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Abstract

Evolutionary algorithms (EAs) are general-purpose optimisers that come with several
parameters like the sizes of parent and offspring populations or the mutation rate. It is
well known that the performance of EAs may depend drastically on these parameters.
Recent theoretical studies have shown that self-adjusting parameter control mecha-
nisms that tune parameters during the algorithm run can provably outperform the best
static parameters in EAs on discrete problems. However, the majority of these studies
concerned elitist EAs and we do not have a clear answer on whether the same mecha-
nisms can be applied for non-elitist EAs. We study one of the best-known parameter
control mechanisms, the one-fifth success rule, to control the offspring population
size X in the non-elitist (1, A) EA. It is known that the (1, 1) EA has a sharp threshold
with respect to the choice of A where the expected runtime on the benchmark func-
tion ONEMAX changes from polynomial to exponential time. Hence, it is not clear
whether parameter control mechanisms are able to find and maintain suitable values
of 1. For ONEMAX we show that the answer crucially depends on the success rate s
(i.e. a one-(s + 1)-th success rule). We prove that, if the success rate is appropriately
small, the self-adjusting (1, A) EA optimises ONEMAX in O (n) expected generations
and O (n log n) expected evaluations, the best possible runtime for any unary unbiased
black-box algorithm. A small success rate is crucial: we also show that if the success
rate is too large, the algorithm has an exponential runtime on ONEMAX and other
functions with similar characteristics.
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Non-elitism
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1 Introduction

Evolutionary algorithms (EAs) are general-purpose randomised search heuristics
inspired by biological evolution that have been successfully applied to solve a wide
range of optimisation problems. The main idea is to maintain a population (multiset) of
candidate solutions (also called search points or individuals) and to create new search
points (called offspring), from applying genetic operators such as mutation (making
small changes to a parent search point) and/or recombination (combining features of
two or more parents). A process of selection is then applied to form the next genera-
tion’s population. This process is iterated over many generations in the hope that the
search space is explored and high-fitness search points emerge.

Thanks to their generality, evolutionary algorithms are especially helpful when
the problem in hand is not well-known or when the underlying fitness landscape can
only be queried through fitness function evaluations (black-box optimisation) [1].
Frequently in real-world applications the fitness function evaluations are costly, there-
fore there is a large interest in reducing the number of fitness function evaluations
needed to optimise a function, also called optimisation time or runtime [2-5].

EAs come with a range of parameters, such as the size of the parent population, the
size of the offspring population or the mutation rate. It is well known that the optimisa-
tion time of an evolutionary algorithm may depend drastically and often unpredictably
on their parameters and the problem in hand [6, 7]. Hence, parameter selection is an
important and growing field of study.

One approach for parameter selection is to theoretically analyse the optimisation
time (runtime analysis) of evolutionary algorithms to understand how different param-
eter settings affect their performance on different parameter landscapes. This approach
has given us a better understanding of how to properly set the parameters of evolu-
tionary algorithms. In addition, owing to runtime analysis we also know that during
the optimisation process the optimal parameter values may change, making any static
parameter choice have sub-optimal performance [7]. Therefore, it is natural to also
analyse parameter settings that are able to change throughout the run. These mecha-
nisms are called parameter control mechanisms.

Parameter control mechanisms aim to identify parameter values that are optimal for
the current state of the optimisation process. In continuous optimisation, parameter
control is indispensable to ensure convergence to the optimum, therefore, non-static
parameter choices have been standard for several decades. In sharp contrast to this,
in the discrete domain parameter control has only become more common in recent
years. This is in part owing to theoretical studies demonstrating that fitness-dependent
parameter control mechanisms can provably outperform the best static parameter set-
tings [8—11]. Despite the proven advantages, fitness-dependent mechanisms have an
important drawback: to have an optimal performance they generally need to be tailored
to a specific problem, which needs a substantial knowledge of the problem in hand [7].

To overcome this constraint, several parameter control mechanisms have been pro-
posed that update the parameters in a self-adjusting manner. The idea is to adapt
parameters based on information gathered during the run, for instance whether a
generation has led to an improvement in the best fitness (called a success) or not.
Theoretical studies have proven that in spite of their simplicity, these mechanisms are
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able to use good parameter values throughout the optimisation, obtaining the same or
better performance than any static parameter choice.

There is a growing body of research in this rapidly emerging area. Léssig and
Sudholt [12] presented self-adjusting schemes for choosing the offspring population
size in (14+1) EAs and the number of islands in an island model. Mambrini and Sudholt
[13] adapted the migration interval in island models and showed that adaptation can
reduce the communication effort beyond the best possible fixed parameter. Doerr and
Doerr [14] proposed a self-adjusting mechanism in the (1 4+ (A, 1)) GA based on
the one-fifth rule and proved that it optimises the well known benchmark function
ONEMAX (x) = Y, x; (counting the number of ones in a bit string x € {0, 1}"
of length n) in O (n) expected evaluations, being the fastest known unbiased genetic
algorithm on ONEMAX. Hevia Fajardo and Sudholt [15] studied modifications to the
self-adjusting mechanismin the (1 + (%, 1)) GA on JUMP functions, showing that they
can perform nearly as well as the (1 + 1) EA with the optimal mutation rate. Doerr
et al. [16] presented a success-based choice of the mutation strength for a randomised
local search (RLS) variant, proving that it is very efficient for a generalisation of the
ONEMAX problem to a larger alphabet than {0, 1}. Doerr, Gie3en, Witt, and Yang [17]
showed that a success-based parameter control mechanism is able to identify and track
the optimal mutation rate in the (1+1) EA on ONEMAX, matching the performance of
the best known fitness-dependent parameter [8]. Doerr and Doerr give a comprehensive
survey of theoretical results [7].

Most theoretical analyses of parameter control mechanisms focus on so-called
elitist EAs that always reject worsening moves (with notable exceptions that study
self-adaptive mutation rates in the (1, A) EA [18] and the («, ») EA [19], and hyper-
heuristics that choose between elitist and non-elitist selection mechanisms [20]). The
performance of parameter control mechanisms in non-elitist algorithms is not well
understood, despite the fact that non-elitist EAs are often better at escaping from local
optima [21] and are often applied in practice. There are many applications of non-
elitist evolutionary algorithms for which an improved theoretical understanding of
parameter control mechanisms could bring performance improvements matching or
exceeding the ones seen for elitist algorithms.

We consider the (1, A) EA on ONEMAX that in every generation creates A offspring
and selects the best one for survival. Rowe and Sudholt [22] have shown that there
is a sharp threshold at A = log en between exponential and polynomial runtimes
on ONEMAX. A value A > log _e_n ensures that the offspring population size is

sufficiently large to ensure a positive drift (expected progress) towards the optimum
even on the most challenging fitness levels. For easier fitness levels, smaller values of
A are sufficient.

This is a challenging scenario for self-adjusting the offspring population size A since
too small values of A can easily make the algorithm decrease its current fitness, moving
away from the optimum. For static values of A < (1 —¢) loge%l n, for any constant
e > 0, we know that the optimisation time is exponential with high probability [22].
Moreover, too large values for A can waste function evaluations and blow up the
optimisation time.
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We consider a self-adjusting version of the (1, 1) EA that uses a success-based
rule. Following the naming convention from [7] the algorithm is called self-adjusting
(1, {F'Sx,1»/F}) EA (self-adjusting (1, 1) EA). For an update strength F and a
success rate s, in a generation where no improvement in fitness is found, A is increased
by a factor of F!/* and in a successful generation, A is divided by a factor F. If one
out of s + 1 generations is successful, the value of X is maintained. The case s = 4 is
the famous one-fifth success rule [23, 24].

We ask whether the self-adjusting (1, &) EA is able to find and maintain suitable
parameter values of A throughout the run, despite the lack of elitism and without
knowledge of the problem in hand.

We answer this question in the affirmative if the success rate s is chosen correctly. We
show in Sect. 3 that, if s is a constant with 0 < s < 1, then the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA
optimises ONEMAX in O (n) expected generations and O (nlogn) expected fitness
evaluations. The bound on evaluations is optimal for all unary unbiased black-box
algorithms [11, 25]. However, if s is a sufficiently large constant, s > 18, the runtime
on ONEMAX becomes exponential with overwhelming probability (see Sect.4). The
reason is that then unsuccessful generations increase A only slowly, whereas successful
generations decrease A significantly. This effect is more pronounced during early stages
of arun when the current search point is still far away from the optimum and successful
generations are common. We show that then the algorithm gets stuck in a non-stable
equilibrium with small A-values and frequent fallbacks (fitness decreases) at a linear
Hamming distance to the optimum. This effect is not limited to ONEMAX; we show
that this negative result easily translates to other functions for which it is easy to find
improvements during early stages of a run.

To bound the expected number of generations for small success rates on ONEMAX,
we apply drift analysis to a potential function that trades off increases in fitness against a
penalty term for small A-values. In generations where the fitness decreases, A increases
and the penalty is reduced, allowing us to show a positive drift in the potential for all
fitness levels and all A.

In Sect.3.2 we use the potential to bound the expected number of evaluations to
increase the best-so-far fitness by log n, reaching a new fitness value denoted by b. The
time until this happens is called an epoch. During an epoch, the number of evaluations
is bounded by arguing that A is unlikely to increase much beyond a threshold value
of O(1/ p;_l’l), where p;r_lyl is the worst-case improvement probability as long as
no fitness of at least b is reached. Since at the start of an epoch the initial value of A
is not known, we provide a tail bound showing that X is unlikely to attain excessively
large values and hence any unknown values of A contribute to a total of O (nlogn)
expected evaluations.

In Sect. 5 we complement our runtime analyses with experiments on ONEMAX. First
we compare the runtime of the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA, the self-adjusting (1 + 1) EA
and the (1, 1) EA with the best known fixed A for different problem sizes. Second, we
show a sharp threshold for the success rate at s &~ 3.4 where the runtime changes from
polynomial to exponential. This indicates that the widely used one-fifth rule (s = 4) is
inefficient here, but other success rules achieve optimal asymptotic runtime. Finally,
we show how different values of s affect fixed target running times, the growth of A
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over time and the time spent in each fitness value, shedding light on the non-optimal
equilibrium states in the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA.

An extended abstract containing preliminary versions of our results appeared in
[26]. The results in this manuscript have evolved significantly from there. In [26]
we bounded the expected number of evaluations by showing that, when the fitness
distance to the optimum has decreased below 7/ log® n, the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA
behaves similarly to its elitist version, a (1+{F'/*x, »/F}) EA. The expected number
of evaluations to reach this fitness distance was estimated using Wald’s equation, and a
reviewer of this manuscript pointed out a mistake in the application of Wald’s equation
in [26] as the assumption of independent random variables was not met. We found
a different argument to fix the proof and noticed that the new argument simplifies
the analysis considerably. In particular, the simplified proof is no longer based on the
elitist (14 {F/$x, »/F}) EA. (We remark that, independently, the analysis from [26]
was also simplified in [27, 28] and extended to the class of monotone functions.)

Other changes include rewriting our results in order to refine the presentation and
give a more unified analysis for both our positive and negative results. In particular,
the conditions on s have been relaxed from s < % vs. s > 22 towards s < 1 vs.
s > 18. We also extended our negative results towards other fitness function classes
Jumpy, CLIFF;, ZEROMAX, TWOMAX and RIDGE (Theorem 4.4).

2 Preliminaries

We study the expected number of generations and fitness evaluations of the self-
adjusting (1, 1) EA with self-adjusted offspring population size A to find the optimum
of the n-dimensional pseudo-Boolean function ONEMAX(x) = OM(x) := Z;’zl x®.
We define Xo, X1, ... asthe sequence of states of the algorithm, where X; = (x;, A;)
describes the current search point x; and the offspring population size A, at generation?.
We often omit the subscripts # when the context is obvious.

Using the naming convention from [7] we call the algorithm self-adjusting
(1, {F sy, A/F}) EA (Algorithm 1). The algorithm behaves as the conventional
(1, ») EA: each generation it creates A offspring by flipping each bit independently
with probability 1/n from the parent and selecting the fittest offspring as a parent for
the next generation. In addition, in every generation it adjusts the offspring population
size depending on the success of the generation. If the fittest offspring y is better than
the parent x, the offspring population size is divided by the update strength F > 1,
and multiplied by F!/* otherwise, with s > 0 being the success rate.

The idea of the parameter control mechanism is based on the interpretation of the
one-fifth success rule from [24]. The parameter A remains constant if the algorithm
has a success every s + 1 generations as then its new value is A - (F1/%)S . 1/F = A.
In pseudo-Boolean optimisation, the one-fifth success rule was first implemented by
Doerr et al. [10], and proved to track the optimal offspring population size on the
(1 + (1, A)) GA in [14]. Our implementation is closer to the one used in [29], where
the authors generalise the success rule, implementing the success rate s as a hyper-
parameter.
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Note that we regard A to be a real value, so that changes by factors of 1/F or
F1/5 happen on a continuous scale. Following Doerr and Doerr [14], we assume that,
whenever an integer value of A is required, A is rounded to a nearest integer. For the
sake of readability, we often write A as a real value even when an integer is required.
Where appropriate, we use the notation | 1] to denote the integer nearest to A (that is,
rounding up if the fractional value is at least 0.5 and rounding down otherwise).

Algorithm 1 Self-adjusting (1, {F'/*1, »/F}) EA.
Initialization: Choose x € {0, 1}" uniformly at random (u.a.r.) and A := 1
Optimization: fors € {1,2,...}do
Mutation: fori € {1, ..., A} do
L Create ylf € {0, 1}"" by copying x and flipping each bit independently with probability 1/n.

Selection: Choose y € {y{...., yi ) with £ (y) = max{f(y])...... f()}var.
Update:
if f(y) > f(x)then x < y; )\ < max{l,»/F}else x < y; A « F/Sx

2.1 Notation and Probability Estimates

We now give notation and tools for all (1, A) EA algorithms.

Definition 2.1 Forall A € Nand 0 < i < n we define:

pi 5 =Pr(OM(x,41) <i | OM(x)) = i)
pY5 = Pr(OM(x;41) =i | OM(x;) = i)
p::x = Pr(OM(x;41) > i | OM(x;) = i)
A, =E(@{ — OM(xr41) | OM(x;) =i and OM(x141) < i)
Af, =E(OM(x41) —i | OM(x;) = i and OM(x;41) > )

As in [22], we call A;fk forward drift and A, backward drift and note that they
are both at least 1 by definition. We call the event underlying the probability p; ;, a
fallback, that is, the event that all offspring have lower fitness than the parent and
thus OM(x;+1) < OM(x;). The probability of a fallback, is piy = (p; 1))‘ since all
offspring must have worse fitness than their parent. Now, pi‘f | is the probability of one
offspring finding a better fitness value and pl.t\ =1—-(1- pfl)* since it is sufficient
that one offspring improves the fitness. Along with common bounds and standard
arguments, we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 2.2 For any (1, 1) EA on ONEMAX, the quantities from Definition 2.1 are
bounded as follows.

| — en <1— 1_n—i )‘< + )
en+A(n—1i) — en = Pix
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n n—i 1 nfl}L n—i)‘
pho<1- 1—1.14( 1--) <1—(1- > 2)
’ n n n

If0.84n < i < 0.85n and n > 163, then p;", < 0.069.

(i) == (= (=) ) = ()
Ll) == (- (-2 ) = 3)
n e ’ en n e

IfA = 5, then A, < [log]+0.413.

Proof We start by bounding the probability of one offspring being better than the
parent x. For the lower bound a sufficient condition for the offspring to be better than
the parent is that only one 0-bit is flipped. Therefore,

n—i NN~' n—i
i = — (1——) > —. ©)

n en

Along with pi*, =1 — (1 — p;")*, this proves one of the lower bounds in Eq. (1)

in Lemma 2.2. Additionally, using (1 4+ x)" < l—lrx forallx e [-1,0]and r € N

F oo 1_n—1)”>1_ 1 1 en
Piy = en = l_i_?»(n*i) B en+k(n—l').

en

For the upper bound a necessary condition for the offspring to be better than the
parent is that at least one 0-bit is flipped, hence

+
Pig = "

Additionally, we use the following upper bound shown in [30]:

. n—i I
p;; <min{1.14 - - 1.
: n n

Since 1.14 ("n;’) (l - }%)n_l < 1 for all problem sizes n > 1 and n = 1 is trivially
solved we omit the minimum from now on.

Along with p", = 1 — (1 — p;i"})*, this proves the upper bounds in Eq. (2) in
Lemma 2.2.
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The additional upper bound for p;’ , when 0.84n < i < 0.85n uses a more precise
bound from [31] of:

V7P = (i (n—i\" 1
+
m=(-0) 2 G) ()
a=0b=a+1
L _zi f: (0.85)% (0.16)” !
Te n ' ' alb!
a=0b=a+1
1 -2
< (1——) 0.068152.
n

This implies that, for every n > 163 and 0.84n < i < 0.85n, p;fl < 0.069.
We now calculate p; ;. For the upper bound we use

- + 0
Pia=1-p"y—pi1

Using Eq. (6) and bounding P?,1 from below by the probability of no bit flipping, that
is,

we get

_ n—i 1\"
p<1-o(i=1) ™)

en

Finally, for the lower bound we note that for an offspring to have less fitness than
the parent it is sufficient that one of the i 1-bits and none of the O-bits is flipped.

Therefore,
R [ [ 1——
iz (1= (2) ) (-3)
1 n—i 1 n
(-
n n

1
- —. ®)
e

Using pi_’)\ = (Pi_,l)A with Egs. (7) and (8) we obtain

i 1\* _ n—i "\
W) st m\U) )
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The upper bound is simplified as follows:

n—i 1
< (1- B
p,’/\_< en < n

IA
T
|
Q
g~
|
VR
|
S|
——
=
>

To prove the bounds on the backward drift from Eq. (4), note that the drift is
conditional on a decrease in fitness, hence the lower bound of 1 is trivial.

The backward drift of a generation with A offspring can be upper bounded by a
generation with only one offspring.

We pessimistically bound the backward drift by the expected number of flipping
bits in a standard bit mutation. Under this pessimistic assumption, the condition
OM(x;4+1) < i is equivalent to at least one bit flipping. Let B denote the random
number of flipping bits in a standard bit mutation with mutation probability 1/n, then
EB)=1,PrB=1)=1-(1—-1/n)">1—-1/e=(e—1)/eand

o0
A, <EB|B=1)=) Pr(B=x|B>1)-x
x=1
iPr(B:x) EB) _ e
= X = .
— Pr(B>1) Pr(B>1) " e—1

The lower bound on the forward drift, Eq. (5), is again trivial since the forward drift
is conditional on an increase in fitness.
To find the upper bound of A+ we pessimistically assume that all bit flips improve

the fitness. Then we use the expected number of bit flips to bound A+ Let B again
denote the random number of flipping bits in a standard bit mutatlon W1th mutation

probability 1/n, then
L (n\ (1) 1
Pr(B=j)=|.)|-] =5 ©)
J/) \n J!

To bound Afk we use the probability that any of the A offspring flip at least j bits.
Let M, denote the maximum of the number of bits flipped in A independent standard
bit mutations, then we have Pr (M, > j) =1 — (1 — Pr(B > j))* and

0 00 A
A::ASE(MA)EZPI(MAEJ.)EZ<1—(1—%> >

j=1 j=1
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For A > 5 we bound the first [log AT summands by 1 and apply Bernoulli’s inequality:

o] A
Al <Mogal+ Y. (1-(1-#) )

!

Jj=MogA]+1 J:
— 1
< [logA] + A Z 7

j=[logA1+1
—
< [logA] + 2f1og*] Z =
j=[logA]1+1 J:
The function f: N — R with f(x):=2* Z?‘;x 11 % is decreasing with x and thus for

all L > 5 we get A:‘k < [logAl+ f(3) = [logA] + %(36 —8) < [logA]+0.413.0
We now show the following lemma that establishes a natural limit to the value of A.

Lemma 2.3 Consider the self-adjusting (1, A) EA on any unimodal function with an
initial offspring population size of o < eF'/*n3. The probability that, during a run,
the offspring population size exceeds e F'/*n3 before the optimum is found is at most

exp(—Q(n?)).

Proof In order to have A;+| > eF sp3. a generation with A; > en3 must be unsuc-

cessful. Since there is always a one-bit flip that improves the fitness and the probability

that an offspring flips only one bit isj (1 — %)n_l > el—n, then the probability of an

unsuccessful generation with A > en” is at most

1 (3}13
(1 — —> < exp(—n?).
éen

The probability of finding the optimum in one generation with any A and any
current fitness is at least n=" = exp(—nInn). Hence the probability of exceeding
A = eF!/5n3 before finding the optimum is at most

exp(—n?) __exp(=n?)

— _ 2
exp(—nInn) + exp(—n?) ~ exp(—nInn) = exp(—2(n?)).

2.2 Drift Analysis and Potential Functions

Drift analysis is one of the most useful tools to analyse evolutionary algorithms [32].
A general approach for the use of drift analysis is to identify a potential function that
adequately captures the progress of the algorithm and the distance from a desired target
state (e.g. having found a global optimum). Then we analyse the expected changes
in the potential function at every step of the optimisation (drift of the potential) and
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finally translate this knowledge about the drift into information about the runtime of
the algorithm.

Several powerful drift theorems have been developed throughout the years that help
with the last step of the above approach, requiring as little information as possible
about the potential and its drift. Hence, this step is relatively straightforward. For
convenience, we state the drift theorems used in our work.

Theorem 2.4 (Additive Drift [33]) Let (X;):=0 be a sequence of non-negative random
variables over a finite state space S C R. Let T be the random variable that denotes
the earliest point in time t > 0 such that X; = 0. If there exists ¢ > 0 such that, for
allt < T,

EX; — X1 | Xo) 2 c,

then

Xo
E(T | Xo) < —.
C

The following two theorems both deal with the case that the drift is pointing away
from the target, that is, the expected progress is negative in an interval of the state
space.

Theorem 2.5 (Negative drift theorem [34, 35]) Let X,, t > 0, be real-valued random
variables describing a stochastic process over some state space. Suppose there exists
aninterval [a, b] C R, two constants §, ¢ > 0 and, possibly depending on £:=b —a, a
function r(£) satisfying 1 < r(€) = o(£/log(£)) such that for all t > 0 the following
two conditions hold:

1. E(XH_]—X,|X(),...,X,;a<X,<b)Z£.

2. Pr(Xer1 = Xil 2 j | Xo, ... Xeiva < Xo) < {55 for j € No.

Then there exists a constant ¢* > 0 such that for T*:=min{t > 0: X, <a
Xo, ..., X;: Xo > b} it holds Pr (T* < 26*@/f<f>) — 2-Q/r®),

The following theorem is a variation of Theorem 2.5 in which the second condition
on large jumps is relaxed.

Theorem 2.6 (Negative drift theorem with scaling [36]) Let X;, t > 0 be real-valued
random variables describing a stochastic process over some state space. Suppose
there exists an interval [a, b] C R and, possibly depending on £ := b — a, a drift
bound ¢:=¢(£) > 0 as well as a scaling factor r:=r(£) such that for all t > 0O the
following three conditions hold:

1.E(XI_H—X,|XQ,...,X,;a<X,<b)Z£. )

2. Pr(1 X1 — Xi| = jr| Xo,..., Xi1a < X;) < e/ for j € No.

3. 1 <r? <el/(1321og(r/¢)).

Then for the first hitting time T*:=min{t > 0: X; <a | Xo,..., X;; Xo > b} it
holds that Pr (T* < ¢°/1327)) = O(e=et/132)
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For our analysis the first step, that is, finding a good potential function is much
more interesting. A natural candidate for a potential function is the fitness of the
current individual OM(x; ). However, the self-adjusting (1, A) EA adjusts A throughout
the optimisation, and the expected change in fitness crucially depends on the current
value of A. Therefore, we also need to take into account the current offspring population
size A and capture both fitness and A in our potential function. Since we study different
behaviours of the algorithm depending on the success rate s we generalise the potential
function used in [26] by considering an abstract function 4 (X;) of the current offspring
population sizes. The function . (A;) will be chosen differently for different contexts,
such as proving a positive result for small success rates s and proving a negative result
for large success rates.

Definition 2.7 Given a function 4: R — R, we define the potential function g(X;) as
g(Xy) = OM(x;) + h(%s).

We do not make any assumptions on /(X;) at this stage, but we will choose % (1;) in the
following sections as functions of A; that reward increases of A;, for small values of A;.
We note that this potential function is also a generalisation of the potential function
used in [31] to analyse the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA with a reset mechanism on the
CLIFF function. We believe that this approach could be useful for the analysis of a
wide range of success-based parameter control mechanisms and it might be able to
simplify previous analysis such as [14, 29]. A similar approach has been used before
for analysing self-adjusting mutation rates [16, 18] and for continuous domains in
[37-39].

For every function i(A;), we can compute the drift in the potential as shown in
the following lemma. For the sake of readability we drop the subscript ¢ in A, where
appropriate.

Lemma 2.8 Consider the self-adjusting (1, A) EA. Then for every function h: R —
].R(J)r and every generation t with OM(x;) <nand Ay > F, E(g(X:41) — g(Xy) | X¢)
is

(AF, +hG/F) = hGF')) p + hOF'™) = hG) = A7 p7,-
If Ay < F then, E(g(X;11) — g(X1) | Xy) is

(A;fk + (1) — h(/\Fl/S)) P+ hOF) = h() = A7, pi.

Proof When an improvement is found, the fitness increases in expectation by A+
and since A;+1 = A/F, the A term changes by h(L/F) — h(A). When the ﬁtness
does not change, the A term changes by h(ALF 1/sy — h(1). When the fitness decreases
the expected decrease is A; i and the A term changes by Z(ALF'/) — h(}). Together
E(g(Xi41) — g(X1) | Xp) is
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(Ai‘x +h(F) — h(k)) i+ (h(AF”S) - h(k)) i
+ (h(,\Fl/S) —h() — AZA) Pi,
= (Al.fA T h(LJF) — h(k)) P+ (h(AF‘/") — h()\)) (Pl + Pis) = AL, pis
= (AjjA T h(LJF) — h(k)) P+ (h(/\F”S) - h(/\)) (1= p) = AP

- (AlfA +hOJF) — h(AFl/S)) i+ ROFYS) —h() — A7, pr,

Given that A > 1 if A < F then h(A/F) needs to be replaced by A(L/X) = h(1). O

3 Small Success Rates are Efficient

Now we consider the non-elitist self-adjusting (1, 1) EA and show that, for suit-
able choices of the success rate s and constant update strength F, the self-adjusting
(1, A) EA optimises ONEMAX in O (n) expected generations and O (n logn) expected
evaluations.

3.1 Bounding the Number of Generations

We first only focus on the expected number of generations as the number of function
evaluations depends on the dynamics of the offspring population size over time and is
considerably harder to analyse. The following theorem states the main result of this
section.

Theorem 3.1 Let the update strength F > 1 and the success rate 0 < s < 1 be
constants. Then for any initial search point and any initial ). the expected number of
generations of the self-adjusting (1, A) EA on ONEMAX is O (n).

We note that the self-adjusting mechanism aims to obtain one success every s + 1
generations. The intuition behind using 0 < s < 1 in Theorem 3.1 is that then the
algorithm tries to succeed (improve the fitness) more than half of the generations.
In order to achieve that many successes the A-value needs to be large, which in turn
reduces the probability (and number) of fallbacks during the run.

We make use of the potential function from Definition 2.7 and define /(1) to obtain
the potential function used in this section as follows.

Definition 3.2 We define the potential function g;(X,) as

(X;) = OM(xy) — 1 " 1
= o max s .
81 t t s 1 gF )\,1

The definition of A(A) in this case is used as a penalty term that grows linearly
in logy A (since —logy (e"ftl/s) = —logp(enF'/*) +logy(A;)). That is, when A
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increases the penalty decreases and vice-versa. The idea behind this definition is that
small values of A may lead to decreases in fitness, but these are compensated by an
increase in A and a reduction of the penalty term.

Since the range of the penalty term is limited, the potential is always close to the
current fitness as shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3 For all generations t, the fitness and the potential are related as follows:
OM(x;) — AZTYI logF(enFl/s) < g1(Xy) < OM(x;). In particular, g1(X;) = n implies
OM(x;) = n.

Proof The penalty term =% s 7 logp (max (e" f E 1)) is a non-increasing function in A;

with its minimum being 0 for A > enF'/% and its maximum being 2 3 +1 logy (enF 1/s )
when A = 1. Hence, OM(x;) — m log(enF'/%) < g1(X;) < OM(x,). o

Now we proceed to show that with the correct choice of hyper-parameters the drift
in potential is at least a positive constant during all parts of the optimisation.

Lemma 3.4 Consider the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA as in Theorem 3.1. Then for every
generation t with OM(x;) < n,

1—
E(g1(Xi+1) —g1(Xp) | Xp) > 5
e

for large enough n. This also holds when only considering improvements that increase
the fitness by 1.

Proof Given that h(A,) = — 2% logy (max (e”ft | ) is a non-decreasing func-

tion, if A < F then h(l) > h(A/F). Hence, by Lemma 2.8, for all A,
E(g1(X,11) — g1(X)) | X,) is at least

(Ah +h(\/F) — h(AFl/S)) P A hOF'Y)y —h() — A7, pi,. (10)

We ﬁrst consider the case A; < en as then A, 41 < enF'Y and h(r.41) =
— 25 (logp(en F'/*)~log (% 41)) < 0.Hence,E (g1(X/11) — g1(X,) | X;. Ay < en)
is at least

2s A 2s 2s
+ 1/s + 1/:
(Ai”\ * s+1 lozr (F) - mlogF <AF /Y)) Pis s+1 logr <)LF /Y>

1OgF r) — zkpi_,k

+1
2s s+ 1 2s 1
+ + - -
= <A1A_S+1( s ))Pi,x+s+1<;>_Ai,xl’i,x
2
+ + —
T st + (Ai,/\ - 2) Pis = B aPis
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ByLemma22 A}, > 1,henceE(g1(X,+1) — (X)) | Xi. 0y < en) = 25— pif, —
A, p; ;- Using HLI = % 1+ H—l * yields

I—s -
E(@1(Xi+1) —81(X0) | X, 2 <en) = 1+ S—i—_l - P,-K - Ai’APi,;L

By Lemma 2.2 this is at least

A1

L= (i (=N () N e Lon=i (1 ]
s+ 1 ’ n n e—1 en n
147
1—s 1.14  [n—i e n—i 1 1))
Zm*(l‘e(l;)( " )) —(e_l)(l— on —z(l—;))
1—s 1.14 (n—i\\ Y e e—1 n—i—1\"
=s+1+(l_T<n—l)) _(e—l>( e en ) ' an

We start taking into account only [A] > 2, that is, A > 1.5 and later on we will deal
with [A] = 1. For [A] > 2, E (g1(X;+1) — g1(Xy) | X¢, 1.5 < Ay < en) is at least

L=s (LM (n—i LA e \M"?/e—1 n—i-1\Y
s+ 1 e n—1 e—1 e en

A
_1—s+ 1 1.14 (n—1i 141 e—1\'? n—i—1 v
s+ 1 e n—1 e (e2 —e)1/2n

N »

Let y; and y, be the respective bases of the terms raised to |[A] as indicated
above. We will now prove that y; > y; for all 0 < i < n which implies that
E(@(Xi11) —g1(Xp) | Xi, 1.5 <A <en) > % > 12;;, where the last inequal-
ity holds because s < 1.

The terms y; and y, can be described by linear equations y; = m1(n — i) 4 by

and y, =mo(n —1i)+ b with m; = —%, by =1, my = _n\/elzj and

by = ,/% + \/127 Since my < my for all n > 11, the difference y; — y; is
nves—e

minimised forn —i = 1. Whenn —i = 1,then y; = 1 — e(ln'lfl) > (%)1/2 =

for all n > 3, therefore y; > y, forall 0 <i < n.
When [A] = 1, from Eq. (11) E (g1(Xi41) — g1(X0) | X, 2y < 1.5) = 1= —

1.14
e

n>e/(1.14 —0.14e) ~ 3.58, hence E (g1 (X;+1) — g1(Xy) | X¢, Ar < 1.5) > ﬁ—
1.14

=T which is bounded by 12_es for large enough n since s < 1.
Finally, for the case A; > en, in an unsuccessful generation the penalty term is
capped, hence 2(AF!/*) = 0. We note that h(A/F) > h(x) — =5 and h(1) < O for

( P 1) + o ’1)1 which is monotonically decreasing for 0 < i < n — 1 when

s+
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all 1. Then by Eq. (10), E (g1(X;+1) — g1(X;) | X, As > en) is at least

(AjfA + h(/\/F)) P —hO) — AP,

2s
+ + oD
> <Ai,,\ +h(A) — m) P —hQ) — A, by

" 2s _
=4 - s+1 pz ,— (A =p; )\)h(’\) A Dix

2s
+ + -
z (Ai,k i ]) Pis = BiPis

By definition Lemma 2.2, »; > en implies pj")\ > 1 - (1 — L)en > 1 - % and

en
P = (59 255 = (55 Together

E(@1(Xi+1) —g1(X0) | X¢, Ay > en)

2s _
z (A?:A_S_Fl)p?:)\_Ai,Api,)\
(1-2)(1-55)- (“1> 1

s+ 1 e

(-3 - ()"
-+
e s+ 1 e
(-3 ()05 - ()
-{1- +(1-—- 1-— - .
e s+ 1 e s+ 1 e

The term (1 — g) (1 — S%rsl ) is a positive constant, hence, for large enough # this term

is larger than (—1) - and

v

E(g1(X,1) — a1(X)) | Xy % y= (o2 (lzs)y 1=s
- A >en)>—|(1-— = - > .
g1idet1 1l B e s+ 1 e \s—+1 2e

Since s < 1, this is a strictly positive constant. O

With this constant lower bound on the drift of the potential, the proof of Theorem 3.1
is now quite straightforward.

Proof of Theorem 3.1 We bound the time to get to the optimum using the potential
function g1(X;). Lemma 3.4 shows that the potential has a positive constant drift
whenever the optimum has not been found, and by Lemma 3.3 if g1 (X;) = n then the
optimum has been found. Therefore, we can bound the number of generations by the
time it takes for g1 (X;) to reach n.

To fit the perspective of the additive drift theorem (Theorem 2.4) we switch
to the function g1(X;) :=n — g1(X;) and note that g;(X;) = 0 implies that
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g1(X;) = OM(x;) = n. The initial value g1(X) is at most n + sszl log (enFl/S)
by Lemma 3.3. Using Lemma 3.4 and the additive drift theorem, the expected number

of generations is at most

n+ %logF (enFl/s)

= 0(n).

1—s
2e

3.2 Bounding the Number of Evaluations

A bound on the number of generations, by itself, is not sufficient to claim that the
self-adjusting (1, A) EA is efficient in terms of the number of evaluations. Obviously,
the number of evaluations in generation ¢ equals A, and this quantity is being self-
adjusted over time. So we have to study the dynamics of A; more carefully. Since A
grows exponentially in unsuccessful generations, it could quickly attain very large
values. However, we show that this is not the case and only O (n log n) evaluations are
sufficient, in expectation.

Theorem 3.5 Let the update strength F > 1 and the success rate 0 < s < 1 be
constants. The expected number of function evaluations of the self-adjusting (1, ) EA
on ONEMAX is O (nlogn).

Bounding the number of evaluations is more challenging than bounding the number
of generations as we need to keep track of the offspring population size A and how it
develops over time. Large values of A lead to a large number of evaluations made in
one generation. Small values of A can lead to a fallback.

In the elitist (1 4+ {F!/Sx, »/F}) EA, small values of A are not an issue since there
are no fallbacks. In our non-elitist algorithm, small values of A can lead to decreases
in fitness, and then the same fitness level can be visited multiple times.

The reader may think that small values of A only incur few evaluations and that the
additional cost for a fallback is easily accounted for. However, it is not that simple.
Imagine a fitness level i and a large value of A such that a fallback is unlikely. But it
is possible for A to decrease in a sequence of improving steps. Then we would have
a small value of A and possibly a sequence of fitness-decreasing steps. Suppose the
fitness decreases to a value at most 7, then if A returns to a large value, we may have
visited fitness level i multiple times, with large (and costly) values of A.

Itis possible to show that, for sufficiently challenging fitness levels, A moves towards
an equilibrium state, i.e. when A is too small, it tends to increase. However, this is
generally not enough to exclude drops in A. Since X is multiplied or divided by a
constant factor in each step, a sequence of k improving steps decreases X by a factor of
F¥, which is exponential in k. For instance, a value of A = logo(l) n can decrease to
A = ©(1) in only O(loglogn) generations. We found that standard techniques such
as the negative drift theorem, applied to logx(},), are not strong enough to exclude
drops in A.
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We solve this problem as follows. We consider the best-so-far fitness f;* =
max{OM(x;) | 0 <’ < t} at time ¢ (as a theoretical concept, as the self-adjusting
(1, A) EA is non-elitist and unaware of the best-so-far fitness). We then divide the
run into fitness intervals of size log n that we call blocks, and bound the time for the
best-so-far fitness to reach a better block. To this end, we reconsider the potential
function used to bound the expected number of generations in Theorem 3.1 and refine
our arguments to obtain a bound on the expected number of generations to increase
the best-so-far fitness by logn (see Lemma 3.6 below). Denoting by b the target fit-
ness of a better block, in the current block the fitness is at most » — 1. To bound the
number of evaluations, we show that the offspring population size is likely to remain
in O(1/ p;'_l’l), where pZ‘_lyl is the worst-case improvement probability for a single
offspring creation in the current block. An application of Wald’s equation bounds the
total expected number of evaluations in all generations until a new block is reached.

At the time a new block i is reached, the current offspring population size A() is
not known, yet it contributes to the expected number of evaluations during the new
block. We provide tail bounds on 1) to show that excessively large values of A()
are unlikely. This way we bound the total contribution of 1()’s across all blocks i by
O(nlogn).

Lemma 3.6 Consider the self-adjusting (1, A) EA as in Theorem 3.5. For everya, b €
{0, ..., n}, the expected number of generations to increase the current fitness from a
value at least a to at least b > a is at most

b—a+ 25 logp (enF/%)

1—s
2e

= O —a+logn).

For b = a + logn, this bound is O (logn).

Proof We use the proof of Theorem 3.1 with a revised potential function of
21 (X;) := max(g1(X;) — (n — b), 0) and stopping when g7’ (X;) = 0 (which implies
that a fitness of at least b is reached) or a fitness of at least b is reached beforehand.
Note that the maximum caps the effect of fitness improvements that jump to fitness
values larger than b. As remarked in Lemma 3.4, the drift bound for g1 (X;) still holds
when only considering fitness improvements by 1. Hence, it also holds for g1’ (X;)
and the analysis goes through as before. O

In our preliminary publication [26] we introduced a novel analysis tool that we
called ratchet argument. We considered the best-so-far fitness f;* = max{OM(x,) |
0 < ¢’ <t} at time ¢ (as mentioned before, as a theoretical concept) and used drift
analysis to show that, with high probability, the current fitness never drops far below
f7, that is, OM(x;) > f — rlogn for a constant » > 0. We called this a ratchet
argumentl: if the best-so-far fitness increases, the lower bound on the current fitness
increases as well. The lower bound thus works like a ratchet mechanism that can only
move in one direction. Our revised analysis no longer requires this argument. We still

! This name is inspired by the term “Muller’s ratchet” from biology [40] that considers a ratchet mechanism
in asexual evolution, albeit in a different context.
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present the following lemma since (1) it might be of interest as a structural result about
the typical behaviour of the algorithm, (2) it has found applications in follow-up work
[31] of [26] and it makes sense to include it here for completeness and (3) the basic
argument may prove useful in analysing other non-elitist algorithms. In fact, a very
similar argument was used in recent work on the (1, A) EA without self-adjustment
[41]. Lemma 3.7 also shows that with high probability the fitness does not decrease
when A > 4logn. A proof is given in the appendix.

Lemma 3.7 Consider the self-adjusting (1, ) EA as in Theorem 3.5. Let OM} =
max, <, OM(xy) be its best-so-far fitness at generation t and let T be the first gener-
ation in which the optimum is found. Then with probability 1 — O (1/n) the following
statements hold for a large enough constant r > 0 (that may depend on s).

1. Forallt < T in which .; > 4logn, we have OM(x;4+1) = OM(x;).
2. Forallt < T, the fitness is at least: OM(x;) > OM} — r logn.

In [26] we divided the optimisation in blocks of logn fitness levels and with the
help of the ratchet argument shown in Lemma 3.7 and other helper lemmas we showed
that each block is typically optimised efficiently. Adding the time spent in each block,
we obtained that the algorithm optimises ONEMAX in O (nlogn) evaluations with
high probability. It is straightforward to derive a bound on the number of expected
evaluations of the same order.

In this revised analysis we still divide the optimisation in blocks of length logn,
but use simpler and more elegant arguments to compute the time spent in a block and
the total expected runtime. To bound the time spent optimising a block, first we divide
each block on smaller chunks called phases and bound the time spent in each phase.
This is shown in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.8 Consider the self-adjusting (1, A) EA as in Theorem 3.5. Fix a fitness value
b and denote the current offspring population size by Lo. Define A, := CF1/5/ p;'_l’l
for a constant C > 0 that may depend on F and s that satisfies

= —1/s
(ﬂ .el—C) T (12)
s - 2

Define a phase as a sequence of generations that ends in the first generation where X
attains a value of at most Ay, or a fitness of at least b is reached. Then the expected
number of evaluations made in that phase is O (Lg).

We note that a constant C > 0 meeting inequality (12) exists since the left-hand side
converges to 0 when C goes to infinity, while the right-hand side remains a positive
constant. Additionally, given that F and s are constants A, = O(1/ p;l,l).

Proofof Lemma 3.8 1f Ao F'/5 < 2, or if the current fitness is at least b then the phase
takes only one generation and ¢ evaluations as claimed. Hence we assume in the
following that A, F~!/$ < X and that the current fitness is less than b.
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We use some ideas from the proof of Theorem 9 in [14]? that bounds the expected
number of evaluations in the self-adjusting (1+(X,1)) GA. Let Z denote the random
number of iterations in the phase and let 7 denote the random number of evaluations
in the phase. Since A, can only grow by F/$ x; < Ao - F/* foralli € No.If Z = z,
the number of evaluations is bounded by

z+1

F s
Fis—1 =

z+1

_Fl/s 5 F s
O RS T

Z
E(T|Z=2)<h-Y F" =k

i=1

While A; > A, F~/% and the current fitnessisi < b, the probability of an improvement
is at least

ApFS Tp—ls +
) >1—e PP =1 - €,

At
- (1 _p;Tl) > 1- (1 _pl;r—l,l

If during the first z iterations we have at most z - ﬁ unsuccessful iterations, this

implies that at least z - w+1 iterations are successful. The former steps increase log (1)
by 1/s each, and the latter steps decrease logz (1) by 1 each. In total, we get A, <
ho - (FU$)zs/6+D (1 /F)2/6+D = 3q and thus A, < A9 < Ap. We conclude that
having at most z - ﬁ unsuccessful iterations among the first z iterations is a sufficient
condition for ending the phase within z iterations.

We define independent random variables {Y;};>,+ such that Y¥; e {0O,1},
Pr(Y,=0) =1—¢CandPr(¥, =1) = ¢ €. Denote ¥ := > 7_, ¥; and note
that E(Y) = z - ¢ €. Using classical Chernoff bounds (see, e.g. Theorem 10.1 in
[42]),

Pr(zzz)gpr(zzz)spr<yzz. jr )
S

1
:Pr()sz(Y).(Hs_1 ~ec>>

Z~e_C
exfrl e“-1
= ¢
s c\s+1¢
(<)
ze €
5 _oC s 4
< e s+l _ <s+l 1C>s+l
N (L C) +1°¢ s
s+1

By assumption on C this is at most (F~!/5/2)? = F~%/s . 272,

2 Said theorem only holds for values of F > 1 that can be chosen arbitrarily small. We generalise the proof
to work for arbitrary constant F'. This requires the use of a stronger Chernoff bound.
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Putting things together,

E(T)=) Pr(Z=2)-E(T|Z=2)

z=1
o0 FZ+1
—2/s =% . jo0.
= ZF 2 )“0 Fl/s -1
z=1
Fl/s 00 Fl/s
z _
Ao - Fls 1 22 = 0" Fis _1°

O

We now use Lemma 3.8 and Wald’s equation to compute the expected number of
evaluations spent in a block.

Lemma 3.9 Consider the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA as in Theorem 3.5. Starting with a
fitness of a and an offspring population size of Lo, the expected number of function
evaluations until a fitness of at least b is reached for the first time is at most

EGo+---+A | X)) <O(o)+ Ob —a—+logn) -

pbll

Proof We use the variable A, and the definition of a phase from the statement of
Lemma 3.8. In the first phase, the number of evaluations is bounded by O(X¢) by
Lemma 3.8. Afterwards, we either have a fitness of at least b or a A-value of at most Ap,.
In the former case we are done. In the latter case, we apply Lemma 3.8 repeatedly
until a fitness of at least b is reached. In every considered phase the expected number
of evaluations is at most O(A,) = O(1/ p;r_ 1.1)- Note that all these applications of
Lemma 3.8 yield a bound that is irrespective of the current fitness and the current
offspring population size. Hence these upper bounds can be thought of as independent
and identically distributed random variables.

By Lemma 3.6 the expected number of generations to increase the current fitness
from a value at least a to a value at least b is O(b — a + logn). The number of
generations is clearly an upper bound for the number of phases required. The previous
discussion allows us to apply Wald’s equation to conclude that the expected number
of evaluations in all phases but the first is bounded by O(b — a + logn) - 1/ pl—f—l,l’
Together, this implies the claim. O

We note that for b —a = log n the bound given by Lemma 3.9 depends on the initial
offspring population size Aq, the gap of fitness to traverse b — a and the probability of
finding an improvement at fitness value b — 1. If we could ensure that A is sufficiently
small at the start of the optimisation of every block we could easily compute the total
expected optimisation. Unfortunately, the previous lemmas allow for the value of A
at the end of a block and hence at the start of a new block to be any large value. We
solve this in Lemma 3.10 by denoting a generation where A is excessively large as an
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excessive generation. In the proof of Lemma 3.10 we show that with high probability
the algorithm finds the optimum without having an excessive generation. Hence, the
expected number of evaluations needed for the algorithm to either find the optimum
or have an excessive generation is asymptotically the same as the runtime of the
algorithm.

Lemma 3.10 Call a generation t excessive if, for a current search point with fitness i,
at the end of the generation A is increased beyond 5F'/ In(n)/ pl.+1. Let T denote

the expected number of function evaluations before a global optimum is found. Let T
denote the number of evaluations made before a global optimum is found or until the
end of the first excessive generation. Then

E(T) <E(T)+ O(1).

Proof The proof uses different thresholds for increasingly “excessive” values of A
and we are numbering the corresponding variables for the number of evaluations and
generations, respectively. Let 7)) = 7 and let GV be the number of generations until
a global optimum or an excessive generation is encountered. We denote the former
eventby BV, thatis, the event that an optimum is found before an excessive generation.
Let 7 denote the worst-case number of function evaluations made until A exceeds
1@ = F1/sp3 or the optimum is found, when starting with a worst possible initial
fitness and offspring population size A < A®). Let B® denote the latter event and
let G® be the corresponding number of generations. Let 73 denote the worst-case
number of evaluations until the optimum is found, when starting with a worst possible
population size A < A® F1!/5_ Then the expected optimisation time is bounded as
follows.

E(T) <B(T)+Pr (BD) (E(T®) + P (BD) - E(TY)).

Note that 7V < T since T(! is a stopping time defined with additional opportunities
for stopping, thus the number of generations G 1) for finding the optimum or exceeding
A satisfies E (G™V) = O(n) by Lemma 3.6.

In every generation # < G with offspring population size A; and current fitness i,
if 2; < 5In(n)/pjt;, we have A;41 < SF'SIn(n)/p;", with probability 1, that is,
the generation is not excessive. If 5 ln(n)/pl.f1 <A < SFUs ln(n)/p;ﬁ, we have an
excessive generation with probability at most

+
(1 _ pi-ﬁ’-l))»t S (1 _ p;iy-l)Sln(n)/P,-,l S e—Sln(n) — n—5.

Thus, the probability of having an excessive generation in the first G!) generations is
bounded, using a union bound, by

oo

Pr (BU)) <Y tn S pr (G“) = t) =n.E (G“)) —0omn™.

t=1
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We also have E (G(Z)) = O(n) by Lemma 3.6 (this bound applies for all initial fitness
values and all initial offspring population sizes). In all such generations t < G, we
have ., < 2@, thus E (T®) <E(G®) - 1@ = o).

As per the above arguments, the probability of exceeding 1 is either 0 (for A, <
KD F=Usyor (for AP F~1/s < &, < 1) bounded by

2) p—1/s _ 2
A=pip<Q=pi )7 <em®0,

Taking a union bound,

o
e (B) = 3100 pr (G = 1) = =207 g (G) = o-20%

t=1

Finally, we bound E (T(3)) < n" using the trivial argument that a global optimum is
created with every standard bit mutation with probability at least (1/n)". Putting this
together yields

E(T) <E (T“>) Fom <0(n4) 420D n) —E (T(”> + o).
]

Owing to Lemma 3.10 we can compute E (T) without worrying about large values
of A and at the same time obtain the desired bound on the total expected number of
evaluations to find the optimum.

Proof of Theorem 3.5 By Lemma 3.10, it suffices to bound E (T) from above. In par-
ticular, we can assume that no generations are excessive as otherwise we are done.

We divide the distance to the optimum in blocks of length log n and use this to divide
the run into epochs.Fori € {0, ..., [n/logn]—1}, epochi starts in the first generation
in which the current search point has a fitness of at least n — (i + 1) log n is reached and
it ends as soon as a search point of fitness at least n — i log n is found. Let 7; denote the
number of evaluations made during epoch i. Note that after epoch i, once a fitness of at
least n — i log n has been reached, the algorithm will continue with epoch i — 1 (or an
epoch with an even smaller index, in the unlikely event that a whole block is skipped)
and the goal of epoch 0 implies that the global optimum is found. Consequently, the
total expected number of evaluations is bounded by Z{i{)log "-1g ().

Let ) denote the offspring population size at the start of epoch i. Applying
Lemma 3.9 witha :=n — (i + 1)logn, b :=n —ilogn and Ag := 20

E(T)) < 0.") + O(logn) - — 1

Pn—ilogn)—1,1
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Since we assume that no generation is excessive and the fitness is bounded by
n — ilog(n) — 1 throughout the epoch, we have 1) < 5F1/$ ln(n)/p:lil. Jog(n)—1,1°
Plugging this in, we get

1 en 1
E(T)) < O(logn) - ——— < O(logn) - ———— = O(nlogn) - ———.
g pntl. log(n)— 11 J 1+ilogn £ 1+ilogn
Then the expected optimisation time is bounded by
[n/logn]—1 [n/logn]—1
S E@) < Omlogn - Y m
i=0 i=0
[n/logn]—1 1
<O(lo 11
< O(nlogn) + ; Togn
H _
= O(nlogn) - (1 T M) — O(nlogn)
logn
using Hpu/1ogn1—1 < Hy < In(n) + 1 in the last step. O

4 Large Success Rates Fail

In this section, we show that the choice of the success rate is crucial as when s is a
large constant, the runtime becomes exponential.

Theorem 4.1 Let the update strength F < 1.5 and the success rate s > 18 be con-
stants. With probability 1 — e~/ log*n) 4pe self-adjusting (1, A) EA needs at least
Q1108 ) oyaluations to optimise ONEMAX.

The reason why the algorithm takes exponential time is that now F'/% is small and
X only increases slowly in unsuccessful generations, whereas successful generations
decrease A by a much larger factor of F. This is detrimental during early parts of
the run where it is easy to find improvements and there are frequent improvements
that decrease A. When A is small, there are frequent fallbacks, hence the algorithm
stays in a region with small values of A, where it finds improvements with constant
probability, but also has fallbacks with constant probability. We show, using another
potential function based on Definition 2.7, that it takes exponential time to escape
from this equilibrium.

Definition 4.2 We define the potential function g>(X,) as
2(X;) := OM(x;) + 2.2 log% A;.

While g1 (X;) used a (capped) linear contribution of logy (A;) for h(A;), here we use
the function h(A;) := 2.210g%(/\t) that is convex in log(A;), so that changes in A,
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have a larger impact on the potential. We show that, in a given fitness interval, the
potential g»(X;) has a negative drift.

Lemma 4.3 Consider the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA as in Theorem 4.1. Then there is a
constant § > 0 such that for every 0.84n + 2.210g2(4.5) < g2(Xy) < 0.85nm,

E(g(Xi+1) — 82X | Xp) < —6.

Proof We abbreviate Ay, := E (g2(X;41) — g2(X;) | X;). Given that for all A > 1
h(A/F) = 2.210g%()»/F) =22 (logF(k) — 1)2 >0=nh(1)

then by Lemma 2.8, for all A, A, is at most

(Al.fA +h(r/F) — h(AFl/S)> P+ hOFS) —h() = A, pi,
_ (A;fA +221og2(A/F) — 2.210g%(xF1/S)) i,
+22logz (L F'%) = 2.210gh (W) — A7, piy
- (A;fA +2.2(logp (1) — 1)% —2.2(log (1) + 1 /s)z) P
+2.2(logr (1) + 1/5)* —2.2logz: (M) — A7, pi,

. 1 22\
= Ai,)._ 1~|—; 4410gF()\)+22— s_2 pi,)\

4.41logp 2 2.2 N
+—+s_2_Ai,kpi,k'

The terms containing the success rate s add up to

44logp ) 2.2
(1—p) (% + —) :

)
This is non-increasing in s, thus we bound s by the assumption s > 18, obtaining

19 2.2
Ag, < (Al.fA — g A4logra+22- @> P+

4.4logp 2 2.2 N
Tz T AP
(13)

We note that in Eq. (13), A € R but since the algorithm creates |A] offspring, the
forward drift and the probabilities are calculated using |A]. In the following in all the
computations the last digit is rounded up if the value was positive and down otherwise
to ensure the inequalities hold. We start taking into account only |A] > 5, that is,
A > 4.5 and later on we will deal with smaller values of A. With this constraint on A
we use the simple bound p; , > 0. Bounding A;Tx < [log AT+ 0.413 using Eq. (5) in
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Lemma 2.2,

4.41logp X 2.2

A, < [2.613 + [log AT Y satog,n —22) o +
. (0] — — - 4.410 —_— .
& = & 18 &r Pix 18 324

324

For all A > 1, OM(x;) > 0.85n implies g2(X;) > 0.85n. By contraposi-
tion, our precondition g2(X;) < 0.85n implies OM(x;) < 0.85n. Therefore, using
Eq. (1) in Lemma 2.2 with the worst case OM(x;) = 0.85n and [A] = 5 we get
pl.t\ >1— 1 > (.216. Substituting these bounds we obtain

o 2 1~ 7m0t
19 22 44logp i 22

Ag, < (2.613 + Moga] — — -4.4logp h — == ) 0.216 + ——28F% | 22
82 —< Hogh] = g - 44logr 324) TR 324

< 0.5562 4 0.216log A] — 0.7587 log: A

The assumption F < 1.5 implies that logz A > logA. Using this and [logA] <
log(X) + 1 yields

Ag, <0.5562 +0.216(log(2) + 1) — 0.7587 log A
=0.7722 — 0.5427log A
< 0.7722 — 0.5427log 4.5 < —0.4054.

Up until now we have proved that Ag, < —0.4058 for all OM(x;) < 0.85n and [A] >
5. Now we need to consider |[A] < 5. For [A] < 5, thatis, A < 4.5, the precondition
g2 (X)) > 0.84n + 2.2log2(4.5) implies that OM(x;) > 0.84n. Therefore, the last
part of this proof focuses only on 0.84n < OM(x;) < 0.85n and |A] < 5. For this

region we use again Eq. (13), but bound it in a more careful way now. By Eq. (3) in
(A7
Lemma 2.2, Pi_,x > (% — %) > (0.84 — %)Lﬂ and bounding A;TA and A;A

using Egs. (5) and (4) in Lemma 2.2 yields:

> P19 22\ .
Ay =D (1-(1-= - g 44logr i 422 2| pfy

|
j=1 /
o
441og- A 2.2 1\ ]
TTO8rL 22 (084 - (14)
18 324 e

We did not bound pl.t\ in the first term yet because the factor « in brackets

preceding it can be positive or negative. We now calculate precise values for
(2]

>, (1 _ (1 _ %) )givinge—1,2.157,2.4458 and2.6511 for |A] = 1,2, 3, 4,
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respectively. Given that F < 1.5 the factor « is negative forall 1.5 < A < 4.5, because

i (1= Y Y B gdiogeas 02— 22
— _— — _—— 0 —_ —
: ! 18 BF 324

o 1 [A1
< Z (1 - (1 — 7) ) —4.4logp (M) +2.2
i=1 I
4.8511 —4.4log, 5(3.5) = —8.74 35<1i <45
< 14.6458 — 4.4log, 5(2.5) = —529 25<1 <35
4357 —4.410g, 5(1.5) = —0.043 1.5<i1 <25

On the other hand, for A < 1.5 and |A] = 1, « is positive when A < FV for
y = ;ggi + 3(5)5 ~ 0.8422 and negative otherwise. With this we evaluate different
ranges of A separately using Eq. (14). For 1 < A < F7, we get [A] = 1 and by

Lemma 2.2 if0.84n <i < 0.85n and n > 163 then p;f)\ < 0.069, thus

18

+22 0.84 !
324 ' e

< —0.076log; (1) — 0.195 < —0.195.

19 2.2 4.4
Ay, < |e+12—-—-44logr(}) — o 0.069 + 8log,;()»)

For F” < ) < 1.5, by Lemma 2.2 we bound pl.t\ > % > 0.0551:

19 2.2 4.4
Ay, < <e+ 12— = - 44logp (1) - —) 0.0551 + - log (3
+22 (psa—]
324 T
< —0.0114log (1) — 0.2498 < —0.2498.

For 1.5 < ) < 2.5, by Lemma 2.2 we bound p;’;, > 1 — %5 > 0.0993

19
Ay, < (4 357 — g 44logp(h) -

+22 0.84 1y’
324 ’ e

< 0.2159 — 0.2167log (1)
<0.2159 — 0.2167 log, 5(1.5) < —0.0008.

0.0993 + 441 )
324 13 OBF
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1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5
A

Fig. 1 Bounds on Ag, with a maximum of —0.0008 for A = 1.5

For2.5 < A < 3.5 we use p?")\ >1 =0.142,

_ e
e+0.45

19
A, < (4.6458 — — - 4.410g,(1) — —=
& = < 18 ogr () 324

+2'2 0.84 1y’
324 ’ e

<0.5612 — 0.415log (1)
<0.5612 — 0.415log, 5(2.5) < —0.376.

4.4
0142 + —= log (1)

Finally for 3.5 < A < 4.5 we use pl.‘”')\ >1— H_ﬁ = 0.1808,

A,, < (4.8511 19 4.410g () 2.2 01808+4'41 )
. ——-44lo - —10. —lo
82 = 18 EF 324 18 OBF

22 <0.84 - 1)4
324 e
< 0.832 — 0.5952log - (1)
< 0.832 — 0.5952log; 5(3.5) < —1.006.

With these results we can see that the potential is negative with A € [1,4.5) and
0.84n < OM(x;) < 0.85n. Hence, for every 0.84n + log?(4.5) < g»(X;) < 0.85n,
and § = 0.0008, Ay, < —4. O

Finally, with Lemmas 4.3 and 2.3, we now prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1 We apply the negative drift theorem with scaling (Theorem 2.6).
We switch to the potential function /(X;) := max{0, n — g2(X;)} in order to fit the
perspective of the negative drift theorem. In this case we can pessimistically assume
that if 2(X,) = 0 the optimum has been found.

The first condition of the negative drift theorem with scaling (Theorem 2.6) can
be established with Lemma 4.3 for a = 0.157n and b = 0.16n — 2.210g2(4.5). Fur-
thermore, with Chernoff bounds we can prove that at initialization E(X +) > b with
probability 1 — 270",

To prove the second condition we need to show that the probability of large jumps
is small. Starting with the contribution that A makes to the change in h(X,), we
use Lemma 2.3 to show that this contribution is at most 2.210g2(eF Usp3y < 4.79 +
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19.8log? n < 20 log? n with probability exp(—$2 (n2)), where the last inequality holds
for large enough n.

The only other contributor is the change in fitness. The probability of a jump in
fitness away from the optimum is maximised when there is only one offspring. On
the other hand the bigger the offspring population the higher the probability of a large
jump towards the optimum. Taking this into account and pessimistically assuming that
every bit flip either decreases the fitness in the first case or increases the fitness in the
latter we get the following probabilities. Recalling (9),

1
Pr (OM(x;) — OM(x;41) > ¥) < —
K:

A
Pr (OM(x;41) — OM(x)) > #) < 1 — (1 - %)

Given that a= 1-— (1 — %)k and that A < eF1/513.

1
K

1 eF/5p3
Pr (JOM(x; 1) — OM(x)| = ) < 1 — (1 _ _’>
K.

eFl/sn3

K!
I Es 3

IA

K-K
Joining both contributions, we get

eK-‘rl Fl/sn3

Pr(Ig2(Xes1) = 82(X0)| =k +20log’n) = ————.  (15)
To satisfy the second condition of the negative drift theorem with scaling (Theorem 2.6)
we use r = 21 log? n and k = j log® n in order to have k +201log”>n < jr for j € N.
For j = 0the condition Pr (|g2(X;+1) — g2(Xy)| = jr) < ¥ is trivial. From Eq. (15),
we obtain

eFl/se(jlogzn)n3
Pr(lg2(Xs+1) —@2(X)| =2 jr) £ —————5—
(j log? n)/log"n

We simplify the numerator using
elilog?m) 3 _ (jlog(m) In(n)/In(2)) ;3 _ , (3+j log(n)/In(2))

and bound the denominator as

(G 10g2 n)jlogzn > (logn)Zjlogzn _ n2jlog(n)loglog(n)’
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yielding

Pr(|g2(Xt+1) _ gZ(Xt)| > ]r) < eFl/sn(EH-j10g(n)/1n(2)—2j(10gn)loglogn)
— eFl/sn(3+j(log(n)/ln(2)72(10g n)loglog n)).

Forn > 7, log(n)/1In(2) — 2(logn) loglogn < —4, hence
Pr(1g2(X,41) — g2(X)| = jr) < eFVsn®=4,

which for large enough 7 is bounded by e~/ as desired.

The third condition is met with » = 21 log? n given that §¢/(1321log((21 log? n)/8))
= ©(n/loglogn), which is larger than > = © (log* n) for large enough .

With this we have proved that the algorithm needs at least ¢/ log*n) generations

. oy 4 . .
with probability 1 — e~%®/10¢°7) " Since each generation uses at least one fitness
evaluation, the claim is proved. O

We note that although Theorem 4.1 is applied for ONEMAX specifically, the con-
ditions used in the proof of Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.3 apply for several other
benchmark functions. This is because our result only depends on some fitness levels
of ONEMAX and other functions have fitness levels that are symmetrical or resemble
these fitness levels. We show this in the following theorem. To improve readability we

use |x|y ;=Y 7 x;and |x|g == Y7 (1 —xp).

Theorem 4.4 Let the update strength F < 1.5 and the success rate s > 18 be con-
stants. With probability 1 — e~/ log ) 1o self-adjusting (1, 1) EA needs at least
2@/ 108 ) eyatuations to optimise:

o TUMPL(x) = {n —l|xly fn—k<lxl; <n,

with k = o(n),

k + |x|y otherwise,

o CLIFF;(x) := Il ¥ lxl =d.
x|y —d + 1/2 otherwise,
with d = o(n),
e ZEROMAX(x) := |x],
e TWOMAX(x) := max {|x|; , |x|o},
o RIDGE(x) i— n+lx|; ifx=10"7"",i€e{0,1,...,n},
[x]o otherwise.
Proof For JuMp, and CLIFF,, given that k and d are o(n) the algorithm needs to
optimise a ONEMAX-like slope with the same transition probabilities as in Lemma 4.3
before the algorithm reaches the local optima. Hence, we can apply the negative drift
theorem with scaling (Theorem 2.6) as in Theorem 4.1 to prove the statement.
For ZEROMAX the algorithm will behave exactly as in ONEMAX, because it is
unbiased towards bit-values. Similarly, for TWOMAX, independently of the slope the
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algorithm is optimising, it needs to traverse through a ONEMAX-like slope needing at
least the same number of function evaluations as in ONEMAX.
Finally, for RIDGE, unless the algorithm finds a search point on the ridge (x € 1'0"™*

withi € {0, 1, ..., n}) beforehand, the first part of the optimisation behaves as ZERO-
MaAX and similar to Theorem 4.1 by Lemma 4.3 and the negative drift theorem with
Cn/log*n

scaling (Theorem 2.6) it will need at least e generations with probability
e=Cn/log*n o reach a point with |x|; < 0.15n for some constant C > 0.

It remains to show that the ridge is not reached during this time, with high probabil-
ity. We first imagine the algorithm optimising ZEROMAX and note that the behaviour
on RIDGE and ZEROMAX is identical as long as no point on the ridge is discovered.
Let xo, x1, ... be the search points created by the algorithm on ZEROMAX in order of
creation. Since ZEROMAX is symmetric with respect to bit positions, for any arbitrary
but fixed ¢ we may assume that the search point x; with d = |x;|; is chosen uniformly
at random from the (Z) search points that have exactly d 1-bits. There is only one
search point 1407~ that on the function RIDGE would be part of the ridge. Thus, for
d > 0.15n the probability that x; lies on the ridge is at most

< < =\ = .
d — \0.15n ~ \0.15n 3

(Note that these events for z and ¢’ are not independent; we will resort to a union bound
to deal with such dependencies.) By Lemma 2.3, during the optimisation of any uni-

modal function every generation uses A < e F!/¥n3 with probability 1 —exp (—2 (n?)).
Cn/log*n

By a union bound over e generations, for an arbitrary constant C > 0, each
generation creating at most ¢ F''/$n3 offspring, the probability that a point on the ridge
is reached during this time is at most

—0.15
eCn/log4n CeFlsy3. (23_0) " — o)

Adding up all failure probabilities, the algorithm will not create a point on the ridge

Cn/log*n generations have passed with probability 1 — ¢=2(*/ log* ™ and the

before e
algorithm needs at least "/ log*n) evaluations to solve RIDGE with probability 1 —

4
E—Q(n/log n). O

5 Experiments

Due to the complex nature of our analyses there are still open questions about the
behaviour of the algorithm. In this section we show some elementary experiments
to enhance our understanding of the parameter control mechanism and address these
unknowns. All the experiments were performed using the IOHProfiler [43].

In Sect.3 we have shown that both the self-adjusting (1, A) EA and the self-
adjusting (I + A) EA have an asymptotic runtime of O(nlogn) evaluations on

@ Springer



Algorithmica (2024) 86:526-565 557

. I SA(1+A) EA
50 B SA(1A)EA
B (1,0) EA with A =[log__(n)]
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Fig. 2 Box plots of the number of evaluations used by the self-adjusting (1, ) EA, the self-adjusting
(1+X1) EAwiths = 1, F = 1.5 and the (1, 1) EA over 1000 runs for different » on ONEMAX. The number
of evaluations is normalised by n logn

ONEMAX. This is the same asymptotic runtime as the (1, A) EA with static parame-
ters A = |'log%1 (n)7 [22]. We remark that very recently the conditions for efficient

offspring population sizes have been relaxed to A > |'log%1 (cn/X)] for any constant

¢ > ¢ [44]. However, this only reduces the best known value of A by 1 or 2 for the con-
sidered problem sizes, and so we stick to the simpler formula of A = [log%] (n)],1i.e.
the best static parameter value reported in [22]. Unfortunately the asympt(;tic notation
may hide large constants, therefore, our first experiments focus on the comparison of
these three algorithms on ONEMAX.

Figure 2 displays box plots of the number of evaluations over 1000 runs for different
problem sizes on ONEMAX. From Fig. 2 we observe that the difference between both
self-adjusting algorithms is relatively small. This indicates that there are only a small
number of fallbacks in fitness and such fallbacks are also small. We also observe that
the best static parameter choice from [22] is only a small constant factor faster than
the self-adjusting algorithms.

In the results of Sects.3 and 4 there is a gap between s < 1 and s > 18 where
we do not know how the algorithm behaves on ONEMAX. In our second experiment,
we explore how the algorithm behaves in this region by running the self-adjusting
(1, 2) EA on ONEMAX using different values for s shown in Fig.3. All runs were
stopped once the optimum was found or after 500n generations were reached. We
found a sharp threshold at s &~ 3.4, indicating that the widely used one-fifth rule
(s = 4) is inefficient here, but other success rules achieve optimal asymptotic runtime.

@ Springer



558 Algorithmica (2024) 86:526-565
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Fig. 3 Average number of generations with 99% bootstrapped confidence interval of the self-adjusting
(1, ) EA with F = 1.5 in 100 runs for different n, normalised and capped at 500n generations
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Best-so-far f(x)-value
=e+= SA (1,2 EA, s=(e-1)/e «= SA (1,2) EA, s=1 SA (1,2) EA, s=2 == SA (1,A) EA, s=20 == SA(1,A) EA, s=3
=e= SA(1,A) EA, s=3.2 SA (1,2) EA, s=3.4 SA (1,2) EA, s=3.6 SA (1,A) EA, s=3.8 SA (1,2) EA, s=4

SA (1,) EA, s=5

Fig.4 Fixed target results for the self-adjusting (1, A) EA on ONEMAX with n = 1000 (100 runs)

Additionally, in Fig.4 we plot fixed target results, that is, the average time to reach
a certain fitness, for n = 1000 for different 5. All runs were stopped once the optimum
was found or after 500n generations. No points are graphed for fitness values that
were not reached during the allocated time. We note that the plots do not start exactly
at n/2 = 500; this is due to the random effects of initialisation. From here we found
that the range of fitness values with negative drift is wider than what we where able
to prove in Sect.4. Already for s = 3.4, there is an interval on the scale of number of
ones around 0.7n where the algorithm spends a large amount of evaluations to traverse
this interval. Interestingly, as s increases the algorithm takes longer to reach points
farther away from the optimum.

We also explored how the parameter A behaves throughout the optimisation depend-
ing on the value of 5. In Fig.5 we can see the average A at every fitness value for
n = 1000. As expected, on average A is larger when s is smaller. For s > 3 we can
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Fig.5 Average A values for each fitness level of the self-adjusting (1, A) EA on ONEMAX with n = 1000
(100 runs)

appreciate that on average A < 2 until fitness values around 0.7n are reached. This
behaviour is what creates the non-stable equilibrium slowing down the algorithm.

Finally, to identify the area of attraction of the non-stable equilibrium, in Fig.6
we show the percentage of fitness evaluations spent in each fitness level for n =
100 (100 runs) and different s values near the transition between polynomial and
exponential. Runs were stopped when the optimum was found or when 1,500,000
function evaluations were made. The first thing to notice is that for s = 20 the algorithm
is attracted and spends most of the time near n/2 ones, which suggests that it behaves
similar to a random walk. When s decreases, the area of attraction moves towards the
optimum but stays at a linear distance from it. For s < 3.4 most of the evaluations
are spent near the optimum on the harder fitness levels where A tends to have linear
values.

6 Discussion and Conclusions

We have shown that simple success-based rules, embedded in a (1, A) EA, are able to
optimise ONEMAX in O (n) generations and O (n log n) evaluations. The latter is best
possible for any unary unbiased black-box algorithm [11, 25].

However, this result depends crucially on the correct selection of the success rate s.
The above holds for constantO0 < s < 1 and, in sharp contrast, the runtime on ONEMAX
(and other common benchmark problems) becomes exponential with overwhelming
probability if s > 18. Then the algorithm stagnates in an equilibrium state at a linear
distance to the optimum where successes are common. Simulations showed that, once
X grows large enough to escape from the equilibrium, the algorithm is able to maintain
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Fig.6 Percentage of fitness function evaluations used per fitness value for the self-adjusting (1, A) EA on
ONEMAX with n = 100 over 100 runs (runs were stopped when the optimum was found or when 1,500,000
function evaluations were made)

large values of A until the optimum is found. Hence, we observe the counterintuitive
effect that for too large values of s, optimisation is harder when the algorithm is far
away from the optimum and becomes easier when approaching the optimum. (To our
knowledge, such an effect was only reported before on HOTTOPIC functions [45] and
Dynamic BINVAL functions [46].)

There is a gap between the conditions s < 1 and s > 18. Further work is needed to
close this gap. In our experiments we found a sharp threshold at s &~ 3.4, indicating
that the widely used one-fifth rule (s = 4) is inefficient here, but other success rules
achieve optimal asymptotic runtime.

Our analyses focus mostly on ONEMAX, but we also showed that when s is large the
self-adjusting (1, A) EA has an exponential runtime with overwhelming probability
on JUMPy, CLIFF;, ZEROMAX, TWOMAX and RIDGE. We believe that these results can
be extended for many other functions: we conjecture that for any function that has a
large number of contiguous fitness levels that are easy, that is, that the probability of
a successful generation with A = 1 is constant, then there is a (large) constant success
rate s for which the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA would have an exponential runtime. We
suspect that many combinatorial problem instances are easy somewhere, for example
problems like minimum spanning trees, graph colouring, KNAPSACK and MAXSAT
tend to be easy in the beginning of the optimisation.

Given that for large values of s the algorithm gets stuck on easy parts of the opti-
misation and that ONEMAX is the easiest function with a unique optimum for the
(1 4+ 1) EA [47-49] with regards to the expected optimisation time, in our prelim-
inary work [26] we conjectured that any s that is efficient on ONEMAX would also
be a good choice for any other problem. This conjecture was very recently disproved
by Kaufmann, Larcher, Lengler and Zou [50], who showed that ONEMAX is not the
easiest function with respect to fitness improvements, and that for a BINARYVALUE
function with dynamically changing weights, improvements are even easier to find.
This leads to a parameter setup for which the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA is efficient on
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ONEMAX, but inefficient on dynamic BINVAL [50]. The paper [50] concludes that
there are two different notions of “easiness” and the ease of finding improvements is
the more relevant notion for success-based parameter control mechanisms.

Another open question is to establish sufficient conditions for the self-adjusting
(1, 1) EA to perform well. The present authors recently made progress in this direction
by showing that on all problems on which improvements are always hard to find, called
everywhere-hard problems, self-adjustment in the self-adjusting (1, A) EA works as
intended, for all constant values of the success rate s [51].
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A Proof of Lemma 3.7

This appendix contains the proof of Lemma 3.7 that was omitted from the main part.

Lemma 3.7 Consider the self-adjusting (1, 1) EA as in Theorem 3.5. Let OM} :=
max, <, OM(xy) be its best-so-far fitness at generation t and let T be the first gener-
ation in which the optimum is found. Then with probability 1 — O (1/n) the following
statements hold for a large enough constant r > 0 (that may depend on s).

1. Forallt < T in which A; > 4logn, we have OM(x;41) > OM(x,).
2. Forallt < T, the fitness is at least: OM(x,;) > OM} — r logn.

Proofof Lemma 3.7 Let E/ denote the eventthat A, < 4lognor OM(x;41) = OM(x;).
Hence we only need to consider A;-values of A, > 4logn > 2log%1 n and by
Lemma 2.2 Eq. (3) we have

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

562 Algorithmica (2024) 86:526-565

Given that the event E] happens in each step with probability at most an’ by a union
bound, the probability that this happens in the first 7 generations, with 7 being a
random variable with E (T') < oo, is at most Zfil Pr(T =1t)-t/n*> =E(T) /n*, and
by Theorem 3.1 E (T') /n®> = O(1/n). Hence, the probability that the first statement
holds is 1 — O(1/n). For the second statement, let #* be a generation in which the
best-so-far fitness was attained: OM(x;+) = OMY. By Lemma 3.3, abbreviating o :=
SZTSI logF(enFl/S), the condition OM(x;+) > OM(x;) + r logn implies g1 (X;+) >
OM(x/+x) —a = OM(x;) —a +rlogn > g1(X;) —a + rlogn.

Now define events Ej = (V¢' € [t + 1,n%]: g1(Xy) > g1(Xy) + @ — rlog(n)).

We apply the negative drift theorem (Theorem 2.5) to bound Pr (E_é) from above. For

any t < n?leta = g1(X,) — rlogn + o and b := g1(X;) < n, where r > o will be
chosen later on. We pessimistically assume that the fitness component of g can only
increase by at most 1. Lemma 3.4 has already shown that, even under this assumption,
the drift is at least a positive constant. This implies the first condition of Theorem 2
in [35]. For the second condition, we need to bound transition probabilities for the
potential. Owing to our pessimistic assumption, the current fitness can only increase
by at most 1. The fitness only decreases by j if all offspring are worse than their parent
by at least j. Hence, for all A, the decrease in fitness is bounded by the decrease in
fitness of the first offspring. The probability of the first offspring decreasing fitness
by at least j is bounded by the probability that j bits flip, which is in turn bounded
by 1/(j!) < 2/2/. The possible penalty in the definition of g changes by at most

se  se 1) _ _e
max (eTl o i ;) = ;57 < 2. Hence, for all 7,

. 8
Pr(lg1(X;—1) —g1(X)| = j+2|g1(Xy) >a) < 552

which meets the second condition of Theorem 2 in [35]. It then states that there is a
constant ¢* such that the probability that within 2¢"(@=b)/4 generations a potential of
at most a is reached, starting from a value of at least b, is 2~2(¢~%) By choosing the
constant » large enough, we can scale up a — b and thus make 2¢"@=b)/4 > p2 and

2-2G=b) — (1/n2). This yields Pr (E_§> — 0(1/nd).

Arguing as before, using a union bound we show that the probability that £ happens
during the first T generations is at most » o Pr(T =1) - ¢ - o(1/n%) = 0(/n).
By Markov’s inequality, the probability of not finding the optimum in 1 generations,
that is, Pr (T > n?) is at most E(T) /n?> = O(1/n) as well. Adding up all failure
probabilities completes the proof. O
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