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ABSTRACT

Safe multi-objective reinforcement learning (Safe MORL) seeks to optimize per-
formance while satisfying safety constraints. Existing methods face two key chal-
lenges: (i) incorporating safety as additional objectives enlarges the objective
space, requiring more solutions to uniformly cover the Pareto front and maintain
adaptability under changing preferences; (ii) strictly enforcing safety constraints
is feasible for single or compatible constraints, but conflicting constraints prevent
flexible, preference-aware trade-offs. To address these challenges, we cast Safe
MORL within a multi-party negotiation framework that treats safety as an exter-
nal regulatory perspective, enabling the search for a consensus-based multi-party
Pareto-optimal set. We propose a multi-party Pareto negotiation (MPPN) strat-
egy built on NSGA-II, which employs a negotiation threshold ε to represent the
acceptable solution range for each party. During evolutionary search, ε is dynami-
cally adjusted to maintain a sufficiently large negotiated solution set, progressively
steering the population toward the (εefficiency, εsafety)-negotiated common Pareto
set. The framework preserves user preferences over conflicting safety constraints
without introducing additional objectives and flexibly adapts to emergent scenar-
ios through progressively guided (εefficiency, εsafety). Experiments on a MuJoCo
benchmark show that our approach outperforms state-of-the-art methods in both
constrained and unconstrained MORL, as measured by multi-party hypervolume
and sparsity metrics, while supporting preference-aware policy selection across
stakeholders.

1 INTRODUCTION

Multi-objective reinforcement learning (MORL) addresses decision-making problems with multiple,
often conflicting objectives (Dulac-Arnold et al., 2021). Since no single policy can be optimal
across all objectives simultaneously, existing approaches are typically divided into two categories.
Single-policy MORL (Chen et al., 2021; Skalse et al., 2022; Kyriakis & Deshmukh, 2022) reduces
the multi-objective problem to a scalar one by applying predefined weights, allowing standard RL
algorithms to be used directly. However, this scalarization produces a policy tailored to a fixed
preference, limiting adaptability across tasks. Multi-policy MORL (Yang et al., 2019; Chen et al.,
2019; Xu et al., 2020; Hayes et al., 2022), on the other hand, aims to approximate the Pareto front
(PF) by learning a set of non-dominated policies, thereby supporting diverse objective preferences
and enabling flexible policy selection in practice.

While MORL has shown promising progress, incorporating safety considerations introduces new
challenges. Safe MORL (Huang et al., 2022) aims to optimize multiple objectives while ensuring
that agents adhere to safety requirements, thereby preventing hazardous behaviors during training
and deployment. One natural formulation is to treat safety as an additional objective alongside per-
formance goals. This enables explicit exploration of safety–performance trade-offs but increases the
dimensionality of the objective space, leading to an exponential growth of the Pareto set and making
full coverage intractable. Alternatively, safety can be enforced as a hard constraint, giving rise to
constrained MORL (CMORL) (Huang et al., 2022; Lin et al., 2024; Gu et al., 2025), which restricts
the search to policies that satisfy predefined safety conditions. This avoids dimensionality explosion
and directly guarantees safe behavior, but struggles with conflicting or overly strict constraints and
lacks adaptability in dynamic environments.
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In practice, however, safety is not always absolute. Real-world decision making often requires
negotiating between efficiency and safety, where tolerating minor violations of certain safety con-
straints may yield significant performance gains. For example, as illustrated in Figure 1, cargo-
handling robots aim to maximize movement speed and payload capacity while maintaining body
stability and limiting energy consumption. Allowing slight violations in stability or energy us-
age can enable faster transport of larger loads, which may be desirable in time-sensitive sce-
narios. Such flexibility is difficult to achieve with CMORL, since hard constraints restrict the
feasible solution set and often eliminate practically useful trade-offs. Likewise, objective-based
MORL approaches may struggle to capture balanced solutions between efficiency and safety
when the inclusion of multiple safety objectives causes the Pareto set to expand excessively.

Efficient objectives:
   bearing weight 
   movement velocity ​
Safe constraints:
   energy cost
   body stability

​​Routine Tasks ​ ​​Emergency Tasks ​​

Efficient objectives:
   bearing weight 
   movement velocity ​
Safe constraints:
   energy cost
   body stability

Efficient objectives:
   bearing weight 
   movement velocity ​
Safe constraints:
   energy cost
   body stability

Figure 1: Trade-off between efficiency and safety.
Safety constraints are relaxed in emergency tasks
to prioritize efficiency objectives.

To address these limitations, we reconcep-
tualize Safe MORL as a multi-party nego-
tiation problem, where the safety objectives
and efficiency objectives are treated as sepa-
rate multi-objective decision parties rather than
as additional objectives in a single objective
space. This formulation enables the search for
a common Pareto set that balances efficiency
and safety while resolving potential conflicts
among safety constraints. Building on this
idea, we develop a negotiation-driven evolu-
tionary framework, MPPN-MORL, which inte-
grates multi-party Pareto negotiation into pol-
icy search without increasing the dimensional-
ity of the objective space. Our approach flexi-
bly adapts to user-specified preferences over both performance and safety, preserves diversity in the
solution set, and promotes fairness across parties. Extensive experiments on a multi-objective Mu-
JoCo benchmark demonstrate that MPPN-MORL achieves superior trade-offs between efficiency
and safety compared to existing MORL and CMORL methods, while effectively handling conflict-
ing safety constraints and supporting preference-aware policy deployment.

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 MULTI-OBJECTIVE DECISION-MAKING

A multi-objective decision-making (MODM) problem involves optimizing multiple, potentially con-
flicting objectives. Formally, it can be formulated as

min
πθ

Fπθ
= min

πθ

[f1(πθ), . . . , fm(πθ)] , (1)

where πθ denotes a parameterized policy, and fi(πθ) is the expected performance of πθ with respect
to the i-th objective, for i = 1, . . . ,m. Unlike single-objective settings, which seek a unique optimal
policy, MODM problems typically yield a set of Pareto-optimal solutions, each reflecting a different
trade-off among objectives.

2.2 CONSTRAINED MULTI-OBJECTIVE REINFORCEMENT LEARNING

Safe MORL extends MODM by enforcing safety constraints, restricting the set of admissible poli-
cies. Constrained MORL (CMORL) formalizes this idea using explicit cost functions. Specifically,
CMORL introduces p additional cost functions cm+1, . . . , cm+p, each mapping a state-action pair
(s, a) to a scalar cost. For a policy π, the expected cumulative cost under the (m+ i)-th function is
denoted as cm+i(π), which must satisfy

cm+i(π) ≤ di, ∀i = 1, . . . , p, (2)

where di is a predefined safety threshold. The objective in CMORL is to optimize the vector-valued
function F(π) representing performance across m objectives, while ensuring that π lies within the
safe policy set:

Πsafe = {π ∈ Π | ci(π) ≤ di, ∀i = m+ 1, . . . ,m+ p} , (3)

2
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from which the agent identifies a set of Pareto-optimal policies.

Gu et al. (2025) extend the Pareto frontier concept to safety-constrained MDPs. A policy π ∈ Πsafe
is safe Pareto-optimal if no other policy in Πsafe strictly improves all objectives without violating any
constraint. Thus, the central goal of CMORL is to efficiently find such policies, balancing objective
performance with constraint satisfaction.

3 METHOD

In this section, we introduce the modeling approach for MPMORL and present the MPPN-MORL
algorithm, which is capable of selecting appropriate Pareto-optimal policy sets based on the pref-
erences of multiple parties. We first describe the modeling framework for MPMORL, and then
elaborate on MPPN-MORL from two key aspects. The detail of MPPN-MORL is shown in Algo-
rithm 2.

3.1 MULTI-PARTY MULTI-OBJECTIVE DECISION-MAKING

Multi-party multi-objective decision-making (MPMODM) models scenarios with multiple decision-
makers (DMs), where each DM optimizes its own set of objectives and at least one DM faces mul-
tiple, potentially conflicting goals. Such scenarios arise naturally in decentralized systems, multi-
departmental planning, and cooperative multi-agent environments where each party holds distinct
priorities.

In sequential decision-making under uncertainty, MPMODM can be formulated as a multi-party
multi-objective Markov decision process (MPMOMDP). In this work, we focus on two parties: the
safety side and the efficiency side. Formally, the problem is defined by the tuple

M = ⟨S,A, T, µ,Γ,R⟩ (4)

where S is the state space, A is the action space, T (s′ | s, a) denotes the state transition probability,
and µ is the initial state distribution. The discount factors are represented by Γ = γ1, γ2, where
γk = [γk

1 , . . . , γ
k
m] ∈ [0, 1]m denotes the discount vector for party k. The reward function is defined

as
R(s, a, s′) =

[
R1(s, a, s′), R2(s, a, s′)

]
, (5)

with Rk(s, a, s′) = [rk1 (s, a, s
′), . . . , rkm(s, a, s′)]⊤ representing the m-dimensional reward vector

for party k.

A policy πθ : S → A guides the agent’s behavior. For each party k ∈ {1, 2}, its performance is
evaluated using a vector of expected discounted returns:

Jk
i,πθ

= Eτ∼πθ

[ ∞∑
t=0

(γk
i )

trki (st, at, st+1)

]
, i = 1, . . . ,m. (6)

Let Jk
πθ

= [Jk
1,πθ

, . . . , Jk
m,πθ

]⊤ be the m-dimensional return vector for party k. The goal of MP-
MORL is to identify a set of policies {πθ} that approximates the joint two-party Pareto front, which
balances trade-offs between the safety side and the efficiency side.

Definition 3.1 (Pareto Dominance). Given two solutions X,Y ∈ X and the objective set Fk of the
k-th DM, X is said to Pareto dominate Y with respect to DM k, denoted as X ≺k Y , if fk,i(X) ≤
fk,i(Y ) for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,mk} and there exists at least one j such that fk,j(X) < fk,j(Y ).

Definition 3.2 (Multi-Party Pareto Dominance). Given two solutions X,Y ∈ X , X is said to multi-
party Pareto dominate Y , denoted as X ≺MP Y , if X ≺k Y holds in the local objective space of
each DM k.

Different from traditional MORL, where Pareto optimality is defined with respect to a centralized
objective space, MPMORL introduce a perspective-dependent notion of optimality. A solution re-
garded as globally Pareto optimal may appear suboptimal from the standpoint of an individual DM
with unique preferences. MPMORL requires identifying solutions that not only balance multiple
objectives but also ensure diversity and fairness among all participating DMs.

3
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Example: Consider a robotic cargo transportation task in which a robot delivers goods from a
workstation to a designated target area. In this scenario, two DMs focus on different aspects of the
robot’s policy: the efficiency party emphasizes transportation speed and payload capacity, whereas
the safety party prioritizes energy consumption and body stability.
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Figure 2: Performance of different policies under MPMORL modeling and CMORL modeling.

As shown in Figure 2, when modeled as a conventional MORL problem, each policy constitutes a
Pareto-optimal solution. However, individual DMs may have diverging preferences: the efficiency
party favors polices π1, π2 and π5, while the safety party favors polices π2, π3, and π4. Although all
policies are Pareto-optimal in the multi-objective sense, under the multi-party perspective, policies
π1, π3 and π4 are dominated by policies π2 and π5. Therefore, the multi-party Pareto front includes
π2 and π5, eliminating solutions that appear optimal in the centralized view.

When facing conflicting safety constraints, CMORL must perform optimization within a fixed con-
straint space, thus failing to find all Pareto solutions. While feasible, it lacks the diversity required
for negotiation among DMs and cannot effectively resolve conflicts between objectives.

3.2 MULTI-PARTY PARETO NEGOTIATION-BASED NON-DOMINATED SORTING

In MPMODM, the goal is generally to identify a common Pareto set that satisfies all parties. How-
ever, such common solutions are often limited. To enlarge the set of negotiable policies while
respecting individual preferences, one or both parties may relax their acceptance criteria. We model
this process as a bargaining game, where both parties start from an initial compromise level ε and
iteratively negotiate toward their reference thresholds (εefficiency, εsafety). During this negotiation,
the framework ensures that solutions maintain both high quality and uniform coverage, providing a
balanced compromise between efficiency and safety.

To address multi-objective decision-making in multi-party scenarios, we propose a multi-party
Pareto negotiation (MPPN) framework that extends the classical Pareto concept. The detailed pro-
cedure of this algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1. The key idea is to relax the strict dominance
relation by introducing an ε-compromise degree with respect to a shared reference solution, allowing
each DM to accept solutions that are not strictly superior but still fall within an acceptable margin
of improvement relative to this baseline.

Specifically, for each DM, ε-dominance is evaluated against a predefined reference reward vector
rref. A candidate solution r is said to ε-dominate the reference if, within the DM’s objective sub-
space, it satisfies r ⪰ε rref, meaning that its performance is no worse than ε · rref across all relevant
objectives (accounting for optimization direction via element-wise scaling) and strictly better in
at least one. This mechanism prevents excessive rejection of solutions due to minor differences
and provides a negotiation margin centered on a common target, enabling more practical and sta-
ble preference modeling under conflicting interests.As shown in Figure 3, by reducing the value
of (εefficiency, εsafety), safety constraints can be appropriately relaxed in exchange for tightening
policies toward higher-performance regions.

To retain appropriate policies during the evolutionary process, we have designed a multi-party non-
dominated sorting (MPNDS) method under ε-dominance. This MPNDS approach constructs a rank-
ing dictionary for each DM, which records the Pareto front level of each individual from the perspec-
tive of that DM. For ε-dominance, the Pareto level is defined as the minimum policy value that can

4
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Safety J1

J2

ε

negotiation space

Efficiency J3

J4
feasible solution

Efficiency J3

J4
feasible solution

Safety J1

J2

εdecrease

negotiation space

Efficiency J3

J4

ε

feasible solution

εdecrease

Figure 3: The reward space under ε-dominance varies in accordance with the outcomes of the nego-
tiation process.

Algorithm 1 Multi-party ε-dominance Sorting
Input: Candidate set C with rewards {rj}, reference solution rref , compromise vector ε = [ε1, ε2],
objective partitions {J1, J2}, joint threshold τ
Output: Joint ε-front Fjoint, local fronts {F1,F2}

1: Initialize Fjoint ← ∅, F1 ← ∅, F2 ← ∅
2: for each solution rj ∈ C do
3: if rj ε-dominates rref w.r.t. J1 and J2 then
4: Add rj to Fjoint

5: else if rj ε-dominates rref w.r.t. J1 or J2 then
6: Add rj to F1 or F2

7: end if
8: end for
9: if |Fjoint| ≥ τ then

10: Shrink ε← max(ε ∗∆ε, εmin)
11: end if
12: return Fjoint,F1,F2

ε-dominate the reference policy. We then calculate the sum of the levels of each individual across
all DMs, and stratify and sort the individuals in ascending order based on the aggregated total level
value. This strategy effectively mitigates the dominant impact of overly strict preferences from a
single DM on the overall ranking, and better integrates the perspectives of all participating parties.
By adopting a level summation mechanism to aggregate multi-party negotiation opinions, MPPN
can identify solutions that more fairly reflect the diverse and even potentially conflicting objectives
of various stakeholders.

By dynamically tightening ε, the algorithm transitions from broad exploration to focused exploita-
tion. Initially large to allow diverse policies near rref, ε decays only when enough solutions satisfy
the condition for all DMs. If one party fails to improve, ε for the other party is temporarily relaxed
to explore better policies.

Overall, the multi-party ε-nondominated sorting first identifies locally preferred solutions within
each DM and then integrates them to form a global ranking. This yields a set of ε-nondominated
solutions that balance conflicting objectives while maintaining diversity and fairness.

3.3 MULTI-PARTY PARETO NEGOTIATION FOR SAFE MORL

To address conflicts among objectives from multiple parties, we propose MPPN-MORL, which
incorporates a multi-party negotiation mechanism into evolutionary search. Inspired by NSGA-
II(Storn & Price, 1997), the algorithm replaces genetic operators with differential evolution for
efficiency and substitutes standard Pareto dominance with an ε-dominance criterion to enable nego-
tiation.

MPPN-MORL initializes a population of candidate policies, evaluates their multi-objective rewards,
and assigns party-specific compromise parameters ε to guide negotiation. In each generation, off-
spring are generated via differential evolution and combined with parents. Solutions are compared
against a reference under the negotiation-based dominance criterion. Jointly dominant solutions
tighten ε to enforce stricter optimality, while if none exist, each party updates its own dominant set,
preserving individual preferences.

5
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Population diversity is maintained by prioritizing ε-dominated solutions and filling remaining
slots based on crowding distance. This iterative process continues until termination, yielding a
negotiation-based Pareto front that balances cooperation and competition, reflecting both individual
preferences and mutual consensus.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 EVALUATION METRICS

In MORL, the most commonly used evaluation metric is the hypervolume (HV) and Sparsity (SP)
(Xu et al., 2020; Basaklar et al., 2023; Hu & Luo, 2024; Liu et al., 2025). To evaluate the overall
performance in MPMORL scenarios, we employ the Multi-Party Hypervolume (MPHV) and Multi-
Party Sparsity (MPSP). Assume that for each DM, an approximated Pareto front Lk is obtained in an
mk-dimensional objective space, where k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} indexes the parties and Mk is the number
of solutions in Lk. Let rk ∈ Rmk be the reference point for the k-th party. The HV for Lk is defined
as:

HV (Lk) = δ
(
H(Lk, rk)

)
, (7)

where
H(Lk, rk) = {w ∈ Rmk | ∃j, rk ⪯ w ⪯ Lk,j} , (8)

Lk,j is the j-th solution in Lk, and δ(·) denotes the Lebesgue measure in Rmk . The relation⪯ is the
weak Pareto dominance operator, meaning that for two vectors a, b ∈ Rmk , a ⪯ b holds if and only
if ai ≤ bi for all objectives i. HV measures the volume of the region dominated by the approximated
Pareto set Lk and bounded by the reference point rk, where a larger HV indicates better convergence
and diversity properties of the approximation.

By introducing the negotiation thresholds (εefficiency, εsafety), MPHV aggregates the HV of all parties
with preference weights, reflecting the overall performance of the approximated Pareto sets. Its
calculation formula is expressed as follows:

MPHV = (1− εefficiency) ·HV (Lefficiency) + (1− εsafety) ·HV (Lsafety). (9)

The SP metric is further introduced to evaluate the distribution of solutions along the approximated
Pareto front. Unlike HV, which focuses on convergence and overall coverage of the objective space,
SP emphasizes the evenness of solution spacing, reflecting how well the algorithm maintains di-
versity across objectives. Formally, let L = {z1, . . . , zM} be the approximated Pareto front in an
m-dimensional objective space, where M is the number of solutions. For each objective dimension
k ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, the solutions are sorted in descending order by their k-th objective value. The
sparsity is then computed as:

SP (L) =
1

M − 1

m∑
k=1

M−1∑
j=1

(zj,k − zj+1,k)
2
, (10)

where zj,k denotes the k-th objective value of the j-th solution after sorting. A lower SP value
indicates that the solutions are more evenly distributed along the Pareto front. Therefore, SP serves
as a complementary indicator to HV, as it directly measures the diversity of solutions rather than the
dominated volume.

Analogous to MPHV, we extend SP to the multi-party setting by defining the Multi-Party Sparsity
(MPSP). Specifically, MPSP aggregates the sparsity values of all parties under negotiation thresh-
olds, capturing the overall evenness of solution distribution across different parties. Its formulation
is given as:

MPSP = (1− εefficiency) · SP (Lefficiency) + (1− εsafety) · SP (Lsafety). (11)

This metric reflects the overall quality of the Pareto approximations across all parties. A higher
MPHV indicates that the solutions perform well on average for individual parties, maintaining good
convergence and diversity. In contrast, a lower MPSP value signifies that the algorithm achieves
a well-spread set of solutions for each party and avoids clustering or large gaps between adjacent
solutions.
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4.2 ENVIRONMENT SETTINGS

Based on the MuJoCo (Todorov et al., 2012) and MO-MuJoCo (Xu et al., 2020) benchmark, we
developed a MPMO MuJoCo benchmark to evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithms
within the MuJoCo framework. This benchmark consists of six continuous robotic locomotion con-
trol tasks: mp-HalfCheetah, mp-Walker, mp-Hopper, mp-Pusher, mp-Swimmer, and mp-Humanoid.
Each task involves two decision-making parties, namely the safety party and the efficiency party,
where each party is associated with two distinct objectives.

The definitions of objectives and reward formulations for the other experimental environments are
detailed in the supplementary material.

4.3 BASELINES

To demonstrate the advantages of the MPMORL formulation and to evaluate the effectiveness of
the proposed MPPN-MORL algorithm, we conducted experiments against leading methods from
both domains. For CMORL, we first adopted LP3 (Huang et al., 2022) as a baseline algorithm. We
also adopted the state-of-the-art algorithm CR-MOPO (Gu et al., 2025). For MORL, we employed
PGMORL (Xu et al., 2020), advanced approach designed for continuous state–action spaces. No-
tably, CR-MOPO-S (Gu et al., 2025), which reformulates the safety constraint in CR-MOPO as an
additional objective, can also be viewed as a MORL algorithm. Furthermore, to evaluate the ef-

Figure 4: The MPHV and MPSP curve for the MP-HalfCheetah environment. The shaded region
represents the standard deviation across six independent experimental runs.

fectiveness of the MPPN-MORL algorithm, we performed an ablation study in which the MPPN
component is removed, and only the MPNDS (Liu et al., 2020) component is employed during the
evolutionary process; this variant is referred to as MPPN-ablated.

Further details regarding the algorithmic procedures and parameter settings of the baseline methods
are provided in the supplementary material.

4.4 RESULTS

We evaluate the proposed methods on the developed MPMO continuous control benchmark,
MPMO-MuJoCo. Figure 4 illustrates the MPHV and MPSP curves during training for all meth-
ods in the MP-HalfCheetah environment, while Table 1 reports the evaluation results across all
environments. The MPPN-MORL algorithm employs an initial negotiation vector of (0.5, 0.5) .

On the MPHV metric, MPNN-MORL performs slightly worse than CR-MOPO only in the mp-
Hopper environment, while achieving the best performance across all other environments. This
result validates the effectiveness of the proposed algorithm in balancing the interests of multiple
parties. However, on the MPSP metric, the CR-MOPO-S algorithm achieves the best performance
in three environments, and the CR-MOPO algorithm achieves the best performance in two environ-
ments, which can be attributed to their gradient-based optimization that yields a large number of
dense policies. It is worth noting that MPNN-MORL exhibits relatively weaker performance on the
MPSP metric. This phenomenon is mainly attributed to the negotiation mechanism of the algorithm,
which places greater emphasis on global convergence during optimization, resulting in a sparser dis-
tribution of solutions along the Pareto front and consequently higher MPSP values. This indicates
that MPNN-MORL has certain limitations in terms of solution distribution.

7
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Table 1: Experimental results of MP-MuJoCo environments. Each algorithm was independently
executed six times under identical experimental conditions, reporting the mean ± standard devia-
tion.LP3 outputs a single policy and thus cannot calculate MPSP.

Environments Metrics PGMORL LP3 CR-MOPO CR-MOPO-S MPNN-MORL

MP-HalfCheetah-v4 MPHV 0.411±0.006 0.852 0.778±0.134 1.241±0.032 2.067±0.040
MPSP(10−2) 0.458±0.146 N/A 0.001±0.001 0.007±0.008 0.137±0.021

MP-Walker-v4 MPHV 0.000±0.000 0.000 1.518±0.013 0.294±0.037 1.797±0.220
MPSP(10−2) 3.136±1.343 N/A 0.195±0.019 0.246±0.070 0.102±0.056

MP-Hopper-v4 MPHV 0.273±0.273 0.000 1.235±0.034 1.376±0.094 1.190±0.006
MPSP(10−2) 0.828±0.488 N/A 0.012±0.018 0.191±0.032 0.670±0.050

MP-Pusher-v4 MPHV 0.142±0.029 0.063 0.398±0.041 0.753±0.062 0.824±0.001
MPSP(10−2) 6.093±2.731 N/A 0.015±0.002 0.014±0.003 0.004±0.003

MP-Swimmer-v4 MPHV 0.011±0.000 0.839 0.944±0.035 0.995±0.008 1.322±0.009
MPSP(10−2) 0.074±0.009 N/A 0.032±0.011 0.099±0.005 0.764±0.004

MP-Humanoid-v4 MPHV 1.720±0.330 0.000 1.508±0.275 1.847±0.194 2.761±0.361
MPSP(10−2) 0.381±0.030 N/A 0.002±0.001 0.000±0.000 0.694±0.032

J1

J2 J2J4 J4

J3J3 J1

εsafety =0.8 εefficiency =0.2 εsafety =0.2 εefficiency =0.8

Figure 5: The Pareto policy sets ultimately obtained with different initial negotiation vectors. The
red point means the multi-party Pareto policy.

Across all environments, PGMORL and LP3 exhibits inferior performance, which may be attributed
to the difficulty of the predictive model in accurately guiding the policy when the number of objec-
tives is large. CR-MOPO-S consistently outperforms CR-MOPO, indicating that enforcing safety as
a hard constraint limits policy exploration.

Figure 5 compares the Pareto policy sets ultimately obtained with different initial negotiation vec-
tors. It can be observed that by relaxing the constraints of the safety party, significant improvements
can be achieved in performance objectives.

By removing the MPPN component, we obtain the multi-objective evolutionary reinforcement learn-
ing algorithm MPNDSRL. Figure 6 depicts the Pareto fronts obtained by MPPN-MORL and MP-
NDSRL for the two parties in the MP-Halfcheetah environment. MPPN-MORL achieves a better
balance between safety and efficiency, and finds a sufficient number of policies while achieving
better performance. In contrast, MPNDSRL only finds a very small number of common solutions,
which proves that our method can still achieve excellent results when common solutions are scarce.

5 RELATED WORK

5.1 MORL AND CMORL

MORL tackles tasks with multiple conflicting objectives and mainly includes single-policy and
multi-policy approaches. Single-policy methods scalarize multiple rewards into a single objective
and apply standard RL to maximize it (Roijers et al., 2013), but they rely on expert-defined prefer-
ence weights (Van Moffaert et al., 2013; Abdolmaleki et al., 2020) that may vary with real-world
conditions. Multi-policy methods approximate the Pareto front by learning a set of policies under
different preferences (Roijers et al., 2014; Mossalam et al., 2016; Zuluaga et al., 2016). Typical
methods include PGMORL (Xu et al., 2020), which improves efficiency through predictive mod-
els and PPO updates but risks local minima; PD-MORL (Basaklar et al., 2023) obtains a unified
network covering the entire preference space through single-round training; PA2D-MORL (Hu &
Luo, 2024), which uses Pareto ascent directions for automatic optimization and better coverage; and
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J2 J2J4 J4εsafety =0.5 εefficiency =0.5

J1 J3 J1 J3

Safety Efficiency

Figure 6: MPNDS algorithm without the MPPN mechanism compares with the MPPN-MORL.

PSL-MORL (Liu et al., 2025), which employs hypernetworks to generate preference-conditioned
policies compatible with single-objective RL.

Despite these advances, existing MORL methods optimize multiple objectives only for a single
agent and cannot model multi-party interactions or conflicts. Consequently, they fail to capture the
negotiation dynamics and collective trade-offs essential in multi-stakeholder scenarios, leading to
suboptimal solutions.

CMORL further incorporates safety requirements into multi-objective optimization. LP3 (Huang
et al., 2022) jointly learns preferences and policies by treating task rewards and constraint costs as
independent objectives. PDOA (Lin et al., 2024) supports offline adaptation under unknown pref-
erences and safety thresholds by learning diverse policies and conservatively estimating preference
weights to mitigate violation risks. CR-MOPO (Gu et al., 2025) integrates conflict-aware gradients
and hard constraint corrections to ensure safety while efficiently approximating the Pareto front.

Nevertheless, CMORL still focuses on single-agent optimization, lacking mechanisms to model in-
teractions and negotiations among multiple parties. In contrast, MPMORL explicitly captures multi-
agent interactions and negotiation dynamics, offering superior modeling capability and adaptability
in complex multi-stakeholder environments.

5.2 MPMOP

MPMOPs aim to identify mutually optimal solutions for multiple DMs with diverse and often con-
flicting objectives, a critical challenge in many real-world scenarios. To address this, researchers
have developed various MPMOEAs by extending existing MOEA frameworks with ranking and se-
lection mechanisms for multi-party settings. OptMPNDS (Liu et al., 2020) ranks solutions by their
worst dominance level across all DMs, while OptMPNDS2 (She et al., 2021) refines this by treating
dominance levels from each DM as new objectives and applying a second non-dominated sorting
for finer evaluation. A theoretical analysis (Sun et al., 2025) further revealed the inefficiency of
traditional MOEAs, especially for NP-hard problems.

Despite the success of MPMOEAs in solving MPMOPs, no prior studies have integrated them
into RL. The proposed MPPN-MORL addresses this gap by reformulating MORL as an MPMOP,
thereby establishing the first link between these two research domains.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper reformulates MORL with safety constraints as a MPMORL problem and proposes an
evolutionary algorithm, MPPN-MORL, based on a multi-party Pareto negotiation mechanism. In
the proposed approach, efficiency and safety are treated as two independent decision-making par-
ties. During the evolutionary process, the algorithm maintains individual Pareto fronts for each
party and integrates them into a shared solution set through a NBMPNDS procedure. This design
effectively alleviates the complexity caused by the proliferation of objectives in traditional MORL.
Unlike CMORL, which enforces safety as a hard constraint and strictly limits exploration, MPPN-
MORL dynamically adjusts the trade-off between safety and efficiency, producing high-quality com-
promise solutions. Experimental results demonstrate that across six mp-MuJoCo environments,
MPPN-MORL consistently achieves the highest MeanHV and SP metrics, significantly outperform-
ing state-of-the-art MORL and CMORL methods, while exhibiting superior balance and diversity in
strategies when handling conflicts between safety and efficiency.
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7 REPRODUCIBILITY STATEMENT

We have taken extensive efforts to ensure the reproducibility of our work. The proposed algorithms
and benchmark implementations have been anonymously submitted as supplementary materials and
will be publicly released upon publication.The benchmark environment setups are detailed. These
resources collectively enable independent verification and reproduction of our reported results.
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A THE USE OF LARGE LANGUAGE MODELS

We used a large language model to assist in polishing the writing and checking for grammatical
issues.

B MPPN-SAFEMORL

In Algorithm 2 , we describe the whole procedure of our proposed MPPN-SafeMORL algorithm.
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C EXPERIMENT SETUP DETAILS

For each episode, the reward (or cost) for each objective is computed as the average of the corre-
sponding per-step values over all time steps within that episode.

MP-Halfcheetah: In the MP-HalfCheetah environment, the safety party seeks to minimize energy
consumption and maintain the stability of the robot’s height, whereas the efficiency party aims to
maximize forward velocity while mitigating excessive oscillations. Energy consumption is quanti-
fied as the squared norm of the action vector:

Ci
e = −αa∥aicheetah∥2, (12)

where Ci
e denotes the energy consumption at time step i, αa is a scaling coefficient, and aicheetah

represents the action vector applied to the HalfCheetah at time step i.

Height stability is evaluated by the deviation of the robot’s height from a target value:

Ci
h =

∣∣Hi
cheetah −Hi

target

∣∣ , (13)

where Ci
h is the height stability cost at time step i, Hi

cheetah is the actual torso height of the HalfChee-
tah at time step i, and Hi

target is the predefined target height.

Forward velocity is represented by the absolute value of the robot’s horizontal velocity:

Ri
x =

∣∣V i
x

∣∣ , (14)

where Ri
x denotes the forward velocity reward at time step i, and V i

x is the horizontal velocity of the
HalfCheetah at time step i.

Excessive oscillation is penalized using the absolute value of the robot’s vertical velocity:

Ri
y = −

∣∣V i
y

∣∣ , (15)

where Ri
y is the oscillation penalty at time step i, and V i

y represents the vertical velocity of the
HalfCheetah at time step i.

MP-Hopper: In the MP-Hopper environment, the safety party aims to minimize the robot’s angular
deviation around the z-axis and reduce energy consumption, while the efficiency party seeks to max-
imize forward velocity in the x-direction while minimizing vertical oscillations in the y-direction.

The angular deviation around the z-axis is quantified by the absolute value of the robot’s z-axis
angle:

Ci
z =

∣∣Θi
z

∣∣ , (16)

where Ci
z denotes the angular deviation cost at time step i, and Θi

z is the robot’s orientation angle
around the z-axis at time step i.

Energy consumption is measured as the squared norm of the action vector:

Ci
e = −αa|aihopper|2, (17)

where Ci
e denotes the energy consumption at time step i, αa is a scaling coefficient, and aihopper

represents the action vector applied to the Hopper at time step i.

Forward velocity is represented by the absolute value of the robot’s horizontal velocity in the x-
direction:

Ri
x =

∣∣V i
x

∣∣ , (18)

where Ri
x denotes the forward velocity reward at time step i, and V i

x is the horizontal velocity of the
Hopper at time step i.

Vertical oscillation is penalized using the absolute value of the robot’s velocity in the y-direction:

Ri
y = −

∣∣V i
y

∣∣ , (19)

where Ri
y is the oscillation penalty at time step i, and V i

y represents the vertical velocity of the
Hopper at time step i.
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MP-Walker: In the MP-Walker environment, the safety party aims to minimize the absolute height
of the robot’s head and reduce the degree of body posture deviation, while the efficiency party seeks
to maximize forward velocity in the x-direction while minimizing energy consumption.

The head height cost is quantified by the absolute value of the robot’s head height:

Ci
z =

∣∣Zi
head

∣∣ , (20)

where Ci
z denotes the head height cost at time step i, and Zi

head is the vertical height of the Walker’s
head at time step i.

The body posture cost is measured by the absolute deviation of the robot’s posture:

Ci
p =

∣∣P i
walker

∣∣ , (21)

where Ci
p denotes the posture deviation cost at time step i, and P i

walker represents the robot’s body
inclination angle at time step i.

Forward velocity is represented by the absolute value of the robot’s horizontal velocity in the x-
direction:

Ri
x =

∣∣V i
x

∣∣ , (22)

where Ri
x denotes the forward velocity reward at time step i, and V i

x is the horizontal velocity of the
Walker at time step i.

Energy consumption is quantified as the squared norm of the action vector:

Ci
e = −αa|aiwalker|2, (23)

where Ci
e denotes the energy consumption at time step i, αa is a scaling coefficient, and aiwalker

represents the action vector applied to the Walker at time step i.

MP-Swimmer: In the MP-Swimmer environment, the safety party aims to minimize energy con-
sumption and reduce the degree of body oscillation, while the efficiency party seeks to maximize
forward velocity in the x-direction while minimizing vertical velocity in the y-direction.

Energy consumption is quantified as the squared norm of the action vector:

Ci
e = −αa|aiswimmer|2, (24)

where Ci
e denotes the energy consumption at time step i, αa is a scaling coefficient, and aiswimmer

represents the action vector applied to the Swimmer at time step i.

Body oscillation is measured by the absolute value of the robot’s angular velocity:

Ci
o =

∣∣Ωi
swimmer

∣∣ , (25)

where Ci
o denotes the body oscillation cost at time step i, and Ωi

swimmer is the angular velocity of
the Swimmer at time step i.

Forward velocity is represented by the absolute value of the robot’s horizontal velocity in the x-
direction:

Ri
x =

∣∣V i
x

∣∣ , (26)

where Ri
x denotes the forward velocity reward at time step i, and V i

x is the horizontal velocity of the
Swimmer at time step i.

Vertical velocity is penalized using the absolute value of the robot’s velocity in the y-direction:

Ri
y = −

∣∣V i
y

∣∣ , (27)

where Ri
y is the vertical velocity penalty at time step i, and V i

y represents the vertical velocity of the
Swimmer at time step i.

MP-Pusher: In the MP-Pusher environment, the safety party aims to minimize energy consumption
and reduce the velocity of the robot’s end-effector, while the efficiency party seeks to minimize the
distance between the actuator and the object as well as the distance between the object and the target
position.

13



702
703
704
705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714
715
716
717
718
719
720
721
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
730
731
732
733
734
735
736
737
738
739
740
741
742
743
744
745
746
747
748
749
750
751
752
753
754
755

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2026

Energy consumption is quantified as the squared norm of the action vector:

Ci
e = −αa|aipusher|2, (28)

where Ci
e denotes the energy consumption at time step i, αa is a scaling coefficient, and aipusher

represents the action vector applied to the Pusher at time step i.

The end-effector velocity cost is measured by the absolute value of the end-effector’s velocity:

Ci
v =

∣∣V i
end

∣∣ , (29)

where Ci
v denotes the end-effector velocity cost at time step i, and V i

end is the velocity of the Pusher’s
end-effector at time step i.

The actuator-to-object distance is evaluated as the Euclidean distance between the actuator and the
object:

Ri
ao = −

∣∣P i
actuator − P i

object

∣∣ , (30)

where Ri
ao denotes the actuator-to-object distance reward at time step i, P i

actuator is the position of
the actuator at time step i, and P i

object is the position of the object at time step i.

The object-to-target distance is evaluated as the Euclidean distance between the object and the target
position:

Ri
ot = −

∣∣P i
object − P i

target

∣∣ , (31)

where Ri
ot denotes the object-to-target distance reward at time step i, P i

target is the predefined target
position, and P i

object is the object’s position at time step i.

MP-Humanoid: In the MP-Humanoid environment, the safety party aims to minimize energy con-
sumption and reduce contact impact, while the efficiency party seeks to maximize forward velocity
in the x-direction and enhance the humanoid’s health reward.

Energy consumption is quantified as the squared norm of the action vector:

Ci
e = −αa|aihumanoid|2, (32)

where Ci
e denotes the energy consumption at time step i, αa is a scaling coefficient, and aihumanoid

represents the action vector applied to the Humanoid at time step i.

Contact impact is measured by the magnitude of the external contact forces exerted on the humanoid:

Ci
c =

∣∣F i
contact

∣∣ , (33)

where Ci
c denotes the contact impact cost at time step i, and F i

contact represents the contact force
vector applied to the Humanoid at time step i.

Forward velocity is represented by the absolute value of the humanoid’s horizontal velocity in the
x-direction:

Ri
x =

∣∣V i
x

∣∣ , (34)

where Ri
x denotes the forward velocity reward at time step i, and V i

x is the horizontal velocity of the
Humanoid at time step i.

The health reward is quantified by the humanoid’s uprightness and stability:

Ri
h = Hi

humanoid, (35)

where Ri
h denotes the health reward at time step i, and Hi

humanoid is the environment-defined health
indicator of the Humanoid at time step i.
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Algorithm 2 Multi-Party NSDE with ε-Dominance and Priority Selection
Input: Number of iterations T , population size N , mutation factor F , crossover rate CR, initial
tolerance εinit, decay rate ∆ε, objective partitions {O1, O2}
Output: Final ε-dominant Pareto front F

1: Initialize empty population P ← ∅
2: for i = 1 to N do
3: Initialize random policy πi with parameters θi
4: Evaluate πi to obtain reward vector ri
5: Add (πi, θi, ri) to P
6: end for
7: Initialize tolerance vector ε = [εinit, εinit]
8: Compute reference solution rref
9: for t = 1 to T do

10: Q ← ∅
11: for i = 1 to N do
12: Generate offspring parameters θtrial using DE mutation and crossover with (F,CR)
13: Evaluate offspring to obtain rtrial
14: Add offspring (πtrial, θtrial, rtrial) to Q
15: end for
16: Combine populations: C ← P ∪Q
17: Extract rewardsR = {rj}j∈C
18: Identify ε-dominant fronts:

1. Find joint solutions rj such that rj ε-dominates rref for both DMs.
2. If none, update each DM’s front separately based on its own objective set Ok.

19: If joint ε-dominant solutions are found: update ε← ε−∆ε
20: Build next population Pt+1:

1. Add all individuals from ε-dominant fronts to Pt+1

2. If |Pt+1| < N , fill the remaining slots by applying crowding distance selection on
the rest of C

21: P ← Pt+1

22: end for
23: Extract final front F from P based on ε-dominance
24: return F
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