integer program, all integer points in the feasible space of the linear programming
relaxation are actually feasible. However, when dealing with a binary program, the feasible space becomes
necessarily finite and more sparse in the sense that integer points in the feasible space of the linear program-
ming relaxation are no longer necessarily feasible. We suggest that those infeasible regions can be determined
by the objective coefficients and, moreover, can be cut out. Figure 3 illustrates the problem for a binary lin-
ear program with two objectives in three variables. The arrows indicate the generating vectors that span the
feasible objective space given by the components of the two objective functions f = (f1, f2)

⊤. However,
the objective space spanned by g = (g1, g2)

⊤ has an equivalent structure, in the sense that the dominance
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f1

f2

f(x) =

(
2 1 9
1 5 0

)x1

x2

x3

 f1

f2

g(x) =

(
2 1 3
1 3 0

)x1

x2

x3


Figure 3: Contraction of an unnecessarily large objective space for a binary linear problem with two objec-
tives. The filled area represents the hypervolume of the feasible set in the objective space, and the hatched
area represents the contracted space.

relation between the feasible points does not change. When using g instead of f , the gray hatched area, which
includes no feasible points, is contracted.

In the following, without loss of generality, we consider all coefficients to be positive integers sorted in
increasing order.

3.2.1 Full model

We need a transformation that maps the coefficients c ∈ Zn
≥0 of the objective function to other coefficients

d ∈ Zn
≥0 while preserving non-dominance. Since the transformation must be component-wise according to

Theorem 1.10, we can consider each objective function separately. Note that this contraction is, hence, also
valid for single-objective problems. According to Corollary 3.4, the required transformation must not be
explicitly given. Hence, it is enough if we can determine the transformed objective function by defining its
coefficients d ∈ Zn

≥0. To ensure non-dominance preservation for the transformation of the multi-objective
function, the transformed individual objectives must preserve monotonicity in each component. Monotonicity
is preserved if the following implications hold for binary vectors x, y: if f(x) < f(y) then g(x) < g(y) and
if f(x) = f(y) then g(x) = g(y). Note that the equality implication is only necessary if f is not injective.

Given X ⊆ {0, 1}n and c ∈ Zn
≥0, we define variables di ∈ Z≥0, i = 1, . . . , n. The objective contraction

problem (OCP) of finding a minimal d ∈ Zn
≥0 can be formulated by the following integer program:

min

n∑
i=0

di (OCP)

d⊤x− d⊤y ≤ −1 ∀(x, y) ∈ X2 : c⊤x < c⊤y

d⊤x− d⊤y = 0 ∀(x, y) ∈ X2 : c⊤x = c⊤y

di ∈ [1,max
i

ci] ∩ Z ∀i = 1, . . . , n

This formulation includes only n variables. The number of constraints is exponential, since all possible
combinations of solution vectors (x, y) ∈ X2 need to be enumerated. OCP can be reformulated based on
sets:
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min

n∑
i=0

di (OCPset)∑
i∈S

di −
∑
i∈T

di ≤ 1 ∀S, T ⊆ [n], S ∩ T = ∅, if
∑
i∈S

ci <
∑
i∈T

ci (4)∑
i∈S

di −
∑
i∈T

di = 0 ∀S, T ⊆ [n], S ∩ T = ∅, if
∑
i∈S

ci =
∑
i∈T

ci (5)

di ∈ [1,max
i

ci] ∩ Z ∀i = 1, . . . , n (6)

Theorem 3.7. For given c ∈ Z≥0, let POCP be the set of feasible solutions to (OCP) and POCPset be the set
of feasible solutions to (OCPset). Then POCP = POCPset.

Proof. d ∈ POCP if and only if d ∈ POCPset follows by case distinction and choosing S = {i | xi =
0, yi = 1} and T = {i | xi = 1, yi = 0} appropriately.

3.2.2 Cutting-plane algorithm

We now present a cutting-plane algorithm to solve OCPset. The algorithm is described in pseudocode in
Algorithm 1. Due to the separation procedure, only those of the exponential many constraints that are violated
are added to the linear programming relaxation. This leads to a substantial speed-up in practice.

For the relaxed problem, include only the constraints for the relation of subsequent coefficients, since
those are directly accessible from the input coefficients. Recall that the ci are sorted in ascending order.
Depending on the relation of ci and ci+1, add

di + 1 ≤ di+1 or di = di+1,

for all i = 0, . . . , n. Now we iteratively add those constraints that are (maximally) violated. Violated
constraints can be found by the following separation oracle (see Algorithm 2): The task is to find sets of
indices S, T, S ∩ T = ∅ such that

∑
i∈S di ≥

∑
i∈T di and

∑
i∈S ci ≤

∑
i∈T ci. To that end, define

variables

zi =


1 if i ∈ S

−1 if i ∈ T

0 otherwise

and solve the following IP:

max

n∑
i=0

dizi (OrA)

s.t.

n∑
i=0

cizi ≤ 0

zi ∈ {−1, 0, 1}

If the objective value is positive, the index sets S and T can be reconstructed such that we generate a violated
constraint ∑

i∈S

di + 1 ≤
∑
i∈T

di or
∑
i∈S

di =
∑
i∈T

di

depending on the value of
∑n

i=0 cizi. For the case of a vanishing objective value, there is no constraint of the
previous form violated. However, OrA misses a critical case, when the objective vanishes; hence, we need to
consider a second stage separation oracle (see Algorithm 3):
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min

n∑
i=0

cizi (OrB)

s.t.

n∑
i=0

dizi = 0

zi ∈ {−1, 0, 1}

For a negative objective, we generate the cut∑
i∈S

di + 1 ≤
∑
i∈T

di.

The stopping criteria are vanishing objective values for both oracles OrA and OrB or infeasibility.
Note that the first stage separation oracle (OrA) is essentially a Knapsack problem, and the second stage

separation oracle (OrB) is essentially a Subsetsum problem. While both problem classes are known to be
NP-hard, the size of the oracle problems is manageable.

The described separation oracles involve integer variables. A corresponding binary formulation can be
constructed by introducing binary variables xi, yi ∈ {0, 1} with xi + yi ≤ 1 and substituting zi = xi − yi
for all i = 0, . . . , n, such that

yi =

{
1 if i ∈ S

0 otherwise
and zi =

{
1 if i ∈ T

0 otherwise.

Note that the variables x, y directly represent the solution vectors with the same name in OCP. In the follow-
ing, we use the integer version.

Algorithm 1: Objective function contraction
Input: positive integer vector c with increasing entries, relaxed problem R
Output: minimal positive integer vector d
foreach i = 0, . . . n− 1 do

if ci = ci+1 then
add constraint di = di+1 to R;

else
add constraint di + 1 ≤ di+1 to R;

repeat
d = solve(R);
µ = SeparationOracleA(d);
if µ not None then

Add cut µ to R;
else

ν = SeparationOracleB(d);
if ν not None then

Add cut ν to R;

until µ = None an ν = None;
return None;

3.2.3 Existence of contractable objective functions

The following Theorem shows that, independent of the number of variables, there always exist contractable
and non-contractable objective functions.
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Algorithm 2: Separation Oracle A
Input: temporal solution d
Output: violated inequality or None
δ = max

∑n
i=0 dixi s.t.

∑n
i=0 cixi ≤ 0, xi ∈ {−1, 0, 1};

if δ > 0 then
κ =

∑n
i=0 cixi;

S = {i | xi = 1}, T = {i | xi = −1};
if S, T ̸= ∅ then

if κ = 0 then
return

∑
i∈S di =

∑
i∈T di;

else
return

∑
i∈S di + 1 ≤

∑
i∈T di;

return None;

Algorithm 3: Separation Oracle B
Input: temporal solution d
Output: violated inequality or None
κ = min

∑n
i=0 cixi s.t.

∑n
i=0 dixi = 0, xi ∈ {−1, 0, 1};

if κ < 0 then
S = {i | xi = 1}, T = {i | xi = −1};
return

∑
i∈S di + 1 ≤

∑
i∈T di;

return None;

Theorem 3.8. For all n ∈ Z≥0,

1. there exists a vector c ∈ Zn
≥0 such that d = c is not optimal for OCPset, i.e., a linear function f with

coefficients c is contractable.

2. there exists a vector c ∈ Zn
≥0 such that d = c is optimal for OCPset, i.e., a linear function f with

coefficients c is non-contractable.

Proof. Let n ∈ Z≥0 be arbitrary. For both parts of the theorem, we construct a sequence (ci)i=1,...,n that
fulfills the statement. Since n ≤ 2 is trivial, consider n ≥ 3:

1. Consider ci = t · 2i for some t ∈ Z, t ≥ 2. Let S, T ⊆ [n], S ∩ T = ∅. If∑
i∈S

ci =
∑
i∈S

t · 2i <
∑
i∈T

t · 2i =
∑
i∈T

ci

holds, then also ∑
i∈S

di =
∑
i∈S

2i <
∑
i∈T

2i =
∑
i∈T

di.

The same argument holds for equality.

2. Consider ci = 2i+ 1. Let S = {k, k + t+ 3} and T = {k + 1, k + t+ 2} for k, t ∈ Z≥0, then∑
i∈S

ci = 4k + 2t+ 8 =
∑
i∈T

ci.

Using Constraint 5 leads to
dk+1 − dk = dk+t+3 − dk+t+2

and for k = 0 to
d1 − d0 = dt+3 − dt+2.

12



Hence, all succeeding coefficients di must have the same difference δd = d1 − d0. Since d0 <
d1 ∈ Z≥0, δc = c1 − c0 = 2 and since the sum of di is minimized, this yields δd ∈ {1, 2}. For
S = {0, 2}, T = {3}, the constraint 1 ≤ d0 < d3 − d2 = δd, the difference must be δd = 2. Hence,
d = c is optimal.

Even though for each n a linear function with coefficient vector c exists that is contractable, the probability
of an objective function being contractable decreases with increasing n. Given a problem with n variables,
an additional variable can lead to exponentially many new constraints in problem OCPset, since the number
of possible subsets S ∈ [n] increases by 2n.

Remark 3.9. A short excursus: In the theory of positional numeral systems, as the binary or decimal system,
the radix or basis b is the number of unique digits per position. Typically, in such a system the string of
digits d1...dn denotes the number d1b

n−1 + d2b
n−2 + ... + dnb

0, where 0 ≤ di < b. If the basis is fixed,
the numeral system is called standard and for a mixed basis non-standard. A standard numeral system fulfills
the property

∑
i<k dib

i < bk for all k and therefore allows for a unique representation of each number.
The notion of (non-)standard numeral systems can be transferred to our objective contraction problem in
the following way: The objective coefficients ci represent the values of the positions bi, and the solution
vector components xi represent the digits di. A binary vector x can then be interpreted as the string of digits
denoting the objective value

∑
cixi. Since the coefficients are usually not identical, this would result in a

non-standard numeral system. However, if we consider a coefficient vector with
∑

i<k ci < ck for all k, then
this vector also has the property of unique representation as a standard numeral system. We, therefore, call
it a standard numeral coefficient vector with standard numeral coefficients. A vector of coefficients induces
an order on the objective values. If the coefficient vector is a standard numeral, then the induced order is
the inverse lexicographic order, i.e., standard coefficients and strict lexicographic dominance are equivalent.
To see this, let x <lex y ∈ {0, 1}n with xi = yi = 0 for i > k and let ck be standard numeral. Then also∑

cixi <
∑

ciyi, since ck dominates the sum by
∑

i<k ci < ck. On the other hand, if ck is not standard
numeral, then

∑
i<k ci ≥ ck and therefore strict lexicographic dominance does not hold for example for x

with xi<k = 1, xi≥k = 0 y with yk = 1, yi̸=k = 0. The coefficient sequence di = 2i from Theorem 3.8 is,
therefore, optimal and also the optimal solution for all standard numeral coefficient vectors.

3.2.4 Negative coefficients

In the previous sections, we assumed the coefficients to be positive integers. For negative coefficients, the
approach is still valid but requires some minor adjustments to problem OCPset. Minimizing the sum over
all new objective coefficients di, i = 0, . . . , n does not minimize the objective space, since large negative
coefficients could compensate large positive coefficients. This leads to two possible alternatives:

1. Square the individual coefficients, i.e., minimize
∑n

i=0 d
2
i . This, however, results in a quadratic prob-

lem that must either be solved with a nonlinear solver or linearized, which introduces more variables.

2. Divide coefficients in positive and negative part di = pi−ni, pi, ni ∈ Z≥0. Then minimize
∑n

i=0 pi+
ni. This approach results in twice as many variables but avoids destroying linearity.

In both cases, the separation oracles remain unaffected.

4 Computational study
For the following studies, all computations have been carried out on an Intel Xeon CPU E3-1245 v6 @
3.70GHz using C++ and the CPLEX solver version 12.10.0 (IBM, 2019). The cutting-plane algorithm has
been implemented with lazy callbacks and executed on a single CPU to ensure callback safety. The trivial
solution d = c is given to the solver as a warm-start.
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Figure 4: Runtime and size deviation (contraction factor multiplied by 100) of the contraction of objective
coefficients depicted as a box plot per number of coefficients.

4.1 Contraction of individual objectives
For the investigation of the impact of contractions on objective coefficients, we first restrict to single objec-
tives. The goal is to determine how often objectives are indeed contractable. We generate positive integer
objective coefficients randomly with three different variants:

1. Uniform: The coefficients are integers drawn uniformly at random in a given range. A uniform sam-
pling from a large range, however, has a bias towards large numbers.

2. OrderOfMagnitude: Precompute all orders of magnitude that intersect the target range. Then, for
each coefficient, randomly select one of these orders of magnitude and sample a value uniformly from
within that order. This approach produces coefficients whose magnitudes are evenly distributed across
the orders of magnitude.

3. LogarithmicSpread: Sample coefficients logarithmically over the range such that there is a natural bias
towards smaller numbers within a large range.

For a number of coefficients between 5 and 30, and for a range (1, 10k) for k = 3, . . . 7, we generate 5
samples from each of the described variants of sampling. This results in 75 samples per coefficient. A time
limit of 600s is set.

Figure 4 depicts the runtime of the contraction as well as the deviation in the sum of the objective coeffi-
cients (contraction factor γ(f, g) given in percentage). The color indicates the sampling strategy. The impact
of the contraction on the size of coefficients is especially high for up to 10 coefficients (median lies above
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Figure 5: Runtime vs deviation in coefficient size (contraction factor multiplied with 100) for a single objec-
tive contraction.

95% for all n ≤ 10) but decreases with increasing n. From 23 coefficients, the impact of the contraction
is only visible in outliers. The uniform distribution of coefficients shows a consistent impact up to 14 coef-
ficients. Hence, the chance that the contraction can be applied successfully increases if the coefficients are
not only large but also wide in range. The runtime shows an opposite development as expected due to the
increase in problem size.

Figure 5 shows the runtime dependent on the deviation (contraction factor given in percentage) and un-
derlines the observation that high runtimes appear mainly for non-contractible objective functions. If problem
OCPset actually has an optimal solution d∗ ̸= c, the solution process using the cutting-plane algorithm solves
efficiently. However, if the optimal solution is d∗ = c, i.e., is identical to the warm-start solution, the solving
time is strongly increased. Hence, finding the optimal objective coefficients is easy, while proving optimality
is the bottleneck. Figure 6 shows an exemplary plot of the upper and lower bounds for a non-contractible
objective function, i.e., from a case where the previous objective already was optimal. The solver then stops
because all nodes of the branch-and-bound tree have been investigated.

4.2 Contraction of the objective space
For the following computational study, we used the openly available implementation of DPA (Dächert et al.,
2024). We consider DPA as a representative of state-of-the-art objective space integer optimization algo-
rithms. DPA is an exact objective space algorithm that iteratively decomposes the objective space into non-
disjoint rectangular boxes. The boxes are described by upper-bound vectors. The decomposition is redefined
in each iteration depending on the previously found non-dominated point. Each subproblem, i.e., each box,
is solved with a scalarization method by calling the commercial MIP solver CPLEX version 12.10.0 (IBM,
2019). We choose as scalarization the augmented ε-constraint method (DPA-a), which combines the multi-
objective subproblem into a single objective problem, by restricting the objective functions through the box
constraints and optimizing for

f0(x) + ρ

m∑
j=1

fj(x)

with a small augmentation parameter ρ > 0. The algorithm guarantees a minimal number of local upper
bound vectors and no redundancy in the generation of non-dominated points.
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Figure 6: Development of the values for the lower and upper bound for a non-contractable objective function.

4.2.1 Instability in DPA

For large or widely ranged coefficients, DPA tends to regenerate duplicate solutions unnecessarily. As a
result, the solution process can even become stuck and fail to terminate within a reasonable time. We briefly
illustrate how this occurs with the following example.

Example 4.1. Consider a biobjective problem

min
x∈X⊆{0,1}3

(
1721191x1 + 2417815x2 + 7529420x3

4855265x1 + 3892271x2 + 5357625x3

)
The following two solutions and corresponding points are generated by DPA

x = (0, 1, 0) f(x) = (2417815, 3892271)

y = (−6.70085 · 10−7, 1, 4.18803 · 10−7) f(y) = (2417817, 3892270).

The solution vectors are essentially the same, while the corresponding points differ and are not dominated by
each other. Figure 7 depicts the problematic behavior. When x is generated, f(x) is used to define boxes in
the objective space that could potentially contain further non-dominated points. Since all points are assumed
to be integer, the bounds of the boxes are derived from f(x) but are decreased by 0.5 to cut off f(x) from the
new boxes. However, the underlying solver now finds a new non-dominated point f(y) in the hatched box,
which is not a feasible point, since the entries of the solution vector y are only considered binary up to the
solver’s accuracy.

The described problem can not be helped by rounding the newly found solution vector to a binary vector
during the DPA, since this would also lead to re-generating the previously found non-dominated point.

4.2.2 Instances and method

We consider 15 multi-objective instances1 for the Assignment-Problem (AP) and the Knapsack-Problem
(KP) with 3 to 5 objective functions, see Table 1. All considered instances include contractable objectives
and exhibit instability when DPA is applied. By instability, we refer to the unnecessary repeated generation of
points that have already been found: in these cases, the number of duplicate points produced by DPA exceeds
the number of actual unique solutions by at least a factor of 10.

1The instances and the implementation of the cutting plane algorithm can be found under: https://git.zib.de/
sriedmueller/objective-space-contraction
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f2
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f(y)

Figure 7: Problematic regeneration of redundant solutions in DPA. The solid lines define the search area, the
dotted lines define the boxes, and the hatched area represents the current box.

name p # variables # constraints
AP p3 n16 v4 3 16 8
AP p4 n16 v5 4 16 8
AP p4 n16 v12 4 16 8
AP p5 n16 v6 5 16 8
AP p5 n16 v9 5 16 8
KP p4 n10 v0 4 10 1
KP p4 n10 v9 4 10 1
KP p4 n15 v3 4 15 1
KP p4 n15 v7 4 15 1
KP p5 n10 v0 5 10 1
KP p5 n10 v1 5 10 1
KP p5 n15 v0 5 15 1
KP p5 n15 v3 5 15 1
KP p5 n30 v1 5 30 1
KP p5 n30 v2 5 30 1

Table 1: Overview of the Instances for the Assignment and Knapsack Problem.

As a base case, the presented instances in their original form are first solved by enumerating all possible
solutions. While such an enumeration is only practicable for rather small instances, it provides a ground truth
on the exact number of non-dominated points. The instances in their original form are then solved using
an openly available DPA implementation. We further solve the instances with DPA after preprocessing the
objectives in the following ways:

• The objectives are preprocessed by the scale-and-round heuristic from Section 3.1. We scale the objec-
tive coefficients by 10k for k = 2, 3, 4 and round up to avoid vanishing coefficients.

• The objectives are contracted as described in Section 3.2. For the runtime, we measure preprocessing
time and solution time independently.

We compare the three versions with respect to runtime (preprocessing + solution time), the number of found
solutions, and the quality of the found solutions. A 3h time limit is set.

4.2.3 Results

We first evaluate the results regarding solution quantity and quality, and then compare the running and pre-
processing times.
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Table 3 shows the number of found non-dominated points and how many of their corresponding solution
vectors are actually distinct when rounded to exact binary vectors (recall Example 4.1). While the number of
found points for DPA applied to the original problem is for the considered instances very large, the number
of distinct solutions is comparably small (a difference in size of up to 7 orders of magnitude). DPA is also not
able to find all non-dominated points, since all instances but one (KP p4 n10 v9) do not terminate within
the time limit. In all instances, preprocessing by contraction or scaling before applying DPA terminates
within the given time limit and finds more distinct solution vectors and corresponding non-dominated points
than no preprocessing. For all instances, preprocessing by contraction leads to the largest number of distinct
solutions. In 13 cases, the contraction allows DPA to find the exact number of non-dominated points; in
7 cases, the redundancy in the generated solutions is eliminated completely. As expected, an aggressive
scaling leads to a decreased inaccuracy. In six cases, appropriate scaling led to the exact determination of the
Pareto front. However, it is not clear how to choose the appropriate scaling factor in advance. As described
in Example 3.6, Instance AP p5 n16 v9 also shows that the scale-and-round heuristic can even introduce
wrong non-dominated points. It is worth noting that the contraction does not guarantee complete removal of
instability, as observed in the two largest Knapsack instances. The success of the instability reduction proves
to be more efficient, if the contraction factor is larger, since the two largest instances that still show some
instability are also the instances with the smallest average contraction factor; compare Table 2. However, the
instability is strongly reduced.

name γ1 γ2 γ3 γ4 γ5 avg
AP p3 n16 v4 0.991 0.991 0.990 – – 0.990
AP p4 n16 v12 0.662 0.991 0.806 0.806 – 0.816
AP p4 n16 v5 0.991 0.965 0.965 0.965 – 0.972
AP p5 n16 v6 0.990 0.957 0.950 0.957 0.995 0.970
AP p5 n16 v9 0.965 0.957 0.995 0.990 0.990 0.979
KP p4 n10 v0 0.999 0.972 0.972 0.999 – 0.986
KP p4 n10 v9 0.999 0.998 0.999 0.999 – 0.999
KP p4 n15 v3 0.976 0.976 0.993 0.000 – 0.736
KP p4 n15 v7 0.993 0.978 0.978 0.993 – 0.986
KP p5 n10 v0 0.972 0.998 0.999 0.972 0.998 0.988
KP p5 n10 v1 0.844 0.999 0.999 0.976 0.976 0.959
KP p5 n15 v0 0.993 0.514 0.962 0.896 0.896 0.852
KP p5 n15 v3 0.971 0.995 0.990 0.990 0.995 0.988
KP p5 n30 v1 0.506 0.506 0.506 0.506 0.506 0.506
KP p5 n30 v2 0.506 0.506 0.506 0.506 0.506 0.506

Table 2: Contraction factor γi(fi, gi) and average per instance.

Table 4 depicts the corresponding runtimes. The runtime for preprocessing by contraction is split into the
actual solution time and the preprocessing time. All preprocessing techniques significantly reduced runtime,
as the DPA applied to the original problem exceeded the time limit in all but one case. After preprocessing, the
solution time after contraction exceeded the scaled variants in 2 instances; in the other instances, it performed
competitively. The preprocessing time for the contracted version is notably large in 4 instances. We observed
that those are exactly the instances with the smallest average contraction factor. As expected, an aggressive
scaling leads to shorter run times.

5 Conclusion
We introduced a new problem class of finding the smallest possible objective coefficients for a MOBO prob-
lem. To solve the introduced problem, we presented an exact transformation approach that can be formulated
as an integer linear program and solved using a cutting-plane algorithm. In mixed-integer programming, the
contraction can still be applied to those objectives that involve only binary variables.

In a first computational study, the possibility of contracting an objective function has been assessed. For
variants of randomly generated objective coefficients, the contractability of the objectives decreases, and the
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original contraction scale 2 scale 3 scale 4 enum
instance all dist all dist all dist all dist all dist
AP p3 n16 v4 12291298 2 7 7 7 7 7 7 3 3 7
AP p4 n16 v12 37536456 11 13 11 10 10 9 9 8 8 11
AP p4 n16 v5 10415768 1 18 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
AP p5 n16 v6 12015465 1 19 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
AP p5 n16 v9 9643184 10 20 20 20 20 18 18 12 12 20
KP p4 n10 v0 4251844 3 49 49 50 50 42 42 18 18 49
KP p4 n10 v9 1100 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
KP p4 n15 v3 15596776 5 170 169 142 142 145 145 137 137 169
KP p4 n15 v7 10928060 10 130 111 96 96 93 93 90 90 111
KP p5 n10 v0 12068799 9 51 51 49 48 43 43 30 30 51
KP p5 n10 v1 16870007 8 29 29 31 29 23 23 8 8 29
KP p5 n15 v0 12748705 11 550 421 413 413 406 406 182 182 421
KP p5 n15 v3 16319290 5 183 183 171 171 145 145 113 113 183
KP p5 n30 v1 9896195 11 5982 4603 3373 3373 1075 1075 58 58 4638
KP p5 n30 v2 16544856 2 9441 7320 6105 6105 2907 2907 50 50 7326

Table 3: Depicted are the number of found points per method (all) and how many of the corresponding solu-
tions are actually distinct (dist), when the solution vectors have been rounded to binary values. Emphasized
are those results that are closest to the ground truth based on enumeration (enum).

runtime of the contraction increases with the number of coefficients. The objectives were more likely to
be contractable if the randomly generated coefficients showed a wide spread in order of magnitude. Since
applied settings often involve a large number of objective coefficients, the presented contraction method is
likely applicable only in rare cases.

In a second study, we investigated unstable instances of multi-objective combinatorial problems. Heuristic
scaling of the objective coefficients improved the stability of DPA immensely, but comes with an decrease
in inaccuracy. The exact contraction reduced the instability effectively and helped DPA to find the largest
number of distinct solutions.

In total, the presented contraction approach can be applied if the involved objective functions are con-
tractable. In this case, the stability of the DPA algorithm can be increased significantly. If the exactness of
the solution set is not important, the heuristic scaling approach can be an efficient option.

The presented preprocessing technique should, of course, be considered only as one of several preprocess-
ing or modeling decisions to increase efficiency. We generally recommend assessing whether the precision
of the objective coefficients is truly necessary or can be relaxed. In particular, when dealing with a wide
range of coefficient values, the relevance of enforcing integrality on the corresponding variables should be
reconsidered.

For future research, it would be of interest to predict more accurately which properties an objective func-
tion must satisfy to be contractable. The cutting-plane algorithm could potentially be improved by deriving
a tighter dual bound. In general, it remains an open question whether contracting the objective function in
multi-objective settings provides benefits beyond stabilizing the DPA solution process.
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