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Abstract: Objective The multi-objective particle swarm algorithm shows great potential in solving complex multi-objective
optimization problems due to its simple operation and fast convergence. However, how to effectively maintain the diversity
of solutions while ensuring the fast convergence of the algorithm has always been a key challenge in this field.
Methods To address this challenge, this study innovatively proposes a multi-objective particle swarm optimization
algorithm that combines the Cubic-Sine hybrid mapping and the Centre strategy (CSMOPSO). With its unique design,

this algorithm achieves a comprehensive and significant improvement in performance. In the initialization stage of the
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CSMOPSO algorithm, through a carefully designed chaotic parameter selection mechanism, the algorithm can intelligently
decide whether to use the Cubic or Sine chaotic mapping to generate the initial population. This strategy not only ensures
the diversity and uniform distribution of the population but also lays a solid foundation for the algorithm to conduct an
efficient search in a vast solution space, significantly enhancing its global search ability. Furthermore, the CSMOPSO
algorithm introduces a cone domain to store non-dominated solutions and uses the Centre strategy to optimize the
management of the external archive. Under the combined action of these innovative measures, the quality of non-
dominated solutions in the archive is significantly improved, and thus the convergence and diversity of the algorithm are
balanced. Results By comparing CSMOPSO with other multi-objective particle swarm algorithms and multi-objective
evolutionary algorithms on a series of benchmark test problems (such as the ZDT and UF series), the experimental results
show that the CSMOPSO algorithm exhibits excellent performance in terms of both diversity and convergence speed and
outperforms other algorithms on most test functions. Conclusion The CSMOPSO algorithm successfully achieves a good

balance between convergence and diversity, significantly improving its overall performance and demonstrating strong

competitiveness in solving multi-objective optimization problems.

Keywords: multi-objective particle swarm algorithm; Cubic-Sine hybrid mapping; cone domain; Centre strategy
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Table 1 Parameter settings of 15 test problems
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Table 2 Parameter settings of CSMOPSO and

compared algorithms

ik 4 AR BHEE
MOPSO  we [0.1,0.5] ,cl,c2€ [1.5,2.5] ,div=10
NMPSO we [0.1,0.5] ,cl,c2,c3 € [1.5,2.5],p,,=1/n,

1, =20
MOPSOCD we [0.1,0.5],cl,c2e [1.5,2.5]

MPSOD  we [0.1,0.9],cl,c2,c3 ¢ [1.5,2.5],p,=0.9,
p,=1/n,F=0.5,CR=0.5,n, =20,7,=20

DEGA  R=10

SPEAR  p, =1/n,p,=1.0,n, =201, =20

NSGAII  p, =1/n,p,=1.0,n, =205, =20

IDBEA  p, =1/D,p.=1.0

CSMOPSO we [0.4,0.9] ,¢,=¢,=2,p=1/N

3.3 JERER S B P
HRAEXF R 3 R 4 BHm IR T, o] LB 5
DU 8538 A SO H ) CSMOPSO Sk AE 25 5 e 7

T 2 UL F A 8 XS L BL . BRI, 3R 3 R4 R
/8T CSMOPSO 5 8 Fh T PSO H9£ H bn i fb 5 3%
(£ %5 NMPSO , MPSOD ., MOPSO , MOPSOCD , SPEAR |
NSGAIII IDBEA 1 DGEA) 7E 15 /M3 [a] B2 | /%) 1GD
Ehn e B, H AP S E DL ¢ Mean” 0, B 78 J 22 00 L)
“Std” FR, FEXEEHHEH, CSMOPSO Bk HUS 19 1GD
e RS S A R, Y g T s MR, N (E
B—EM 0, FE 3R 3 RS 1TH, CSMOPSO ik 7E 15
AR A B 2R T 10 A 16D HefEE, X e T
HAE Z 80X 5 T B REIR R AL IGD Fa bR, K
W hsell . PRIk E  1F ZDT LB 5 4 AN
i@ ( ZDT1 ,ZDT2 . ZDT3 #1 ZDT4) |-, CSMOPSO &
AR TB AR T 8 Bt L3 vE . Wide UF &5 3
LM, X T 6 Al 7] % ( UF3, UF4, UF7, UF8 |
UF9 1 UF10) ,CSMOPSO B3 (M RE [ REAR T 8 Xt
B, XFF UF 230 A () H At i 3 7] /8, CSMOPSO
AL R R BRI FE AT B AT A #E UF2 RN UFS b HAMERE A
KF SPEAR Fil NSGAIIL; #£ UF6 I, & %k NMPSO F
NSGAII Z J&5 , 7 &4 3; MifE UF1 b, EHEFES 4 1,
L% J5 T NMPSO .SPEAR il NSGALIL,

FATEHEI T CSMOPSO 5 HoAth 8 Ffr e [ 2 ks
1E HV 6545 ERIXTILEE R, 5 1GD $8 AR A XS L 25 R AH
2540l CSMOPSO 7E ZDT 1 UF 3% i Kk K i =1 -
PIHEAT T 30 RS ia I I EE T A ER 15 N5
HEREL, 78 HAd iy 10 A (a8 1, CSMOPSO 1
B A Y HUS T e S, I BLZE T A X
B BT L B R R R AN S
J7 T, CSMOPSO B 3 H T AH 4 F oAt X HE AR 1Y
B, BAAKE, CSMOPSO Wik T 10 Ry
HV fi, i H b 69 X5 b 538 4%, 41 NMPSO, MPSOD |
MOPSO .MOPSOCD .SPEAR NSGAIII . IDBEA #1 DGEA ,
Mo HIERS 7 1,0,0,0,1.2.0,1 M EfEHV (., %4
HBI S A HY (EEE S 16D F8 AR BT 15 A0 45 5 &
— 3, A S HEAE T CSMOPSO B3 7E Z2 50k
)R- PR A Fc AR R HV (8, M SEI0 B0 i B2
KF, CSMOPSO F 1k 5 it Bk 326 (9 % bb 386 40 B, AR
JEBL T KI5 1.

%3 CSMOPSO Hix5 8 MEHME R 15 MK ia & Ei#1T IGD HaEIEARxT L& R
Table 3 Comparison of IGD performance indicators between the CSMOPSO algorithm and eight

other algorithms on 15 test problems

XA IGD NMPSO MPSOD MOPSO

MOPSOCD

SPEAR NSGAIIL IDBEA DGEA CSMOPSO

Mean 0.6591e—2 1.1019e-1 1.5565e¢+0 1.8388e—2 1.8738e—1 7.540le—2 5.3413e—1 1.0414e+0
Std  (1.24e-2) (4.76e=2) (7.16e-2) (4.75e-2) (0.39e-2) (1.26e-2) (6.76e-2) (0.42e—1)

ZDT1

1. 0982e-2
(0.21e-4)
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i (#3)
XA IGD NMPSO MPSOD MOPSO  MOPSOCD  SPEAR NSGATII IDBEA DGEA CSMOPSO
p— Mean 5.2888e-2 1.5883e—1 0.9762e+0 1.8469e-1 4.0225e-1 1.5143e—1 1.9297e+0 8.9422¢-1 9.1540e-3
Std  (8.66e-2) (1.2le-1) (1.92e-1) (0.12e-1) (1.44e-1) (0.75e-2) (0.05e-1) (0.72e-1) (1.63e—4)
ZDT3 Mean 8.9765e-2 1.9330e-1 1.1707e+0 5.9712e-2 1.4730e-1 7.1677e-2 0.1796e—1 1.0047¢+0 9.5466e-3
Std  (0.13e-2) (5.18e-2) (7.42e-2) (6.8%-2) (1.55e-2) (1.12e-2) (4.30e-2) (0.33e-1) (1.18e-3)
p— Mean 1.6833e+1 0.8328e+1 1.0041e+1 0.0862e+1 0.1863e+0 1.9940e+0 0.9102e+1 7.1153e+0 8.4111e-1
Std  (5.84e+0) (6.69e+0) (4.46e+0) (7.82e+0) (8.18e—1) (6.98e—1) (6.77e+0) (4.48e+0) (0.72e-1)
IDT6 Mean 0.3625e-3 1.8129e-2 5.6768e+0 0.4751e=3 1.0891e+0 1.1587e+0 4.4576e+0 1.9199e-3 6. 9346e-3
Std  (0.71e-4) (1.08e-2) (0.76e-1) (1.71le=-3) (0.17e-1) (0.26e—1) (0.25¢-1) (5.47e-4) (5.33e-5)
UF1 Mean 1.3150e-1 0.7711e-1 4.7270e—1 6.6327e~1 1.398%-1 1.2135e-1 0.9116e—1 6.9740e-1 1.4986e-1
Std  (0.05e-2) (4.04e-2) (7.77e-2) (1.42e-1) (0.99¢-2) (0.41e-2) (6.94e-2) (1.5le-1) (1.44e-2)
UR2 Mean 8.4032e-2 1.106le-1 1.0558e—1 1.4117e-1 7.4025e-2 7.6498e-2 1.6487e—1 1.5944e-1 8.1908e-2
Std  (5.98¢-3) (1.04e-2) (1.33e-2) (1.20e-2) (7.31e-3) (5.35¢-3) (1.59e-2) (0.19e-2) (5.76e-3)
UF3 Mean 0.6546e-1 5.0314e-1 4.5879¢—1 0.8186e—1 4.3222e-1 4.6068e-1 6.0126e—1 5.5970e—1 0.4765e-1
Std  (6.78e-2) (1.46e-2) (0.04e-2) (7.00e-2) (1.81e-2) (1.25¢-2) (0.17e-2) (0.77e-2) (0.66e-2)
UF4 Mean 6.4796e-2 9.8518e-2 1.8177e—1 7.9631e-2 8.5873e-2 8.8665¢-2 1.0694e-1 1.2274e-1 6.4718e-2
Std  (7.73e-3) (4.12e-3) (0.38e-3) (9.46e-3) (0.11e-3) (0.70e-3) (0.05e-3) (9.36e-3) (5.08e-3)
UFS Mean 1.7750e+0 0.8033e+0 0.6121e+0 0.8611e+0 1.1804e+0 1.0966e+0 0.9743e+0 0.1098e+0 1.7327e+0
Std  (4.65e-1) (0.08e—1) (0.1le-1) (4.87e-1) (1.90e-1) (0.55e-1) (0.68e-1) (6.28e-1) (1.27e-1)
UF6 Mean 6.7252e—1 1.3391e+0 0.0588e+0 0.5811e+0 7.0148e—1 5.8570e—1 1.9746e+0 0.5491e+0 6.9710e-1
Std  (1.31e-1) (0.2le-1) (0.63e-1) (7.95e-1) (9.36e-2) (6.90e-2) (0.29e-1) (7.16e-1) (6.79e-2)
UF7 Mean 0.2506e-1 0.4803e-1 6.1652e—1 6.0049e—1 1.826le—~1 1.7630e—1 4.4433e—1 7.1200e—1 1.2483e-1
Std  (1.60e—1) (7.04e-2) (8.08e-2) (1.56e-1) (5.50e-2) (6.96e-2) (9.92e-2) (1.43e-1) (1.31le-2)
UFS Mean 4.6217e—1 5.5728e—1 4.3218e—1 7.6255¢—1 0.2164e—1 0.7550e—-1 0.5303e-1 6.8705¢e-1 0.4655e-1
Std  (7.47e-2) (5.17e-2) (0.72e-2) (1.58e-1) (1.87e-2) (4.92e-2) (0.67e-2) (1.63e-1) (0.70e-2)
UF9 Mean 4.5019e-1 6.6221e—1 5.4509e—1 9.0611e—1 4.7212e—-1 4.9274e—1 5.4234e-1 7.5556e-1 1.5911e-1
Std  (8.07e-2) (4.02e-2) (0.44e-2) (1.65e-1) (6.51e-2) (4.07e-2) (5.29e-2) (8.87e-2) (1.80e-2)
UF10 Mean 1.4837e+0 4.1440e+0 1.4074e+0 4.8471e+0 1.9856e+0 1.6520e+0 0.9044e+0 4.6000e+0 6.7638e-1
Std  (0.94e—1) (0.48e—1) (0.18e-1) (9.05e-1) (0.68e—1) (4.59¢—1) (5.78e-1) (9.54e-1) (0.23e-1)

Best/All 0/15 0/15 0/15 0/15 1/15 3/15 0/15 1/15 10/15
&4 CSMOPSO Hix5 8 MEME AT 15 MK A7 E#1T HV MR LB ZER
Table 4 Comparison of HV performance indicators between the CSMOPSO algorithm and eight
other algorithms on 15 test problems

MK AL HV NMPSO MPSOD MOPSO  MOPSOCD SPEAR NSGAIII IDBEA DGEA CSMOPSO
DT Mean 6.9313e-1 5.6363e-1 0.0000e+0 7.0165e-1 4.8444e-1 6.2197e-1 1.514le-1 0.8977e-2  7.1202e-1
Std (1.36e-2) (6.28e-2) (0.00e+0) (5.91e-2) (0.37e-2) (1.58e-2) (4.23e-2) (9.29¢-2)  (0.08e—4)
- Mean 4.0387e-1 0.6487e-1 0.0000e+0 0.9566e-1 7.6911e-2 0.5518e—-1 0.0000e+0 0.6247e-2  4.3996e-1
Std  (7.77e-2) (1.09e—1) (0.00e+0) (1.52e-1) (5.15e-2) (0.44e-2) (0.00e+0) (6.54e-2)  (0.43e—4)
IDT3 Mean 5.7208e—1 4.6608e—1 9.8143e-4 5.632le-1 5.0588e-1 5.5383e-1 0.7828e-1 0.2812¢-2  5.9588e-1
Std  (8.03e-3) (5.86e-2)- (0.65¢-3) (4.85%¢-2) (0.20e-2) (7.57e-3) (0.10e-2) (4.8%-2) (4.50e—4)
- Mean 0.0000e+0  0.0000e+0  0.0000e+0 0.0000e+0 0.7219e-4 0.8178e—4  0.0000e+0 0.0000e+0  1.4349e-1

Std (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (1.49e-3) (0.09¢-3) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (1. 18e-1)
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i (F4)
MK F HV NMPSO MPSOD MOPSO MOPSOCD SPEAR NSGAIIL IDBEA DGEA CSMOPSO
IDT6 Mean 0.8970e—1 0.7434e—1 0.0000e+0 0.8860e—1 5.6598e—-4 0.0000e+0 0.0000e+0 0.9007e—1 0. 8497e-1
Std  (0.35e-4) (1.0le=2) (0.00e+0) (1.54e-3) (0.29e-3) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (4.98e—4)  (1.42e-4)
pp | Mean 5.202-1 0.4682e-1  L893Be-l 6.70M4e-2 5.1016e-1  5.3500e=1 0.3408e-1  6.8660c-2  4.8%4e-
Std (4.04e-2) (4.3le-2) (5.8le=2) (8.32e-2) (0.75¢-2) (0.23e=2) (6.08¢-2) (6.80e=2)  (0.17e-2)
R Mean 6.1827e—1 5.8129e-1  6.0963e—  5.4022¢—1 6.2624e—1 6.2587e-1 5.0183e—-1 5.2712¢-1 6.2672¢-1
Std  (7.30e-3) (1.20e=2) (7.68e=3) (1.58¢e-2) (7.21e=3) (5.34e=3) (1.90e-2) (0.11e=2)  (5.90e-3)
py | Mean 0.792%e-l 1.6%42e-1 181691 0.48%e-1  0.2574c=1 1.9SI6e=1 100831 1.2519-1  0.0312-1
Std (5.71e=2)  (1.37e-2) (0.35¢=2) (5.60e-2) (1.50e-2) (9.57e-3) (1.46e-2) (0.20e-2)  (0.23e-2)
- Mean 0.5927e-1 0.0863e—1 0.1189%-1 0.3204e—-1 0.2409e-1 0.2292e-1 0.9526e—1 0.7698e—1 0. 5420e—-1
Std (1.09e=2) (5.80e-3) (0.76e-3) (1.22e-2) (0.86e-3) (4.7le-3) (4.20e-3) (1.1le=2)  (6.79e-3)
ups Mean  0.0000¢+0  0.0000e+0  0.0000e+0  0.0000e+0  9.4987e5  0.0000e+0  0.0000e+0  0.0000e+0  0.000e+0
Std (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (5.20e—4) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0)
upe | Mean  1.6966-2 0.0000e+0  0.0000c+0  0.0000e+0  8.5578e-3  0.4425e=2  0.0000c+0  0.0000c+0  0.610e-3
Std (0.34e-2)  (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (1.59-2) (0.34e=2) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0)  (6.23e-3)
UF7 Mean 0.5422e-1 0.6274e—1 0.9023e-2 4.0650e-2 0.4964e—-1 0.592le-1 1.059%4e-1 0.4279¢-2 0.9791e-1
Std  (1.0d4e-1) (6.83e=2) (0.3le=2) (5.40e-2) (4.94e=2) (7.07e-2) (5.75¢-2) (0.82e-2)  (1.88e-2)
UFS Mean 0.8964e—1 5.7774e-2 0.5452e—1 8.9854e-3 1.8270e-1 0.6427e-1 1.7333e—1 0.7775e-2 0.2423e-1
Std  (5.10e=2) (0.34e-2) (0.79e-2) (1.08e=2) (0.50e-2) (0.76e-2) (4.52e-2) (0.73e-2)  (1.50e-2)
- Mean 0.3084e—1 1.1386e—1 0.4877e—1 0.5878e-2 0.6995¢—-1 0.6939e-1 0.0772e-1 7.0068e—2 5. 9052¢e-1
Std  (7.06e-2) (0.95e-2) (0.70e=2) (0.7le=2) (5.89¢-2) (0.66e-2) (0.8le=2) (4.56e-2)  (0.07e-2)
UF10 Mean 0.0000e+0 0.0000e+0 1.2411e=5 0.0000e+0 0.0000e+0 0.0000e+0 0.0000e+0 0. 0000e+0 1. 3239¢-1
Std  (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0) (6.80e=5) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0) (0.00e+0)  (0.00e+0)  (7.13e-2)
Best/ All 1/15 15 w15 w15 1/15 2/15 15 1/15 10/15
3.4 Friedman Pks2is TR R R 25 G PR RE  RE A AR A M AR A BE W8
TEAT PEAL B PERE A S B v, SR T AR B B 2R A T AR

Friedman BRAGIE 0 G817, % CSMOPSO B34 4 3
M 4 P RIAEAT T IRA M Lo HT . HART
BIXF ZDT A1 UF 94 E i IGD 45 #r St 1
Friedman £ 5;, JEH6 A T & 2 558 E 0 8H4
TEANLE AT LT3 5, [, % T HV $845 00 L HE &
THOL,HS WK 6, XA R 2w T 9 FiARH
SRAE 15 AP A MERE R, ZEXT B 1IGD Al
HV X% 0 PR RE 48 F5 I, 1 M b UL 5E 31 CSMOPSO
BRI T B, JCIRJRTE IGD A& HV
Eh5 b, TCIB SR EN R ZDT | UF i 2 % A 1 5 vt 42 |
CSMOPSO Fik B AS T i WL 1 HEA . X —
FHFE A SHIE T CSMOPSO 7£ IGD Fil HV $5 45
kR,

254 IGD \HV LA M Friedman k46 56 1Y) 45 5, 7 DA
Bl M T HALS 5 B, TR W
CSMOPSO BETEK Mt 2 B An LAk a1 ( MOP ) B, i 3

%5 Friedman L3I L 247 CSMOPSO 5FH
*fLLE %R IGD #{E
Table 5 Comparative analysis of the IGD values of CSMOPSO
and all comparison algorithms using the Friedman rank test

IGD ZDT1-4,6 UF1-10 Overall

s

$# % Friedman test rank Friedman test rank Friedman test rank

NMPSO 0.4 2 0.1 3 0.20 2
MPSOD 5.8 6 6.1 5 6.00 5
MOPSO 82 8 5.9 4 6.67 7
MOPSOCD 0.8 3 7.3 7 6.13 6
SPEAR 5.2 4 0.1 3 0.80 4
NSGAIIL 0.8 3 0.0 2 0.27 3
IDBEA 7.6 7 6.4 6 6.80 8
DGEA 5.6 5 82 8 7.33 9
CSMOPSO 16 1 19 1 1.80 1
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% 6 Friedman # LI 3T L 547 CSMOPSO 5FrA3Ttt
XM HY #iE
Table 6 Comparative analysis of HV values between CSMOPSO
and all comparison algorithms using the Friedman rank test

HV Overall

ZDT1-4,6 UF1-10

H %  Friedman test rank Friedman test rank Friedman test rank
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Fig. 4 Visualization of the Pareto front of nine algorithms on the ZDT3 test problem

FeAEHudl http . //journal. ctbu. edu. en/zr/ch/index. aspx



%3 Bt , % . Bk N\ Cubic—Sine A B4t 5 Centre 5K Wty % B AR FREH %

153

UF9

. True PF
NMPSO

10
f

I True PF
MOPSOCD

True PF

5
(2) MPSOD
UF9

(4) MOPSOCD (5) SPEAR
UF9 UF9

| True PF
IDBEA

True PF
SPEAR

| True PF
DGEA

(7) IDBEA (8) DGEA
5 9ANNE A UF9 MUK i _E /Y Pareto RTIB AT LKL E

UF9

True PF

NSGAI

1.0 .
f h
(6) NSGAII
UF9
CSMOPSO
* True PF

Fig. 5 Visualization of the Pareto front of nine algorithms on the UF9 test problem
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Fig. 6 Box plots of IGD values obtained by nine algorithms
on multiple test problems

H T IRAAR TR AL WSO 3 AR SCE IR T 3
AVEERE AT PR B AT PPAY . 7 SR T CSMOPSO
S5 53 5h 8 Bt LAALE ZDT2 UT8 LK UF10 iX 3
AN IR) R B AT S B X F, DAL 7 H R DO R
B A AR B B s T HSE ) PF
LT LB SR RE

ZDT2
——(CSMOPSO

NMPSO

- ——MPSOD
——MOPSO
——MOPSOCD
——SPEAR
——NSGAIl
IDBEA

2000 4000 6000 8000

Number of function evaluations

UF10 —+— CSMOPSO
NMPSO
——MPSOD
neal ——MOPSO
\ ——MOPSOCD
——SPEAR
—— NSGATI
IDBEA
_|——DGEA

| Sy Sk e eeeoe
\a\%‘\i \ )
e " T . o et
+eeeeeoooooee, ~oseeens

2000 4000 6000 8000 10000

Number of function evaluations

UF8
( —— CSMOPSO

NMPSO
——MPSOD
——MOPSO
——MOPSOCD
——SPEAR

~—NSGAI

IDBEA
——DGEA

s st o e s s s ST SS0D

2000 4000 6000 8000 10 000

Number of function evaluations
7 9ANEETE ZDT2,UF8 1 UF10 iz ia) 38 L f
IGD W5 i
Fig. 7 1IGD convergence trajectories for nine algorithms
on ZDT2, UF8, and UF10 test problems
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Table 6 Comparison of IGD values of CSMOPSO and

its variants

DR~ CSMOPSO-1 CSMOPSO-2  CSMOPSO
2] IGD IGD IGD
ZDT1  Mean 1. 09¢-02 1. 09¢-02 1. 10e-02
Std 0. 61e-04 0. 26e-04 0.21e-04
ZDT2  Mean 9. 15¢-03 9.21e-03 9. 15¢-03
Std 1. 22e¢-04 0. 16e-04 1. 63e-04
ZDT3  Mean 9.67¢-03 9.91e-03 9.55e-03
Std 8. 74e-04 1. 24e-03 1. 18e-03
ZDT4  Mean 8. 12e-01 7. 46e-01 8.41e-01
Std 0. 50e-01 0. 38e-01 0. 72e-01
ZDT6  Mean 6. 96e-03 6.93e-03 6.93e-03
Std 7.12e-05 5.55e-05 5.33e-05
UF1 Mean 1. 56e-01 1. 50e-01 1. 50e-01
Std 1. 16e-02 1. 07e-02 1. 44e-02
UF2 Mean 8.25e-02 8.28e-02 8. 19¢-02
Std 5. 80e-03 4.51e-03 5.76e-03
UF3 Mean 0. 49e-01 0.41e-01 0. 48e-01
Std 4.33e-02 0.52e-02 0. 66e-02
UF4 Mean 6. 46e—02 6. 63e—02 6.47e¢-02
Std 6. 83e-03 8.31e-03 5.08e-03
UF5 Mean 1. 73e+00 1. 67e+00 1. 73e+00
Std 0. 19¢-01 1. 83e-01 1.27e-01
UF6 Mean 7. 60e-01 7.17e-01 6.97e-01
Std 8. 13e-02 7. 82e-02 6. 79¢-02
UF7 Mean 1.27e-01 1.27e-01 1. 25e-01
Std 1. 53e-02 1. 58e-02 1.31e-02
UF8 Mean 0. 73e-01 0. 87e-01 0. 47e-01
Std 4. 86e—02 6. 80e—02 0. 70e-02
UF9 Mean 1.57e-01 1. 64e-01 1. 59¢-01
Std 1.51e-02 1.71e-02 1. 80e-02
UF10  Mean 5.71e-01 6. 77e-01 6. 76e-01
Std 0. 00e-01 0. 19e-01 0.23e-01
Best/all 10 9 10

&7 CSMOPSO REZEKH HV EILRER
Table 7 Comparison of HV values of CSMOPSO and

its variants

pUREY CSMOPSO-1  CSMOPSO-2 CSMOPSO
2] A HV HV HV
ZDT1 Mean 7.12e-01 7. 12e-01 7. 12e-01
Std 0. 94e-04 0. 75e-04 0. 08e—04
ZDT2  Mean 4. 40e-01 4. 40e-01 4. 40e-01
Std 1. 83e-04 0. 85e-04 0.43e-04
ZDT3  Mean 5.96e-01 5.96e-01 5.96e-01
Std 4. 19e-04 5. 04e-04 4. 50e-04
ZDT4  Mean 1. 54e-01 1.95e-01 1.43e-01
Std 1. 59e-01 1.29e-01 1. 18e-01
ZDT6  Mean 0. 85e-01 0. 85e-01 0. 85e-01
Std 0. 18e-04 1. 78e-04 1.42e-04
UF1 Mean 4.79e-01 4. 89e-01 4. 89e-01
Std 1. 69e-02 1. 64e-02 0.17e-02
UF2 Mean 6. 26e-01 6.26e-01 6.27e-01
Std 5.57e-03 4.11e-03 5.90e-03
UF3 Mean 0. 05e-01 0. 11e-01 0.03e-01
Std 0. 78e—-02 0. 00e-02 0.23e-02
UF4 Mean 0. 54e-01 0.52e-01 0. 54e-01
Std 8. 96e-03 1.07e-02 6.79¢-03
UF5 Mean 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00
Std 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00
UF6 Mean 1. 83e-03 0.51e-03 0.61e-03
Std 0. 38e-03 6.50e-03 6.23e-03
UF7 Mean 0. 96e-01 0. 96e-01 0.98e-01
Std 0.07e-02 0.01e-02 1. 88e—-02
UF8 Mean 0. 28e-01 0. 23e-01 0. 24e-01
Std 1. 84e-02 1. 38e-02 1. 50e-02
UF9 Mean 5.95e-01 5.85e-01 5.91e-01
Std 0. 00e-02 0. 14e-02 0.07e-02
UF10  Mean 1.53e-01 1.27e-01 1. 32e-01
Std 7. 64e—02 5. 69e—-02 7.13e-02
Best/all 6 6 10
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#& 8 Cubic-Sine B SBRE K Sine BREF1 Cubic BRETHI
IGD Bt RER
Table 8 Comparison results of IGD values among Cubic—Sine

hybrid mapping, Sine mapping, and Cubic mapping

Cubic—Sine
ﬁ; Sine BeH  Cubic Bt -
IGD IGD IGD
ZDT1  Mean  1.06e—02 1. 08e—02 1. 10e-02
Std 4.37e-04  0.87e-04 0.21e-04
ZDT2  Mean  9.12¢-03 9. 15e-03 9. 15e-03
Std 1. 96e-04 1. 65e-04 1. 63e—04
ZDT3  Mean  9.99¢-03 9. 49¢-03 9. 55¢-03
Std 1.41e-03 1.03e-03 1.18e-03
ZDT4  Mean  6.95e-01 1. 33e+00 8.41e-01
Std 0. 30e-01 1. 20e+00 . 72e-01
ZDT6  Mean  6.93e—03 6. 94e—03 6.93e—03
Std 4. 80e-05 7.02e-05 5.33e-05
UF1  Mean  1.60e-01 1.51e-01 1. 50e-01
Std 1.39e-02 1. 14e-02 1. 44e-02
UF2  Mean  7.87e-02 8.03e-02 8. 19e—02
Std 0. 43e-03 4.41e-03 5.76e-03
UF3  Mean  0.51e-01 0. 43e-01 0. 48e-01
Std 0.82e-02  0.72e-02 0. 66e-02
UF4  Mean  5.61e-02 6. 16e-02 6. 47e-02
Std 1.24e-03 0. 89¢-03 5.08e-03
UF5  Mean  1.67¢+00 1. 69¢+00 1.73e+00
Std 0. 44e-01 1.98e-01 1.27e-01
UF6  Mean  7.28e-01 7.27e-01 6.97e-01
Std 8. 40e—02 6.91e-02 6. 79¢-02
UF7  Mean  1.32e-01 1. 15e-01 1.25e-01
Std 1. 47e-02 1.35e-02 1.31e-02
UF8  Mean  0.60e-01 0. 30e-01 0. 47e-01
Std 4.77e-02 6. 78¢-02 0. 70e-02
UF9  Mean  1.61e-01 0.28e-01 1. 59e-01
Std 0.01e=02  0.46e-02 1. 80e-02
UF10  Mean  6.48e-01 5.35e-01 6. 76e-01
Sid 1. 52¢-01 1.75e-01 0. 23e-01
Best/all 10 8 10

HARA TR 8 FIE 9 WS T LIWT#E 1
CSMOPSO WA RS (R Sine JRIWL I Cubic 1R
WS ) 55 Cubic_Sine R4 WU TETERESE r b AF7E 235
225, FRAETE HV 4845 b, Sine BREITE 15 A4S0 H)
B 7 R, T Cubic BREEHAAH S K, BA
IGD f845 b = F 22 F AR (HSE T B — AR I W 4R
WRIHETT L E 2 [, FRATTHR 1K 3 P R S
R ERIATHIGAFI R T . R IO
A, HACR B3, {145 Cubic—Sine JR & BT TE 1IGD A
HV $5 65 For B 1 10 A, dt— B R 1
HAERARNERE EAODUBRAE,

&9 Cubic-Sine RS BET K Sine BRETFN Cubic BRETHY
HV EILRER
Table 9 Comparison results of HV values among Cubic—

Sine hybrid mapping, Sine mapping and Cubic mapping

pURES Sine B4+ Cubic B4+ Cubic=Sine
At
217
HV HV HV
ZDT1  Mean 7.12e-01 7.12e-01 7.12e-01
Std 4.71e-04 4. 17e-04 0. 08e—-04
ZDT2  Mean 4. 40e-01 4. 40e-01 4. 40e-01
Std 0. 85e-04 0. 40e-04 0.43e-04
ZDT3  Mean 5.95e-01 5.96e-01 5.96e-01
Std 0. 89e-04 4.33e-04 4.50e-04
7ZDT4  Mean 0. 16e-01 8.95e-02 1. 43e-01
Std 1.57e-01 8. 89e—-02 1. 18e-01
ZDT6  Mean 0. 85e-01 0. 85e-01 0. 85e-01
Std 1. 74e-04 1. 66e-04 1.42e-04
UF1 Mean 4. 76e-01 4. 89¢-01 4. 89¢-01
Std 0.07e-02 1.58e-02 0.17e-02
UF2 Mean 6.32e-01 6.28e-01 6.27e-01
Std 0. 54e-03 4. 66e—-03 5.90e-03
UF3 Mean 0.99e-01 0.07e-01 0.03e-01
Std 0. 46e-02 0. 09e-02 0.23e-02
UF4 Mean 0. 64e-01 1.58e-01 0. 54e-01
Std 0.41e-03 0.37e-03 6.79¢-03
UF5 Mean 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00
Std 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00 0. 00e+00
UF6 Mean 1.38e-03 1. 86e-03 0.61e-03
Std 0.34e-03 0.63e-03 6.23e-03
UF7 Mean 0.87e-01 4. 12e-01 0.98e-01
Std 0.01e-02 1. 90e-02 1. 88e-02
UF8 Mean 0. 36e-01 0. 86e-01 0. 24e-01
Std 1.27e-02 5. 54e-02 1. 50e-02
UF9 Mean 5.95e-01 0. 74e-01 5.91e-01
Std 1. 88e—-02 0. 87e-02 0.07e-02
UF10  Mean 9.97e-02 1. 64e-01 1. 32e-01
Std 0.37e-02 8. 15e-02 7. 13e-02
Best/all 7 5 10
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Table 10 Sensitivity analysis of parameter r in IGD index

MXFE r=0.7 r=0.8 r=0.9 r=4.0 r=4.1
ZDT3  9.76e-03 9.68¢—03 9.55¢—03 9.56e—-03 9.8le-03
ZDT6  6.95¢-03 6.93e-03 6.93e—03 6.94e-03 6.92e-03

UF1 1.51e-01 1.53e-01 1.50e—01 1.51e—01 1.53e-01
UF6  7.24e-01 7.25¢-01 6.97e—01 7.07¢-01 7.31e-01
UF8 0.63e-01 0.50e—01 0.47e-01 0.73e-01 0.97e-01
UF9 1.60e-01 1.57e—01 1.59¢—01 1.60e—01 1.61e-01
UF10  5.82e—01 7.25¢—01 6.76e—01 6.72e—-01 5.92e-01
Best/all 1 1 4 0 1
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