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Abstract In many real-world optimization problems, the objective func-
tion evaluation is subject to noise, and we cannot obtain the exact objec-
tive value. Evolutionary algorithms (EAs), a type of general-purpose ran-
domized optimization algorithm, have been shown to be able to solve noisy
optimization problems well. However, previous theoretical analyses of EAs
mainly focused on noise-free optimization, which makes the theoretical un-
derstanding largely insufficient for the noisy case. Meanwhile, the few ex-
isting theoretical studies under noise often considered the one-bit noise
model, which flips a randomly chosen bit of a solution before evaluation;
while in many realistic applications, several bits of a solution can be changed
simultaneously. In this paper, we study a natural extension of one-bit noise,
the bit-wise noise model, which independently flips each bit of a solution
with some probability. We analyze the running time of the (1+1)-EA solving
OneMax and LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise for the first time, and derive
the ranges of the noise level for polynomial and super-polynomial running
time bounds. The analysis on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise can be eas-
ily transferred to one-bit noise, and improves the previously known results.
Since our analysis discloses that the (1+1)-EA can be efficient only under
low noise levels, we also study whether the sampling strategy can bring ro-
bustness to noise. We prove that using sampling can significantly increase
the largest noise level allowing a polynomial running time, that is, sampling
is robust to noise.

A preliminary version of this paper has appeared at GECCO’17 [27].
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1 Introduction

In real-world optimization tasks, the exact objective (i.e., fitness) function
evaluation of candidate solutions is often impossible, instead we can ob-
tain only a noisy one due to a wide range of uncertainties [21]. For exam-
ple, in machine learning, a prediction model is evaluated only on a limited
amount of data, which makes the estimated performance deviate from the
true performance; in product design, the design variables can be subject to
perturbations due to manufacturing tolerances, which brings noise.

In the presence of noise, the difficulty of solving an optimization prob-
lem may increase. Evolutionary algorithms (EAs) [5], inspired by natural
phenomena, are a type of randomized metaheuristic optimization algorithm.
They are likely to be able to handle noise, since the corresponding natu-
ral phenomena have been well processed in noisy natural environments. In
fact, EAs have been successfully applied to solve many noisy optimization
problems [7,22].

Compared with the application, the theoretical analysis of EAs is far be-
hind. But in the last two decades, much effort has been devoted to the run-
ning time analysis (an essential theoretical aspect) of EAs. Numerous an-
alytical results for EAs solving synthetic problems as well as combinato-
rial problems have been derived, e.g., [4,23]. Meanwhile, a few general ap-
proaches for running time analysis have been proposed, e.g., drift analy-
sis [10,[12,[20], fitness-level methods [8}32], and switch analysis [34].

However, previous running time analyses of EAs mainly focused on noise-
free optimization, where the fitness evaluation is exact. Only a few pieces of
work on noisy evolutionary optimization have been reported, which mainly
considered two kinds of noise models, prior and posterior. The prior noise
comes from the variation on a solution, e.g., one-bit noise [13] flips a ran-
dom bit of a binary solution before evaluation with probability p. The poste-
rior noise comes from the variation on the fitness of a solution, e.g., additive
noise [19] adds a value randomly drawn from some distribution. Droste [13]
first analyzed the (1+1)-EA on the OneMax problem in the presence of one-
bit noise and showed that the tight range of the noise probability p allow-
ing a polynomial running time is O(logn/n), where n is the problem size.
GieBen and Kotzing [19] recently studied the LeadingOnes problem, and
proved that the expected running time is polynomial if p < 1/(6en?) and ex-
ponential if p = 1/2. They also considered additive noise with variance o2,
and proved that the (1+1)-EA can solve OneMax and LeadingOnes in poly-
nomial time when o? = O(logn/n) and o < 1/(12en?), respectively.

For inefficient optimization of the (1+1)-EA under high noise levels, some
implicit mechanisms of EAs were proved to be robust to noise. In [19], it was
shown that the (u+1)-EA with a small population of size ©(logn) can solve
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Table 1 The noise models mainly considered in running time analyses on noisy evolutionary
optimization.

References Noise models

Droste [13], Qian et al. [29] one-bit noise

Akimoto et al. [2] additive noise

Prugel-Bennett et al. [26], Friedrich et al. [1I6/17)[18] additive Gaussian noise

Dang and Lehre [9], GieBen and Kétzing [19] one-bit noise, additive noise

Qian et al. [28] one-bit noise, additive Gaussian noise
Doerr et al. [11], Feldmann and Kétzing [15], the single-destination shortest path
Sudholt and Thyssen [33] problem with stochastic edge weights
This paper bit-wise noise

OneMax in polynomial time even if the probability of one-bit noise reaches
1. The robustness of populations to noise was also proved in the setting of
non-elitist EAs [9,26]. However, Friedrich et al. [17] showed the limitation of
populations by proving that the (u+1)-EA needs super-polynomial time for
solving OneMax under additive Gaussian noise N (0, 0?) with 02 > n3. This
difficulty can be overcome by the compact genetic algorithm (cGA) [17] and
a simple Ant Colony Optimization (ACO) algorithm [16], both of which find
the optimal solution in polynomial time with a high probability. ACO was
also shown to be able to efficiently find solutions with reasonable approxi-
mations on some instances of the single-destination shortest path problem
with edge weights disturbed by noise [11}[15}133].

The ability of explicit noise handling strategies was also theoretically
studied. Qian et al. [29] proved that the threshold selection strategy is robust
to noise: the expected running time of the (1+1)-EA using threshold selec-
tion on OneMax under one-bit noise is always polynomial regardless of the
noise probability p. For the (1+1)-EA solving OneMax under one-bit noise
with p = 1 or additive Gaussian noise N (0,0?) with ¢ > 1, the sampling
strategy was shown to be able to reduce the running time from exponential
to polynomial [28]. The robustness of sampling to noise was also proved for
the (1+1)-EA solving LeadingOnes under one-bit noise with p = 1/2 or ad-
ditive Gaussian noise with 02 > n2. Akimoto et al. [2] proved that sampling
with a large sample size can make optimization under additive unbiased
noise behave as optimization in a noise-free environment. The interplay be-
tween sampling and implicit noise-handling mechanisms (e.g., crossover)
has been statistically studied in [18].

The noise models considered in the studies mentioned above are sum-
marized in Table|1] We can observe that for the prior noise model, one-bit
noise was mainly considered, which flips a random bit of a solution before
evaluation with probability p. However, the noise model, which can change
several bits of a solution simultaneously, may be more realistic and needs to
be studied, as mentioned in the first noisy theoretical work [13].

In this paper, we study the bit-wise noise model, which is characterized
by a pair (p, ¢) of parameters. It happens with probability p, and indepen-
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Table 2 For the running time of the (1+1)-EA on OneMax and LeadingOnes under prior noise
models, the ranges of noise parameters for a polynomial upper bound and a super-polynomial
lower bound are shown below.

(1+1)-EA OneMax LeadingOnes

bit-wise noise (p, %) O(logn/n), w(logn/n) O(logn/n?), w(logn/n)

bit-wise noise (1, q) O(logn/n?), w(logn/n?) [M9 | O(logn/n?), w(logn/n?)
bt noi [0,1/(6en?)],1/2 [19];

one-bit noise O(logn/n), w(logn/n) [13] O(log n/n?), w(log n/n)

Table 3 For the running time of the (1+1)-EA using sampling on OneMax and LeadingOnes
under prior noise models, the ranges of noise parameters for a polynomial upper bound and a
super-polynomial lower bound are shown below.

(1+1)-EA using sampling | OneMax LeadingOnes

bit-wise noise (p, ) [0,1], 0 [0,1],0

bit-wise noise (1, ¢) 1/2—1/n°M 1/2—1/n*M U [1/2,1] | Oogn/n), w(logn/n)
one-bit noise [0,1],0 [0,1],0

dently flips each bit of a solution with probability ¢ before evaluation. We
analyze the running time of the (1+1)-EA solving OneMax and LeadingOnes
under bit-wise noise with two specific parameter settings (p, 1) and (1, ).
The ranges of p and ¢ for a polynomial upper bound and a super-polynomial
lower bound are derived, as shown in the middle row of Table [2| For the
(1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes, we also transfer the running time bounds from
bit-wise noise (p, -) to one-bit noise by using the same proof procedure.
As shown in the bottom right of Table [2} our results improve the previously
known ones [19].

Note that for the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes, the current analysis (as shown
in the last column of Table does not cover all the ranges of p and ¢q. We thus
conduct experiments to estimate the expected running time for the uncov-
ered values of p and ¢. The empirical results show that the currently derived
ranges of p and ¢ allowing a polynomial running time are possibly tight.

From the results in Table we find that the (1+1)-EA is efficient only un-
der low noise levels. For example, for the (1+1)-EA solving OneMax under
bit-wise noise (p, +), the expected running time is polynomial only when
p = O(log n/n). We then study whether the sampling strategy can bring ro-
bustness to noise. Sampling is a popular way to cope with noise in fitness
evaluation [3], which, instead of evaluating the fitness of one solution only
once, evaluates the fitness multiple (m) times and then uses the average to
approximate the true fitness. We analyze the running time of the (1+1)-EA
using sampling under both bit-wise noise and one-bit noise. The ranges of
p and ¢ for a polynomial upper bound and a super-polynomial lower bound
are shown in Table[3| Our analysis covers all the ranges of p and ¢. Note that
for proving a polynomial upper bound, it is sufficient to show that using
sampling with a specific sample size m can guarantee a polynomial running
time, while for proving a super-polynomial lower bound, we need to prove
that using sampling with any polynomially bounded m fails to guarantee
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a polynomial running time. Compared with the results in Table [2| we find
that using sampling significantly improves the noise-tolerance ability. For
example, by using sampling with m = 4n?, the (1+1)-EA now can always
solve OneMax under bit-wise noise (p, 1) in polynomial time.

From the analysis, we also find the reason why sampling is effective or
not. Let f(x) and f"(x) denote the true and noisy fitness of a solution, re-
spectively. For two solutions x and y with f(x) > f(y), when the noise level
is high (i.e., the values of p and ¢ are large), the probability P(f™(z) < f™(y))
(i.e., the true worse solution y appears to be better) becomes large, which
will mislead the search direction and then lead to a super-polynomial run-
ning time. In such a situation, if the expected gap between f"(z) and ™ (y)
is positive, sampling will increase this trend and make P(f"(z) < f™(y))
sufficiently small; if it is negative (e.g., on OneMax under bit-wise noise
(1,q) with ¢ > 1/2), sampling will continue to increase P(f"(x) < f"(y)),
and obviously will not work. We also note that if the positive gap between
f™(x) and f™(y) is too small (e.g., on OneMax under bit-wise noise (1, q)
with ¢ = 1/2 — 1/n()), a polynomial sample size will be not sufficient and
sampling also fails to guarantee a polynomial running time.

This paper extends our preliminary work [27]. Since the theoretical anal-
ysis on the LeadingOnes problem is not complete, we add experiments to
complement the theoretical results (i.e., Section . We also add the ro-
bustness analysis of sampling to noise (i.e., Section[5). Note that the robust-
ness of sampling to one-bit noise has been studied in our previous work [28].
It was shown that sampling can reduce the running time of the (1+1)-EA
from exponential to polynomial on OneMax when the noise probability p =
1 as well as on LeadingOnes when p = 1/2. Therefore, our results here are
more general. We prove that sampling is effective for any value of p, as shown
in the last row of Table [3| Furthermore, we analyze the robustness of sam-
pling to bit-wise noise for the first time.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces some
preliminaries. The running time analysis of the (1+1)-EA on OneMax and
LeadingOnes under noise is presented in Sections 3 and 4, respectively. Sec-
tion 5 analyzes the (1+1)-EA using sampling. Section 6 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we first introduce the optimization problems, noise models
and evolutionary algorithms studied in this paper, respectively, then intro-
duce the sampling strategy, and finally present the analysis tools that we use
throughout this paper.

2.1 OneMax and LeadingOnes

In this paper, we use two well-known pseudo-Boolean functions OneMax
and LeadingOnes. The OneMax problem as presented in Definition[1]aims
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to maximize the number of 1-bits of a solution. The LeadingOnes problem
as presented in Definition [2] aims to maximize the number of consecutive
1-bits counting from the left of a solution. Their optimal solution is 11...1
(briefly denoted as 1™). It has been shown that the expected running time of
the (1+1)-EA on OneMax and LeadingOnes is ©(nlogn) and ©(n?), respec-
tively [14]. In the following analysis, we will use LO(z) to denote the number
of leading 1-bits of a solution z.

Definition 1 (OneMax) The OneMax Problem of size n is to find an n bits
binary string 2* such that

¥ = argmax,c o 1}» (f(a:) = Z:L:l JZZ> )

Definition 2 (LeadingOnes) The LeadingOnes Problem of size n is to find
an n bits binary string «* such that

T* = argmax,e (g qyn (f(z) = Zi:l szl a:j> .

2.2 Bit-wise Noise

There are mainly two kinds of noise models: prior and posterior [19}21]. Let
f™(z) and f(z) denote the noisy and true fitness of a solution z, respectively.
The prior noise comes from the variation on a solution, i.e., f/™(z) = f(2'),
where 2’ is generated from = by random perturbations. The posterior noise
comes from the variation on the fitness of a solution, e.g., additive noise
f™(xz) = f(z) + ¢ and multiplicative noise f"(x) = f(x) - §, where ¢ is ran-
domly drawn from some distribution. Previous theoretical analyses involv-
ing prior noise [9,13}[19,28}29] often focused on a specific model, one-bit
noise. As presented in Definition |3, it flips a random bit of a solution be-
fore evaluation with probability p. However, in many realistic applications,
noise can change several bits of a solution simultaneously rather than only
one bit. We thus consider the bit-wise noise model. As presented in Defini-
tion |4} it happens with probability p, and independently flips each bit of a
solution with probability ¢ before evaluation. We use bit-wise noise (p, ¢) to
denote the bit-wise noise model with a scenario of (p, q).

Definition 3 (One-bit Noise) Given a parameterp € [0,1],let f(z) and f(x)
denote the noisy and true fitness of a solution « € {0, 1}", respectively, then

(@) f(z) with probability 1 — p,
) =
f(z") with probability p,

where 2’ is generated by flipping a uniformly randomly chosen bit of «.
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Definition 4 (Bit-wise Noise) Given parameters p,q € [0, 1], let f"(z) and
f(x) denote the noisy and true fitness of a solution = € {0, 1}", respectively,
then

F(z) = f(z) with probability 1 — p,
| f(z') with probability p,

where 2’ is generated by independently flipping each bit of « with probabil-
ity q.

To the best of our knowledge, only bit-wise noise (1, ¢) has been recently
studied. GieBen and Ké6tzing [19] proved that for the (1+1)-EA solving One-
Max, the expected running time is polynomial if ¢ = O(log n/n?) and super-
polynomial if ¢ = w(logn/n?). Besides bit-wise noise (1, q), we also study
another specific model bit-wise noise (p, 1) in this paper. Note that bit-wise
noise (p, %) is a natural extension of one-bit noise; their random behaviors
of perturbing a solution correspond to the two common mutation opera-
tors, bit-wise mutation and one-bit mutation, respectively.

To investigate whether the performance of the (1+1)-EA for bit-wise noise
with two scenarios of (p, ¢) and (p’, ¢') where p- g = p’ - ¢’ can be significantly

different, we consider the OneMax problem under bit-wise noise (1, 1;(%:)

and (‘22 ,1). The comparison gives a positive answer. For bit-wise noise

(1 1Og”), we know that the (1+1)-EA needs super-polynomial time to solve

7 30n

OneMax [19], while for bit-wise noise (lggr?, 1), we will prove in Theorem
that the (1+1)-EA can solve OneMax in polynomial time. Thus, the analysis
on general bit-wise noise without fixing p or ¢ would be complicated, and

p - ¢ may not be the only deciding factor. We leave it as a future work.

2.3 (1+1) Evolutionary Algorithm

The (141)-EA as described in Algorithmis studied in this paper. For noisy
optimization, only a noisy fitness value f™(z) instead of the exact one f(z)
can be accessed, and thus line 4 of Algorithml[I]is “if /™ (2’) > f"(z)” instead
of “if f(«') > f(x)”. Note that the reevaluation strategy is used as in [11}[13}
19]. That is, besides evaluating f™(z’), f™(x) will be reevaluated in each iter-
ation of the (1+1)-EA. The running time is usually defined as the number of
fitness evaluations needed to find an optimal solution w.r.t. the true fitness
function f for the first time [2}[13}[19].

Algorithm 1 ((1+1)-EA) Given a function f over {0, 1}" to be maximized, it
consists of the following steps:

1.z := uniformly randomly selected from {0,1}".

2. Repeat until the termination condition is met

3. a2’ := flip each bit of x independently with prob. 1/n.

4 i) = fr(x)

5.

z=a.
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2.4 Sampling

In noisy evolutionary optimization, sampling has often been used to reduce
the negative effect of noise [1}/6]. As presented in Definition [5} it approxi-
mates the true fitness f(x) using the average of multiple (m) independent
random evaluations. For the (1+1)-EA using sampling, line 4 of Algorithm
changes to be “if f(2') > f(x)”. Its pseudo-code is described in Algorithm 2
Note that the sample size m = 1 is equivalent to that sampling is not used.
The effectiveness of sampling was not theoretically analyzed until recently.
Qian et al. [28] proved that sampling is robust to one-bit noise and additive
Gaussian noise. Particularly, under one-bit noise, it was shown that sam-
pling can reduce the running time exponentially for the (1+1)-EA solving
OneMax when the noise probability p = 1 and LeadingOnes when p = 1/2.

Definition 5 (Sampling) Sampling first evaluates the fitness of a solution m
times independently and obtains the noisy fitness values f7'(z),..., f*(z),
and then outputs their average, i.e.,

fay = =" ).

Algorithm 2 ((1+1)-EA with sampling) Given a function f over {0, 1}" to be
maximized, it consists of the following steps:

1.z := uniformly randomly selected from {0,1}".

2. Repeat until the termination condition is met

3. x' := flip each bit of © independently with prob. 1/n.
4. iff(@) = f(x)

5. z:=ux.

2.5 Analysis Tools

The process of the (1+1)-EA solving any pseudo-Boolean function with one
unique global optimum can be directly modeled as a Markov chain {&},25.
We only need to take the solution space {0, 1}™ as the chain’s state space (i.e.,
& € X = {0,1}™), and take the optimal solution 1" as the chain’s optimal
state (i.e., X* = {1"}). Note that we can assume without loss of generality
that the optimal solution is 1, because unbiased EAs treat the bits 0 and 1
symmetrically, and thus the 0 bits in an optimal solution can be interpreted
as 1 bits without affecting the behavior of EAs. Given a Markov chain {¢; },£55
and §; = x, we define its first hitting time (FHT) as 7 = min{t | &, € X", t >
0}. The mathematical expectation of 7, E(7 | {; = z) = j:og i-P(r=i| &=
x), is called the expected first hitting time (EFHT) starting from ¢&; = . If
is drawn from a distribution 7, E(7 | {o ~ m0) = > cx To()E(T | & = )
is called the EFHT of the Markov chain over the initial distribution . Thus,
the expected running time of the (1+1)-EA starting from &, ~ m is equal to
14+ 2-E(7 | & ~ mp), where the term 1 corresponds to evaluating the initial
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solution, and the factor 2 corresponds to evaluating the offspring solution =’
and reevaluating the parent solution = in each iteration. If using sampling,
the expected running time of the (1+1)-EA is m + 2m - E(7 | & ~ o), since
estimating the fitness of a solution needs m number of independent fitness
evaluations. Note that we consider the expected running time of the (1+1)-
EA starting from a uniform initial distribution in this paper.

In the following, we give three drift theorems that will be used to analyze
the EFHT of Markov chains in the paper. The additive drift theorem [20]
as presented in Theorem 1]is used to derive upper bounds on the EFHT of
Markov chains. To use it, a function V' (z) has to be constructed to measure
the distance of a state = to the optimal state space X*. Then, we need to
investigate the progress on the distance to X'* in each step, i.e., E(V (&) —
V(&+1) | &). An upper bound on the EFHT can be derived through dividing
the initial distance by a lower bound on the progress.

Theorem 1 (Additive Drift [20]) Given a Markov chain {&,}, .55 and a dis-
tance function 'V (), if for anyt > 0 and any §& with'V (&) > 0, there exists a
real number ¢ > 0 such that

E(V(&) = V(&41) [ &) > ¢,
then the EFHT satisfies that E(7 | &) < V(&)/c.

The negative drift theorem [24}25] as presented in Theoremwas pro-
posed to prove exponential lower bounds on the EFHT of Markov chains,
where X, is usually represented by a mapping of &;. It requires two condi-
tions: a constant negative drift and exponentially decaying probabilities of
jumping towards or away from the goal state. To relax the requirement of
a constant negative drift, the negative drift theorem with self-loops [30] as
presented in Theorem 3|has been proposed, which takes into account large
self-loop probabilities.

Theorem 2 (Negative Drift [24,25]) Let X;, t > 0, be real-valued random
variables describing a stochastic process. Suppose there exists an interval [a, b]
C R, two constants 6, ¢ > 0 and, possibly depending onl := b — a, a function
r(1) satisfying1 < r(l) = o(l/log(l)) such that for allt > 0 the following two
conditions hold:

1. E(Xi— X1 |la< Xy <b) < —¢,

) r(1) .
2. P(|X — X > X < . Nop.
(| X1 > t>a)_(1+5)J forj € Ny
Then there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that forT := min{t > 0: X; < a | Xo > b}
it holds P(T < 2¢V/7(D) = 2=2(/r())

Theorem 3 (Negative Drift with Self-loops [30]) Let X;,t > 0, be real-valued
random variables describing a stochastic process. Suppose there exists an in-
terval [a,b] C R, two constants 6, e > 0 and, possibly dependingonl := b — a,
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a function r(l) satisfying1 < r(l) = o(l/log(l)) such that for allt > 0 the
following two conditions hold:

l.Va<i<b:E(Xt—Xt+1|Xt:z')§—6~P(Xt+17éi|Xt:i),

i ; . ) r(l , )

2.Vi>a,j€Ny : P(| X1 —Xe| 25 | Xe=1i) < U - P(Xpq #i | X =1).
(149)7

Then there is a constant c > 0 such that forT := min{t > 0: X; < a | Xo > b}

it holds P(T < 2¢V/7(D) = 2=2(/r()),

3 The OneMax problem

In this section, we analyze the running time of the (1+1)-EA on OneMax un-
der bit-wise noise. Note that for bit-wise noise (1, ¢), it has been proved that
the expected running time is polynomial if and only if ¢ = O(logn/n?), as
shown in Theorem [4l

Theorem 4 [19] For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under bit-wise noise (1, q), the
expected running time is polynomial if ¢ = O(log n/n?) and super-polynomial
ifqg = w(logn/n?).

For bit-wise noise (p, 1), we prove in Theorems [5(and |§] that the tight
range of p allowing a polynomial running time is O(log n/n). Instead of us-
ing the original drift theorems, we apply the upper and lower bounds of
the (1+1)-EA on noisy OneMax in [19]. Let ¥ denote any solution with &
number of 1-bits, and f"(z*) denote its noisy objective value, which is a
random variable. Lemma 1] intuitively means that if the probability of rec-
ognizing the true better solution by noisy evaluation is large (i.e., Eq. (1)),
the running time can be upper bounded. Particularly, if Eq. (1) holds with
I = O(logn), the running time can be polynomially upper bounded. On the
contrary, Lemma|2|shows that if the probability of making a right compari-
son is small (i.e., Eq. ), the running time can be lower bounded. Particu-
larly, if Eq. (2) holds with [ = £2(n), the running time can be exponentially
lower bounded. Both Lemmas|I|and[2|are proved by applying standard drift
theorems, and can be used to simplify our analysis. Note that in the origi-
nal upper bound of the (1+1)-EA on noisy OneMax (i.e., Theorem 5 in [19]),
it requires that Eq. holds with only j = &, but the proof actually also
requires that noisy OneMax satisfies the monotonicity property, i.e., for all
j <k <mn, P(fr(aF) < fr(aFt1)) < P(f*(27) < f(2**+1)). We have com-
bined these two conditions in Lemmal(l|by requiring Eq. (I) to hold with any
j < kinstead of only j = k.

Lemma 1 [19] Suppose there is a positive constant ¢ < 1/15 and some 2 <
I <n/2 such that

Vi <k <niB(f) < ) 21 L
(D
Vi<k<n—1:P(f"(a?) < f7l(xk+1)) >1-— cn;k,
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then the (1+1)-EA optimizes f in expectation in O(nlogn) +n2°W iterations.
Lemma 2 [19] Suppose there is somel < n/4 and a constant c > 16 such that

Vn—l§k<n:P(f"(xk)<f"(xk+1))§1—cn;k, 2

then the (1+1)-EA optimizes f in 29" iterations with a high probability.

First, we apply Lemmall|to show that the expected running time is poly-
nomially upper bounded for bit-wise noise (p, 1) with p = O(logn/n).

Theorem 5 For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under bit-wise noise (p, %), the ex-
pected running time is polynomial if p = O(logn/n).

Proof We prove it by using Lemma(l] For some positive constant b, suppose
that p < blogn/n. We set the two parameters in Lemmaas ¢ = min{;, b}

and! = % € (2,5
Forany j < k < n, f*(2?) > f*(2**!) implies that f*(z7) > k+ 1 or
fr(x*+l) < k, either of which happens with probability at most p. By the

union bound, we getVj < k < n,

P(f"(a?) > fr (") < 2p < 220087 _ I

n n

L
n
For any j < k < n — [, we easily get

P ) 2 ) < < MR

n

By Lemma [1} we know that the expected running time is O(nlogn) +
n20@blogn/c) j e polynomial. O

Next we apply Lemmal[2|to show that the expected running time is super-
polynomial for bit-wise noise (p, 2) with p = w(logn/n). Note that for p =
1 — O(logn/n), we actually give a stronger result that the expected running
time is exponential.

Theorem 6 For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under bit-wise noise (p, %), the ex-
pected running time is super-polynomial if p = w(logn/n) N1 — w(logn/n)
and exponential ifp = 1 — O(logn/n).

Proof We use Lemmal2|to prove it. Let ¢ = 16. The case p = w(logn/n) N
—w(logn/n) is first analyzed. For any positive constant b, let [ = blog n. For
any k > n — [, we get

P(f"(#*) = f"(@") 2 P(f"(a") = k) - P(f" (@) < R).

Tomakef
P(f"(z") =

= k, it is sufficient that the noise does not happen, i.e.,

ak) =
> 1 —p. To make f"(x*+1) <k, it is sufficient to flip one 1-bit

(
k)
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and keep other bits unchanged by noise, i.e., P(f"(z""!) < k) > p- B (1 -
+)n~1. Thus,

n " kE+1
P(f"(z") > f*(z") > (1 -p) P w(logn/n).
Since ¢"f < ¢l = @lo8n the condition of Lemma [2| holds. Thus, the

expected running time is 2(°1°e™) (where b is any constant), i.e., super-
polynomial.

For the case p = 1 — O(logn/n), letl = y/n. We use another lower bound
p(1 — L) for P(f"(2*) = k), since it is sufficient that no bit flips by noise.
Thus, we have

P(f(ab) > fr(a*H)) > p (1 - 1) PP o).

n en

Since c2=E < #, the condition of Lemmaholds. Thus, the expected run-
ning time is 2(vV™), i.e., exponential. O

To show that the performance of the (1+1)-EA for bit-wise noise with two
scenarios (p, ¢) and (p’, ¢') where p - ¢ = p’ - ¢’ can be significantly different,
we compare the expected running time of the (1+1)-EA for bit-wise noise
(1, lg(g):’) and (1§§:’, 1). For the former case, we know from Theorem [4| that
the expected running time is super-polynomial, while for the latter case,
we prove in the following theorem that the expected running time can be

polynomially upper bounded.

Theorem 7 For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under bit-wise noise ( lggg, 1), the
expected running time is polynomial.

Proof We use Lemmall]to prove it. Forany j < k < n, f*(27) > f(zF+1)
implies that the fitness evaluation of 27 or z**! is affected by noise, whose
probability is at most 2 - 1282 — 1021 Thyg, we have P(f"(27) < f™(2*1)) >

30n 15n
1-— 105:_ It is then easy to verify that the condition of Lemmaholds with
¢ = 1z and [ = log n. Thus, the expected running time is polynomial. O

4 The LeadingOnes problem

In this section, we first analyze the running time of the (1+1)-EA on the
LeadingOnes problem under bit-wise noise (p, -) and bit-wise noise (1, q),
respectively. Then, we transfer the analysis from bit-wise noise (p, 1) to one-
bit noise; the results are complementary to the known ones recently derived
in [19]. However, our analysis does not cover all the ranges of p and ¢. For
those values of p and ¢ where no theoretical results are known, we conduct

experiments to empirically investigate the running time.
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4.1 Bit-wise Noise (p, 1)

For bit-wise noise (p, %), we first apply the additive drift theorem (i.e., The-
orem (1) to prove that the expected running time is polynomial when p =
O(logn/n?).

Theorem 8 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (p, %), the
expected running time is polynomial ifp = O(logn/n?).

Proof We use Theoremto prove it. For some positive constant b, suppose
that p < blogn/n?. Let § € (0,1) be some constant close to 0. We first con-
struct a distance function V (z) as, for any z with LO(z) = 1,

v =(1+9)" - (1+9)", 3)

n

where ¢ = 2bllf%" + 1. It is easy to verify that V(z € X* = {1"}) = 0 and
V(z ¢ X*)>0.

Then, we investigate E(V (&) — V(&41) | & = «) for any x with LO(z) <
n (i.e, z ¢ X*). Assume that currently LO(z) = i, where 0 < i < n — 1.
Let P+ (2, 2') denote the probability of generating ' by mutation on 2. We

divide the drift into two parts: positive ET and negative E~. That is,
E(V(&) =V (&41) | & =2)=ET —E,

where
Ef = Y Pouled) PU@) 2 @) (V@) - V@), g
z/:LO(a’)>1
B = Y Pauled) PUE) 2 @) V@) V@)
z/:LO(x")<i

For the positive drift E*, we need to consider that the number of leading
1-bits is increased. By mutation, we have

Y. Poule,2) =PLO@E) >i+1) = (1 - 1) - 6)

n n
z/:LO(z’)>1

since it needs to flip the (: + 1)-th bit (which must be 0) of = and keep the
i leading 1-bits unchanged. For any ' with LO(z') > i + 1, f*(z') < f™(x)
implies that f”(z') <i—1or f*(z) > i + 1. Note that,

P(f"(a) <i-1)=p (1 - (1 - i)) ; @

since at least one of the first i leading 1-bits of 2’ needs to be flipped by
noise;

P(f”(m)Zi—l—l):p(l—l)il, ®)

n n
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since it needs to flip the first 0-bit of z and keep the leading 1-bits un-
changed by noise. By the union bound, we get

P(f"(z") > f"(z)) =1 - P(f"(2") < f"(x))
21—p<1—(r—;yH>zl—pizlzl—pzl—e, ®

where the last inequality holds with sufficiently large n, since p = O(log n/n?)
and # € (0,1) is some constant close to 0. Furthermore, for any 2’ with
V(z')>i+1,

, c\itl c\* ¢ ‘
V(x)—V(a:)Z(1+ﬁ) —(1+;) E(l—i— ) (10)
By combining Egs. (4.1), and (4.1), we have

Bt > (1_1>i1.(1—9)-;(1+;)i2 (1) (1+5)i,

n) n 3n2 n

where the last inequality is by (1 — 1)? > (1 — 1)~ > 1 > 1
For the negative drift E—, we need to consider that the number of leading
1-bits is decreased. By mutation, we have

1\
Z Pt (z,2") =P(LO(Z") <i—1)=1- (1 — n) , (11)
z/:LO(z")<i

since it needs to flip at least one leading 1-bit of x. For any =’ with LO(z') <
i —1 (wherei > 1), f*(2’) > f"(x) implies that f"(z’) > ior f*(z) <i—1.
Note that,

n n

1—1
P(f(2) > i) < p (1 - 1) 1 (12)

since for the first i bits of 2/, it needs to flip the 0-bits (whose number is at
least 1) and keep the 1-bits unchanged by noise;

P(f"(a:)gil)_p<1<1i)i>, (13)

since atleast one leading 1-bit of z needs to be flipped by noise. By the union
bound, we get

i—1 .
Pz e sp-p(1-2) (1-0) <t as

n

Furthermore, according to the definition of the distance function (i.e., Eq. (4.1)),
we have for any 2’ with 0 < LO(2') <i—1,

V(') — V(z) = (1 + %) - (1 ¥ %)LO(I/) < (1 v %) 1. (15
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By combining Egs. (4.1), and (4.1), we have
E§<1(11>>~p2+1'<(1+c)21)
n n n
<(1-1 -p-(1+5)i<2i’(1+5)i.
- e n/ — 3 n

Thus, by subtracting E~ from E*, we have

BV(E) - View) 6 =02 (1+2) (U2 %) ao

3n? 3
c\* (2blogn+1—6 2blogn 1-6
= (1 * E) < 3n? o 3n2 ) = 3z

where the second inequality is by ¢ = 21’11% +1and p < blogn/n%. Note

that V(z) < (1+ 2)" < e = e T = et ByTheorem we get

2
E(r | &) < 20 et = 0 (n72),

i.e., the expected running time is polynomial. O

Next we use the negative drift with self-loops theorem (i.e., Theorem
to show that the expected running time is super-polynomial for bit-wise
noise (p, +) with p = w(logn/n) No(1).

Theorem 9 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (p, L), if
p = w(logn/n) No(l), the expected running time is super-polynomial.

Proof We use Theorem [3|to prove it. Let X; = |z|o be the number of 0-
bits of the solution z after ¢ iterations of the (1+1)-EA. Let ¢ be any positive
constant. We consider the interval [0, clog n], i.e., the parameters a = 0 (i.e.,
the global optimum) and b = clog n in Theorem|3]

Then, we analyze the drift E(X; — X411 | Xy =) for1 <i < clogn.Asin
the proof of Theorem [8] we divide the drift into two parts: positive E* and
negative E~. That is,

EX:— X1 | Xy =1) = Et — E~,
where

EY = Y Puule,a) - P = (@) - (i~ [2'l),
a’:|x! o<t
E = Y Puulea) P @) 2 @) - (/)0 — ).

x|z’ o>

Note that the drift here depends on the number of 0-bits due to the defini-
tion of X;. It is different from that in the proof of Theorem8} which depends
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on the number of leading 1-bits due to the definition of the distance func-
tion (i.e., Eq. (4.1)).

For the positive drift ET, we need to consider that the number of 0-bits
is decreased. For mutation on « (where |z|y = ), let X and Y denote the
number of flipped 0-bits and 1-bits, respectively. Then, X ~ B(i,+) and
Y ~ B(n — i, L), where B(-,) is the binomial distribution. To estimate an
upper bound on E*, we assume that the offspring solution «’ with |z'|o < 4
is always accepted. Thus, we have

EY < > Puwl(e,a)(i—lalo) =) k-P(X-Y =k) (17)

x|z’ o<t k=1

:Z;:lk'Z;:kP(XZJ)~P(Y=j—k)
:Zj‘zlzizlk.ﬂX:j).P(Y:jik)

i . v
<> i PX=j)=—

For the negative drift E—, we need to consider that the number of 0-bits
is increased. We analyze the n — i cases where only one 1-bit is flipped (i.e.,
|2’|[o = i + 1), which happens with probability (1 — 1)"~!. Assume that
LO(x) = k < n —i.If the j-th (where 1 < j < k) leading 1-bit is flipped, the
offspring solution 2’ will be accepted (i.e., f™(z') > f™(x)) if f*(z') > j—1
and f*(z) < j — 1. Note that,

J-1 (18)

1\’ 1
P(f*(zY>5j—-1)=1- 1—= >1— > =
(f"(z")=j-1) p+p< n) >l-p——=3,

where the equality is since it needs to keep the j — 1 leading 1-bits of z’
unchanged, and the last inequality is by p = o(1);

P M) <j—1)=p (1 - (1 - i)) 19)

(-3) ((at) )

where the equality is since at least one of the first j leading 1-bits of = needs
to be flipped by noise. Thus, we get

J
n—1

SRS

>

gz

)

P(f™(a) > ["(x)) > £, (20)
6n
If one of the n — i — k non-leading 1-bits is flipped, LO(z') = LO(z) = k. We
can use the same analysis procedure as Eq. in the proof of Theorem [g|
to derive that
k+1
n

; 21

DN | =

P(f*(a') = f*(x)) = 1—p =
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where the last inequality is by p = o(1). Combining all the n — i cases, we get

1 1 n—1 k . ik
E2n<1_) (SR TR i) 22

n — 6n 2
j=1
1 (pk(k+1) n—i—k pk? n—i—k
> — > .
“en ( 12n * 2 ~ 36n? + 6n

By subtracting E~ from E*, we get

pk? n—i—k

E(X; — X1 | Xy = 1) < -
(¥~ X | X =) < " 36n2 6n

:\N

To investigate condition (1) of Theorem we also need to analyze the prob-
ability P(X;11 # i | X; = i). For X;41 # i, it is necessary that at least one
bit of x is flipped and the offspring «’ is accepted. We consider two cases:
(1) at least one of the k leading 1-bits of z is flipped; (2) the & leading 1-
bits of = are not flipped and at least one of the last n — & bits is flipped. For
case (1), the mutation probability is1— (1 — )" and the acceptance prob-
ability is at most p*+L by Eq. (4.1). For case (2), the mutation probability is
(1-4Hka—(1-Lynh) <=k and the acceptance probability is at most 1.
Thus, we have

; . n—k
P(Xpp1 #i| Xy =14) <p+ e (23)
When k& < n — np, we have

B(X, — Xpu1 | Xy = i) < L _mi=k (24)

_ )< LTt R

t t+1 t =n 6n
__n—k_np/Z—?clognS_n—kg_i p+n—k ,

12n 6n 12n 24 n

where the second inequality is by n — & > np and i < clogn, the third in-
equality is by p = w(log n/n) and the lastis by n — k > np. When k > n — np,
we have

(25)

where the second inequality is by p = o(1) and i < clogn, the third is by
p = w(log n/n) and the last is by n — k& < np. Combining Eqs. (4.1), (4.1)
and (4.1), we get that condition (1) of Theorem 3|holds with ¢ = L.

For condition (2) of Theorem [B} we need to show P(|X;;1 — X¢| > j |

X, = i) < 7 P(Xen £ | Xy = i) fori > LForP(X,1 # i | X, =

i), we analyze the n cases where only one bit is flipped. Using the similar
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analysis procedure as E~, except that flipping any bit rather than only 1-bit
is considered here, we easily get

1 —
For |X:11 — X¢| > j, it is necessary that at least j bits of = are flipped and
the offspring solution z’ is accepted. We consider two cases: (1) at least one
of the & leading 1-bits is flipped; (2) the &k leading 1-bits are not flipped. For
case (1), the mutation probability is at most k (J 1) ——r and the acceptance

probability is at most p£tL by Eq. . For case (2), the mutation probability

(26)

isatmost (1—1)* (";k) L and the acceptance probability is at most 1. Thus,
we have
P(|Xe41 — Xe| 2 j | Xy =14) @7

A (- ()
“n\j—1/ni"1 n n i Jnd
<pk;(k:+1).i n—k;.2<(pk(k+1) n—k;>.144
- n? 27 n 20~ 36n2 6n 27 "
By combining Eq. with Eq. (4.1), we get that condition (2) of Theorem3|
holds with § = 1 and r(I) = 144.
Note that! = b — a = clog n. By Theorem[3] the expected running time is

29(clogn) where ¢ is any positive constant. Thus, the expected running time
is super-polynomial. O

For p = (1), we can use the negative drift theorem (i.e., Theorem
to derive a stronger result that the expected running time is exponentially
lower bounded.

Theorem 10 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (p, %),
the expected running time is exponential ifp = 2(1).

Proof We use Theorem [2[to prove it. Let X; = ¢ be the number of 0-bits
of the solution z after ¢ iterations of the (1+1)-EA. We consider the interval
i € [0,n'/?]. To analyze the drift E(X; — X;,; | X; = i) = E* — E~, we use
the same analysis procedure as Theorem [9] For the positive drlft we have
Et < i = 0( ). For the negative drift, we re-analyze Egs. and .
From Egs. (4.1) and (4.1), we get that P(fr(z') > j—1) > (1 — 1) and
P(f™(x) <j— 1) > gfl Thus, Eq. (4.1) becomes

P 2 e 2 B (12120, 8

For Eq. (4.1), we need to analyze the acceptance probability for LO(z’)
LO(z) = k Slnce it is sufficient to keep the first (k + 1) bits of z and =
unchanged in noise, Eq. becomes

2(k+1)
Pz ez (1-0)7 2 (155 e

/
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By applying the above two inequalities to Eq. (4.1), we have

E‘Zf—z (ii(n;j;—l)+(n—i—k)(721—1—k:)2> _ o),
Jj=1

n

where the equality is by p = 2(1). Thus, Et —E~ = —2(1). That is, condition
(1) of Theorem[2] holds.
Since it is necessary to flip at least j bits of z, we have

IN

n\ 1 1 1
P(|X - X251 Xe>21) < — < =<2 =
(X=Xl 21 %z < () p << g

which implies that condition (2) of Theorem 2] holds with § = 1 and r(I) =
2. Note that | = n!/2. Thus, by Theorem [2} the expected running time is
exponential. O

4.2 Bit-wise Noise (1, q)

For bit-wise noise (1, g), the proof idea is similar to that for bit-wise noise
(p, 2). The main difference led by the change of noise is the probability of
accepting the offspring solution, i.e., P(f"(z’) > f"(x)). We first prove that
the expected running time is polynomial when ¢ = O(logn/n?).

Theorem 11 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (1, q),
the expected running time is polynomial if g = O(log n/n?).

Proof The proof is very similar to that of Theorem|[8] The change of noise
only affects the probability of accepting the offspring solution in the analy-
sis. For some positive constant b, suppose that ¢ < blogn/n>.

For the positive drift E*, we need to re-analyze P(f"(z') > f"(z)) (i.e.,
Eq. in the proof of Theorem(8) for the parent = with LO(z) = 7 and the
offspring 2’ with LO(z') > i + 1. By bit-wise noise (1, ¢), Egs. and
change to

P(f"(a)<i—1)=1-(1-¢q)" P(f*"(x) >i+1)=(1-q)'q
Thus, by the union bound, Eq. becomes
P(f" () > f"x)21-(1-(1-¢ " +(1—q) g (30)
=(1-¢"'>21-qli+1)>1-0,

where the last inequality holds with sufficiently large n, since ¢ = O(log n/n?)
and 6 € (0, 1) is some constant close to 0.

For the negative drift E—, we need to re-analyze P(f"(2") > f™(z)) (i.e.,
Eq. in the proof of Theorem [8) for the parent = with LO(z) = i (where
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i > 1) and the offspring 2’ with LO(z’) < ¢ — 1. By bit-wise noise (1, g),
Egs. and change to
P(f"(z') 249) <q(l—q)'", P(fMz)<i-1)=1-(1-q)".
Thus, by the union bound, Eq. becomes
P(f(z') > fM(2) ¢l —q) ' +1-(1—q) 8D
=1-(1-¢)"'(1-29) <1-(1~(i-1)g)(1-2q) < (i+1)g,

where the second inequality is by (1 —q)*"! > 1 — (i — 1)gand 1 — 2¢q > 0 for
q = O(logn/n?).

By applying Eq. and Eq. to E* and E-, respectively, Eq.
changes to

% -0 .
E(V (&) =V (€s1) | & =2) > (1+ g) ((13n2)c B 2q(13—|— 1))
c\* (2blogn+1—6 2bnlogn 1—6
> (1+ *) ( 3In2 - 33 ) > EWORE

That is, the condition of Theorem still holds with é;f . Thus, the expected

running time is polynomial. O

Next we prove that the expected running time is super-polynomial when
q is in the range of w(log n/n?) N o(1/n).

Theorem 12 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (1, q), if
q = w(logn/n?)No(1/n), the expected running time is super-polynomial.

Proof We use the same analysis procedure as Theorem [9] The only dif-
ference is the probability of accepting the offspring solution =’ due to the
change of noise. For the positive drift, we still have ET < %, since we opti-
mistically assume that 2’ is always accepted in the proof of Theorem|[9]

For the negative drift, we need to re-analyze P(f"(z’) > f"(x)) for the
parent solution x with LO(z) = k and the offspring solution 2’ with LO(z’) =
j—1(wherel < j <k+1).Forj < k, to derive alower bound on P(f™(z') >
f™(x)), we consider the j cases where f™(z) = land f"(z') > [for0 <[ <
j —1.Since P(f™(z) = 1) = (1 — q)'g and P(f™(2') > 1) = (1 — q)', Eq.
changes to

|
-

P(fi(a) 2 ()2 ) (1-qla-(1-q)' 2
l

2j . .

1 ; q P qJ qj
=(1-¢)¥ | (1+ 21— —1 ] >(1—g)¥ 2L > 2L
2( q) <(+1 ) >( q) 1 =5

—4q —4q

1—(1—-¢)%

5 (32)

I
o

where the last inequality is by (1 — ¢)% > 1 — 2qj > 1/2 since ¢ = o(1/n).
For j = k + 1 (i.e., LO(2') = LO(x) = k), we can use the same analysis as
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Eq. to derive a lower bound 1 — ¢(k + 1) > 1/2, where the inequality is
by ¢ = o(1/n). Thus, Eq. also holds here, i.e.,

. (33)

DN | =

P(f"(z') > f"(x)) >
By applying Egs. and to E-, Eq. changes to
o AR
Thus, we have
B(X,— Xy | Xy —i) =B+ —B- < L _ 4 _

For the upper bound analysis of P(X;;1 # i | X; = 4) in the proof of Theo-
rem@ we only need to replace the acceptance probability p£t® in the case

n

of LO(2') < LO(z) with (k + 1)q (i.e., Eq. (4.2)). Thus, Eq. changes to

—k y
P(Xt+17éi\Xt:i)S(k+1)q+nT§nq+nn .

To compare E(X; — X1 | X; = i) with P(X; 41 # i | X; = i), we consider
two cases: k < n — n?g and k > n — n?q. By using ¢ = w(logn/n?) and
applying the same analysis procedure as Egs. and (4.1), we can derive
that condition (1) of Theoremholds with e = 5.

For the lower bound analysis of P(X;11 # ¢ | X; = i), by applying

Eqgs. (4.2) and (4.2), Eq. (4.1) changes to

. o qk(k+1) n—k
P(X X, =) > _
Ky £ Xy =0) 2 =10 — + =~

For the analysis of | X;11 — X;| > j, by replacing the acceptance probability
p=tL in the case of LO(z') < LO(z) with (k + 1)g, Eq. changes to

gk(k+1) 4 n—-k 2

P(Xiir — X2 X = < BEED 4 ok 2
qk(k+1)+n—k 48
- 12n 6n 20"

That is, condition (2) of Theoremholds with 6 = 1,r(I) = 48. Thus, the
expected running time is super-polynomial. O

For ¢ = 2(1/n), we prove a stronger result that the expected running
time is exponentially lower bounded.

Theorem 13 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (1, q),
the expected running time is exponential if ¢ = 2(1/n).
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Proof We use Theorem [2|to prove it. Let X; = i be the number of 0-bits
of the solution z after ¢ iterations of the (1+1)-EA. We consider the interval
i € [0,n'/?]. To analyze the drift E(X; — X;4; | X; = i), we use the same
analysis procedure as the proof of Theorem|[9]

We first consider ¢ = £2(1/n) N o(1). We need to analyze the probability
P(f™(«') > f™(z)), where the offspring solution z’ is generated by flipping
only one 1-bit of . Let LO(x) = k. For the case where the j-th (where 1 <
j < k) leading 1-bit is flipped, as the analysis of Eq. (4.2), we get

1—(1-q)¥
2

qj
1—q

P(f*(a) = f"(x)) = > (1-q)%

If(1-¢)% <3, # > 1; otherwise, (1 — q)QJ'lq%'q > 4. Thus, we have

P(f"(') = f*(x)) = min{1/4,qj/2}.

For the case that flips one non-leading 1-bit (i.e., LO(z’) = LO(z) = k),
to derive a lower bound on P(f™(z') > f"(x)), we consider f™(z) = [ and
f™(a") > lfor0 <1 < k. Thus,

k—1
P(f'(a') > fM(2) 2> (1-q)q-(1— g+ (1 — )" (1—g)F
=0
1 N2k
= #Hl—qﬂ’“” =+ —g* (;—q) >,

where the last inequality is by ¢ = o(1). By applying the above two inequali-
ties to Eq. (4.1), we get

k . .
_ 1 (1 qf n—i—=k
E”>— -, = — .
= en (;mm{zﬂz}Jr 2 )

Ifk>2, 5% min{}, 4} = 2(n) since g = 2(1/n). Ik < 2, 2=k = 0(n)
since i < y/n. Thus, E~ = 2(1).

For ¢ = £2(1), we use the trivial lower bound ¢ for the probability of ac-
cepting the offspring solution 2/, since it is sufficient to flip the first leading

1-bit of z by noise. Then,

1
E- > — —i—k)q) = = (1).
2 —(kg+(n—i=k)q) (1)
Thus, for ¢ = £2(1/n), we have
E(X, - X1 | Xe=i) =Bt —E- <L — (1) = —02(1).
n

That is, condition (1) of Theorem [2| holds. Its condition (2) trivially holds
with 6 = 1 and r(I) = 2. Thus, the expected running time is exponential. O
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4.3 One-bit Noise

For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under one-bit noise, it has been known
that the expected running time is polynomial if p < 1/(6en?) and expo-
nential if p = 1/2 [19]. We extend this result by proving in Theorem
that the expected running time is polynomial if p = O(log n/n?) and super-
polynomial if p = w(logn/n). The proof can be accomplished in the same
way as that of Theorems|8}(9|and|10|for bit-wise noise (p, £ ). This is because
although the probabilities P(f™(z") > f™(x)) of accepting the offspring so-
lution are different, their bounds used in the proofs for bit-wise noise (p, =)
still hold for one-bit noise.

Theorem 14 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under one-bit noise, the ex-
pected running time is polynomial if p = O(logn/n?), super-polynomial if
p = w(logn/n) No(l) and exponential ifp = 2(1).

Proof We re-analyze P(f"(z') > f™(x)) for one-bit noise, and show that
the bounds on P(f"(z’) > f"(z)) used in the proofs for bit-wise noise (p, <)
still hold for one-bit noise.

For the proof of Theorem|8} Egs. and change to

]

P i) =ps,  PUM@)2i+1) =pr,

and thus Eq. still holds; Egs. and change to

(@) 2 Spy,  PUT@ Si—1) =po,

and thus Eq. still holds.
For the proof of Theorem 9} Egs. and change to

) — 1 n ) j
P(f"(a) > j— 1) =1-p*—, P("(x)<j—1)=pZ,
and thus Eq. still holds.

For the proof of Theorem[10} Eq. still holds by the above two equal-
ities; Eq. still holds since the probability of keeping the first (k£ + 1) bits
of a solution unchanged in one-bit noise is 1 — p£tL > p(1 — &£y, O

4.4 Experiments

In the previous three subsections, we have proved that for the (1+1)-EA solv-
ing the LeadingOnes problem, if under bit-wise noise (p, 1), the expected
running time is polynomial when p = O(logn/n?) and super-polynomial
when p = w(logn/n); if under bit-wise noise (1, ¢), the expected running
time is polynomial when ¢ = O(logn/n?) and super-polynomial when ¢ =
w(logn/n?); if under one-bit noise, the expected running time is polynomial
when p = O(log n/n?) and super-polynomial when p = w(log n/n). However,
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Figure 1 Estimated expected running time for the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise
noise (p, %), where the y-axis is (the logarithm of estimated expected running time) divided by
log n.
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Figure 2 Estimated expected running time for the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise
noise (1, ¢), where the y-axis is (the logarithm of estimated expected running time) divided by
log n.
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Figure 3 Estimated expected running time for the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under one-bit
noise, where the y-axis is (the logarithm of estimated expected running time) divided by log n.

the current analysis does not cover all the ranges of p and ¢q. We thus have
conducted experiments to complement the theoretical results.

For bit-wise noise (p, 1), we do not know whether the running time is
polynomial or super-polynomial when p = w(logn/n?)NO(log n/n). We em-
pirically estimate the expected running time for p = (logn/n)?, logn/n>/?
and logn/n. On each problem size n, we run the (1+1)-EA 1000 times inde-
pendently. In each run, we record the number of fitness evaluations until
an optimal solution w.r.t. the true fitness function is found for the first time.
Then the total number of evaluations of the 1000 runs are averaged as the
estimation of the expected running time. To show the relationship between
the estimated expected running time and the problem size n clearly, we plot
the curve of log(estimated expected running time)/log n, as shown in Fig-
ure |1} Note that in subfigures (a) and (b), the problem size n is in the range
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from 5 to 100, while in subfigure (c), n is from 5 to 45. This is because the
expected running time with n > 45 in subfigure (c) is too large to be esti-
mated. We can observe that all the curves continue to rise as n increases,
which suggests that the expected running time for the three tested p values
isallnv@ ie., super-polynomial. For bit-wise noise (1, ¢) and one-bit noise,
we also empirically estimate the expected running time for the values of ¢
and p, which are uncovered by our theoretical analysis. The results are plot-
ted in Figures [2| and |3} respectively, which are similar to that observed for
bit-wise noise (p, 1).

Therefore, these empirical results suggest that the expected running time
is super-polynomial for the uncovered ranges of p and ¢ in theoretical anal-
ysis, and thus the currently derived ranges of p and ¢ allowing a polynomial
running time might be tight. The rigorous analysis is not easy. We may need
to analyze transition probabilities between fitness levels more precisely, and
design an ingenious distance function or use more advanced analysis tools.
We leave it as a future work.

Since the theoretical results are all asymptotic, we also empirically com-
pare the expected running time to see when the asymptotic behaviors can
be clearly distinguished. For each problem and each kind of noise, we es-
timate the expected running time for the largest noise level (denoted by a)
allowing a polynomial running time derived in our theoretical analysis, and
then compare it with the estimated expected running time for one relatively
smaller noise level a/ log n, and two relatively larger noise levels a - log n and
a - v/n. For example, for the OneMax problem under bit-wise noise (p, 1),
the largest noise level allowing a polynomial running time is O(log n/n);
thus we compare the estimated expected running time for p = 1/n, logn/n,
(logn)?/n and log n/n'/2. The results are plotted in Figures[4|and [5| We can
observe that for the OneMax and LeadingOnes problems, the asymptotic
polynomial behaviors (i.e., ‘green o’ and ‘red x’) can be distinguished when
the problem size n reaches nearly 200; while the asymptotic behaviors of
polynomial (i.e., ‘green o’ and ‘red x’) and super-polynomial (i.e., ‘blue A’
and ‘black #’) can be clearly distinguished when n reaches 50 and 100, re-
spectively.

5 The Robustness of Sampling to Noise

From the derived results in the above two sections, we can observe that
the (1+1)-EA is efficient for solving OneMax and LeadingOnes only under
low noise levels. For example, for the (1+1)-EA solving OneMax under bit-
wise noise (p, 1), the optimal solution can be found in polynomial time only
when p = O(log n/n). In this section, we analyze the robustness of the sam-
pling strategy to noise. Sampling as presented in Definition[5|evaluates the
fitness of a solution multiple (m) times independently and then uses the
average to approximate the true fitness. We show that using sampling can
significantly increase the largest noise level allowing a polynomial running
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Figure 5 Estimated expected running time (ERT) for the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under
noise. Note that for the three studied noise models, the largest noise levels allowing a
polynomial running time derived in theoretical analysis are O(logn/n?), O(logn/n3) and
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time. For example, if using sampling with m = 4n?, the (1+1)-EA can always
solve OneMax under bit-wise noise (p, +) in polynomial time, regardless of
the value of p.

5.1 The OneMax Problem

We prove in Theorems and that under bit-wise noise (p, 2 ) or one-bit
noise, the (1+1)-EA can always solve OneMax in polynomial time by using
sampling. For bit-wise noise (1, ¢), the tight range of ¢ allowing a polynomial
running time is 1/2—1/n°(1), as shown in Theorems[16/and[17] Let z* denote
any solution with £ number of 1-bits, and f"(z*) denote its noisy objective
value. For proving polynomial upper bounds, we use Lemma(I} which gives
a sufficient condition based on the probability P(f"(x7) < fm(x**+1)) for
j < k. But for the (1+1)-EA using sampling, the probability changes to be
P(f(27) < f(z"1)), where f(z7) = L 3™ | f?(27) as shown in Deﬁnition
Lemma |1| requires a lower bound on P(f(z7) < f(z**!)). Our proof idea
as presented in Lemma 3]is to derive a lower bound on the expectation of
fr(z"*+1) — f(27) and then apply Chebyshev’s inequality. We will directly
use Lemma [3|in the following proofs. For proving super-polynomial lower
bounds, we use Lemmaby replacing P(f"(z%) < f™(zF+1)) with P(f(2*) <
f(z¥*t1)). Let poly(n) indicate any polynomial of n.
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Lemma 3 Suppose there exists a real number ¢ > 0 such that
Vi <k <n:BE(f(zqh — 1 (a?)) >0,

then the (1+1)-EA using sampling with m = n? /5§ needs polynomial number
of iterations in expectation for solving noisy OneMax.

Proof We use Lemmato proveit. Forany j < k < n,letY ; = f*(a**1) —
f*(z7)and Yy ; = f(2**!) — f(27). We then need to analyze the probability
P(f(a7) < f(z¥*1)) = P(Yiy > 0).

Denote the expectation E(Y} ;) as i ; and the variance Var (Y} ;) as o, ;.
It is easy to verify that E(Y}, ;) = ux; and Var (Y}, ;) = Ui,j/m' By Chebyshev’s
inequality, we have

P(Yi,j < 0) < P([Yij — pij| > punj/2) < 4ot ;/(mp ;).

Since yi,; > 0 >0, 0% ; = E(Y?;) — pj ; < n* and m = n® /6%, we have
P(Y},; <0) < 4/n <logn/(15n),

where the last inequality holds with sufficiently large n. Let I = logn. Then,
P(Yk7j > O) >1-— 1;);7; > 1 - %.Letc = %.FOI‘k < n—l,P(f’k,j > O) >
1 — ¢™=* Thus, the condition of Lemma(i.e., Eq. ) holds. We then get
that the expected number of iterations is O(n logn) + n2°0s™) = 0 je,,

polynomial. O

For bit-wise noise (p, %), we apply Lemma to prove that the (1+1)-EA
using sampling with m = 4n? can always solve OneMax in polynomial time,
regardless of the value of p.

Theorem 15 For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under bit-wise noise (p, %), if us-
ing sampling with m = 4n3, the expected running time is polynomial.

Proof We use Lemmato prove it. Since E(f"(27)) = j(1—-2)+ (n—j)& =
(1- 2Wp)j + p, we have, forany j < k < n,

E(f" (=) - fr(a?)) = ( - 25) (F+1-j)=21- %p > 1/2,

where the last inequality holds with n > 4. Thus, by Lemma[3] we get that
the expected number of iterations of the (1+1)-EA using sampling with m =
4n? is polynomial. Since each iteration takes 2m = 8n3 number of fitness
evaluations, the expected running time is also polynomial. O

For bit-wise noise (1, ¢), we prove in the following two theorems that by
using sampling, the tight range of ¢ allowing a polynomial running time is
1/2 — 1/n%M),
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Theorem 16 For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under bit-wise noise (1,q) with
q =1/2 —1/n°W, if using sampling, there exists some m = O(poly(n)) such
that the expected running time is polynomial.

Proof We use Lemma [3| to prove it. Since ¢ = 1/2 — 1/n°(), there ex-
ists a positive constant ¢ such that ¢ < 1/2 —1/n°. It is easy to verify that
E(f"(a7)) = j(1 - q) + (n - j)g = (1 - 2q)j + nq. Thus, forany j < k < n,

E(f*(@*) = f"(a?)) = (1 —2q)(k +1—j) > 1 — 2 > 2/n".

By Lemma 3} we get that if using sampling with m = n3+2¢/4, the expected
number of iterations is polynomial, and then the expected running time is
polynomial. Thus, the theorem holds. O

Theorem 17 For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under bit-wise noise (1, q) with
q=1/2—1/n*W orq > 1/2, if using sampling with anym = O(poly(n)), the
expected running time is exponential.

Proof We use Lemma[2|to prove it. Note that for the (1+1)-EA using sam-
pling, we have to analyze P(f(z*) < f(z**1)) instead of P(f™ (%) < f"(xF+1)).

Let Z denote a random variable which satisfies that P(Z = 0) = ¢ and
P(Z =1) =1 — q. In the following proof, each Z; is an independent random
variable, which has the same distribution as Z. We have f"(z*) = Y% | 7, +
> iy (1 — Z;), and then,

£ = ()

k+1 n n+k 2n
—ZZ+ N -z)- > Zi— >, (1-2)
i=k+2 i=n+1 i=n+k+1
n+1
_ZZ— Z Z; —1.
1=n+2

Since f(z*) = L Y™ | fr(«*), which is the average of m independent eval-
uations, we have

m—12nj+n+1 — 2n(j+1)
m(f(:rk'k1 f Z Z Z; — Z Z Zi—m
Jj=0 i=2nj+1 Jj=0 1=2nj+n+2
m—1 2nj+2 m—12nj+n+1 m—1 2n(j+1)
=2 Z X X A=) > Z-m
j=0 i=2nj+1 j=0 i=2nj+3 j=0 i=2nj+n+2
m—1 2nj+2
= Z Zi+ 2% —m,
=0 i=2nj+1
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where Z* = Y SRt 7z S SOty L, Zi. To make f(a*) >

i=2nj+3 7, 2ng+'n+2
faPh), itis sufﬁment that Z* < 0 and Z Zf"éﬁﬂ Z; < m.Thatis,
m—1 2nj+2

P(f(a¥) > f@* ) =Pz <0)- P[> Y Zi<m|. 649

7j=0 i=2nj+1

Since Z* is the difference between the sum of the same number of Z;, Z7*
has the same distribution as —Z*. Thus, P(Z* < 0) + P(Z* > 0) = P(Z* <
0) +P(—Z* <0) =2P(Z* <0) > 1, which implies that

P(Z* <0) > 1/2. (35)

We then investigate P(37)' Y7795 | Z; < m). Since Y7 Y7902 | Zi s

the sum of 2m 1ndependent random variables which have the same distri-
bution as Z, we have

m—1 2nj+2 m
> > zsm) =Y (-
=0 i=2nj+1 t=0
m—1 2nj+2 2m 2m m—1 2m
P Z Z Zi>m | = Z ( . )(1 q)t 2m—t __ Z( . )(1_q)2m—tqt.
=0 i=2nj+1 t=m+1 =0

Foranyt < m,letr = U=080 — ({4)>"=2 Ifq > 1/2, we haver > 1.1f

q=1/2—1/n*M, we have
2m 2m
1-2
r> (1) =(1-—"21
1—g¢q 1—g¢q
1 2m 1 2m/(n*® /4—-1) 1
nw(l) e e’

where the first inequality is by ¢ < 1/2, the second inequality is by 1 —
2¢ = 2/n*" and 1 — ¢ > 1/2, and the last is by m = O(poly(n)). Thus,

(Enz 1 Z?né:f+1 Z < m) > 1/3 P(Enz 1 Z?né:f+1 Zi > m)’ Wthh im-
plies that

m—1 2nj+2

Z Z Zi<m| >1/4. 36)

J=0 i=2nj+1
By applying Egs. (5.1) and (5.1) to Eq. (5.1), we get
PU@)zﬂﬂ“»zu&
Letc=16and! =n/128. Foranyn — [ < k <mn,

P(fa*) < f@*) =1 - P(f(e") = flat* ) <1- & <1 - A0
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i.e., the condition of Lemma [2| holds. Thus, the expected number of itera-
tions is 22("/128) 'and the expected running time is exponential. O

For one-bit noise, we show that using sampling with m = 4n3 is sufficient
to make the (1+1)-EA solve OneMax in polynomial time.

Theorem 18 For the (1+1)-EA on OneMax under one-bit noise, if using sam-
pling withm = 4n3, the expected running time is polynomial.

Proof It is easy to verify that the expectation of f(27) (i.e., E(f"(ﬂ))) un-
der one-bit noise is the same as that under bit-wise noise (p, 1). Thus, the
proof can be finished in the same way as that of Theorem[15] O

From the above analysis, we can intuitively explain why sampling is al-
ways effective for bit-wise noise (p, +) and one-bit noise, while it fails for bit-
wise noise (1,¢) wheng =1/2— l/n () or ¢ > 1/2. For two solutions = and y
with f(z) > f(y), if under bit-wise noise (p, 1) and one-bit noise, the noisy
fitness f"(x) is larger than f™(y) in expectatlon and using sampling will in-
crease this trend and make the probability of accepting the true worse solu-
tion y sufficiently small. If under bit-wise noise (1, ¢), when ¢ = 1/2—1/n*("),
although the noisy fitness f"(x) is still larger in expectation, the gap is very
small (in the order of 1/ n*M) and a polynomial sample size is not sufficient
to make the probability of accepting the true worse solution y small enough;
when ¢ > 1/2, the noisy fitness f™(x) is smaller in expectation, and using
sampling will increase this trend and it obviously does not work.

5.2 The LeadingOnes Problem

The bit-wise noise (p, -) model is first considered. We prove in Theorem.
that the (1+1)-EA using sampling can solve the LeadingOnes problem in
polynomial time, regardless of the value of p. The proof idea is similar to
that of Theorem 8] The main difference is the probability of accepting the
offspring solution 2/, which is changed from P(f"(z) > f™(z)) to P(f(z') >
f(x)) due to sampling. Lemma [4] gives some bounds on this probability,
which will be used in the proof of Theorem[19]

Lemma4 For the LeadzngOnes problem under bit-wise noise (p, 1), if using

sampling with m = 144n5, it holds that

(1) for any x withLO(x) = i < n andy withLO(y) < i —2 or LO(y) =
i = 1Ay = 0,P(f(2) < f(y) < 1/n%

2) for anyy withLO(y) < n, P(f(1") < f(y)) < 1/(4n?).

Proof The proof is finished by deriving a lower bound on the expectation
of f™(x) — f™(y) (which is equal to the expectation of f(z) — f(y)) and then
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applying Chebyshev’s inequality. We first consider case (1). For any = with
LO(z) =i < n,

1\"1 1\
+p<1> ~n+p<1) -1
n n n

Note that when flipping the first 0-bit of = and keeping the i leading 1-bits
unchanged, the fitness is at least i + 1 and at most n. Then forany 1 < i < n,
we have

E(f"(z) = f"(y) | LO(z) = i ALO(y) =i — 1) (38)
i—1

>1—p+p<1—;>z Tll'(z'—l)—kp(l—?ll)i1-<(1—;>(i+1)—n>
NS

NN i-1 1 —1/n?, if i=1
:1_p+p<1_n> ( n _nz) = {1/(6n), it i>2"
Thus, for any = with LO(x) = ¢ and y with LO(y) < i — 2 (where 2 < i < n),
letting » be any solution with LO(z) = LO(y) + 1, we have

E(f"(z) = f"(y)) = E(f" () — f"(2)) + E(f"(2) = ["(y)) (39)

)
1 1 1 1 1
> (i—LO(y) — 1) — — > — — — >
~ 6n (@ (v) = 1) n? =~ 6n 2= 12n’

3

where the first inequality is by repeatedly applying Eq. (5.2), the second in-
equality is by LO(y) < i — 2, and the last holds with n > 12.

When LO(y) = i — 1 A y;41 = 0, we have to re-analyze Eq. to de-
rive a tighter lower bound, because applying Eq. directly will lead to
a negative lower bound for ¢ = 1. We first derive a tighter upper bound on
E(f"(y)). When flipping the i-th bit of y and keeping the i — 1 leading 1-
bits unchanged, we can now further consider the flipping of the (i + 1)-th
bit since we know that y;;; = 0, rather than directly using a trivial upper
bound n on the noisy fitness. If y;,1 is not flipped, f™(y) = i; otherwise,
f™(y) < n.Thus, we get

E(f"(y) ILO(y) =i =1 Ayiy1 = 0)
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o) e () el

By combining this inequality and the lower bound in Eq. (5.2), we have that,
for any 2z with LO(z) = iand y with LO(y) = i—1Ay;+1 = 0 (where 1 < i < n),

E(f"(z) = f"(v)) (40)

>1—p+p<1—;>i1;'(i—1)+p<1—71l>i((1—711>z'—(i—1))

where the second inequality holds with n > 4.

According to Egs. and (5.2), we have a unified lower bound 1/(12n)
on E(f"(x) — f"(y)). Denote E(f"(x) — f"(y)) as . and Var(f"(z) — f"(y))
as 0. We have ;1 > 1/(12n) and 0% < n? since |f"(x) — f"(y)| < n. As f(x)
is the average of m = 144n% independent evaluations, it is easy to verify that
E(f(z) — f(y)) = pand Var(f(z) — f(y)) = 02/m. By Chebyshev’s inequality,

P(f(x) < f(¥) < P((f(2) = f(®)) = pl = p) < */(mp®) < 1/n*. (@1)

Thus, case (1) holds.
For case (2), we first analyze E(f"(1") — f*(1"~10)). The expectation on
f™(1™) can be easily calculated as follows:

E((1") = (1 - p) ~n+i1p (1 - ;) Lo+ (1 _ i) .

Combining this equality with the upper bound in Eq. (5.2), we get
B(f(1") = f*(1"710)) (42)

Then, for any y with LO(y) < n, we have

B(f"(1") = f"(y)=E("(1")— f(1"710))+ i E(f" (") = f"(z"1) 2

k=LO(y)+1

=
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where 2”1 = 17710, z* (LO(y) < k < n — 1) denotes one solution z with
LO(z) = k, 20 = 4, and the inequality is by applying Eqs. and (5.2).
As the analysis for P(f(z) < f(y)) in case (1) (i.e., Eq. (5.2)), we can similarly
use Chebyshev’s inequality to derive that, noting that 1z > 1/6 here,

P(f(1") < f(y)) < o?/(mp®) < 1/(4n").
Thus, case (2) holds. O

The following theorem shows that for bit-wise noise (p, 1), using sam-
pling with m = 144nS is sufficient to make the (1+1)-EA solve LeadingOnes
in polynomial time.

Theorem 19 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (p, +),if
using sampling with m = 144n5, the expected running time is polynomial.

Proof We use Theorem|[I|to prove it. We first construct a distance function
V(z) as, for any z with LO(z) = 3,

V(z) = (1+§)"— (1+§)

where ¢ = 13. Then, we investigate E(V (&:) — V (&:41) | & = z) for any = with
LO(z) < n.Assume that currently LO(z) = ¢, where 0 < i < n — 1. We divide
the drift into two parts: positive E* and negative E~. That is,

E(V(&) = V(&) [ & =2)=ET —E™.

The positive drift E* can be expressed as Eq. , except that P(f"(a') >
f™(z)) changes to P(f(z') > f(z)) due to sampling. To derive a lower bound
on E*, we only consider that the (i+1)-th bit of z is flipped and the other bits
keep unchanged, the probability of which is £ (1—1)"~!. The only difference
between 2’ and « is the (i + 1)-th bitand LO(2’) > LO(z) = ¢. f LO(2') = n,
P(f(z') < f(z)) < 1/(4n*) by case (2) of Lemma |4, and then P(f(z) >
f(@)) > 1—1/(4n*).IfLO(z') < n, it must hold that LO(z) < LO(2/) — 1 A
TLO(x)+1 = T1o(y41 = 0- By case (1) ofLemma P(f(z') < f(x)) < 1/n2,
and then P(f(2’) > f(z)) > 1 — 1/n% Thus, the probability of accepting
the offspring solution «’ is at least 1/2. Since LO(z') > 4, V(z) — V(2') >
(1+ <)+ —(1+£)" = £(14 £)". Then, ET can be lower bounded as follows:

n—1 , .
1 1 1 ¢ c\? c c\?
Et>(1-= —eo (1) > =1+ =) .
( n) n 2 n(+n)*6n2(+n)
For the negative drift E—, we need to consider LO(z’) < LO(z) = i. Since
V(@) = V(z) <V(0") = V(z) = (1 + £)' — 1, Eq. becomes

E§<<1+C)i1> S Prwlea) P > fa).

n
z":LO(x’)<1%
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We further divide LO(z’) < ¢ into two cases. If LO(z’) < i — 2 or LO(2) =
i— 1Az, =0, then P(f(2') > f(x)) < 1/n? by case (1) of Lemma If
LO(z') =i —-1Axzj,, = 1, then Zz':LO(x’):Fl/\x/H:l Pout(z,2') < 1/n?
since it is necessary to flip the i-th and the (i + 1)-th bits of = in mutation.
Then, we get

¢\’ 1 1 2 ¢\’
- < -1 (1 =+=21)< =2 b
= ((1+n) 1) (1 n2+n2 1) —n? <1+n>

By subtracting E~ from E*, we have, noting that ¢ = 13,

i c 2 1
= = = >
BV(E) - Vi) |6 =02 (14 5) (¢ - %) 2 g
Since V(z) < (1+12)" <e'® = O(1), we have E(7 | &) = O(n )byTheoreml
Each iteration of the (1+1)-EA using sampling takes 2m = 288n% number of
fitness evaluations, thus the expected running time is polynomial. O

For bit-wise noise (1, q), we prove in Theorems [20 and [21] that the ex-
pected running time is polynomial if and only if ¢ = O(log n/n). The proof of
Theorem[20]is similar to that of Theorem[19} which considers bit-wise noise
(p, 2). The main difference is the probability of accepting the offspring solu-
tion #’ (i.e., P(f(z') > f(x))), due to the change of noise. Lemmagives some
bounds on this probability, which will be used in the proof of Theorem 20|

Lemma5 For the LeadingOnes problem under bit-wise noise (1, q) with g <
co logn/n (wherecy is a positive constant), if using sampling withm = 36n?<*4,
it holds that

(1) for any x with LO(z) = i < n and y with LO(y) < i — 5¢ologn ori —
Scologn < LO(y) <i— 1Ay =0,P(f(z) < f(y)) < 1/n”.

(2) foranyy withLO(y) < n, P(f(1") < f(y)) < 1/n*,

Proof The proof is finished by deriving a lower bound on the expectation

of f*(z) — f™(y) and then applying Chebyshev’s inequality. We first consider
case (1). For any z with LO(z) =i < n,

>Zl—q G-+ -@ g i+ 1)+ (1 —g)

(43)
B(f"(x <Z 1-¢)'q-G-D+1-qf¢g-n+(1-g"" i
By applying these two inequalities, we get, forany k£ < i < n,
E(f"(z) = f"(y) | LO(z) = i NLO(y) = k) (44)

= é((’ — DA =) =il =) +ql =) - (i +1)+ (1 —¢q) Tt
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- gwf S - P k(- ") —g(1— q)F -n— (1 - @)FH -k

Thus, for any z with LO(z) = ¢ and y with LO(y) = k < ¢ — 5¢¢ log n (where
5cologn < i < n),

B @) - £ = 0=t (2 -2) 1= @) - an)

1 1

k

cma () (k) o)
1
- =2 1—; —qn
q 1+ 5cpqlogn

(1 >5coqlogn )
- =2 ———— —qgn
q 2

1 2
> (1—q)k cologn—5(600gn)—cologn>
cologn
=(1-q)"( Scologn —o(1) ) > 45
(1= 0" (Seatogn—o(n) = LEL as

where the third inequality is by e* > 1 + z, the fourth is by 5¢pglogn <
5(cologn)?/n < 1 for sufficiently large n, the fifth is by ¢ < ¢y logn/n, and
the last is by

n—1
1 n—1 1\ 77 log =1 1 co logn+1 1
(gt > (1 Qlogn\"™ (LY7o (1 L g
c
n (& e ento

When i — 5¢glogn < LO(y) <i—1Ay;+1 = 0 (wherei > 1), we calculate
E(f"(z) — f"(y)) by

E(f"(z) = ") = >  EB((EY) - ),

k=LO(y)+1

where 2! = r, z* (LO(y) < k < i) denotes one solution z with LO(z) =
kA zip1 = 0, and 2% = y. We then give a lower bound on E(f"(z*) —
fr(zF=1)), where LO(y) +1 < k < i. For E(f"(z*)), we directly use the lower
bound in Eq. to get that

k
E(fn(zk)) > Z(l - Q)j71q~ (] — 1) + (1 — q)kq. (k 4 1) + (1 _ q)k+1 k.
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For E(f"(z%~1)), instead of directly using the upper bound in Eq. , we
derive a tighter one:

k—1
E(f"(2*71) <> (- ¢ (i-1)+(1—9)* ' q(gn+(1—q)i)+(1—q)* - (k—1).

j=1
Note that the inequality is because when the k — 1 leading 1-bits of z*~! keep
unchanged and its k-th bit (which must be 0) is flipped, if the (i + 1)-th bit
(which is 0) is flipped, " (z%~1) < n; otherwise, f*(z*~1) < i. By combining
the above two inequalities, we get

E(f* (") = fr ) 2 (- M+ glk —i— 1) = ¢*(L + 0 —0))
(1 - (1 —o(1)) 2 1/(2en™),

where the equality by £ > LO(y) + 1 > ¢ — 5¢glogn + 1 and ¢ = O(logn/n),

and the last is by Eq. (5.2). Thus, we have

1 1
>

E(f(@) = 1) 2 (= LOW) - 5o = 5o )

For case (1), by combining Egs. and (5.2), we get a unified lower
bound 1/(2en®) on E(f™(z) — f™(y)). As the analysis for P(f(z) < f(y))
(i.e,, Eq. (5.2)) in the proof of Lemma[4} we can similarly use Chebyshev’s
inequality to derive that, noting that m = 36n2¢** here,

P(f(x) < f(y)) < 0®/(mp®) < 1/n”, (48)

where 1 and o? are the expectation and variance of f"(x) — f"(y), respec-
tively. Thus, case (1) holds.

Then, we consider case (2), that is, we are to analyze P(f(1") < f(y))
with LO(y) < n. We calculate E(f™(1") — f"(y)) as follows:

E(f"(1") = f"(y)) = B(f"(1") — f*(1"710)) + E(f"(1"710) — f" (1))

It is easy to derive that

E(f" (") => 1-q¢/ 'qg-G-1)+0-q" n,

j=1

B 70) =3 (1-0¢ g (1) + (1-0) g n (1) - (n-1),

Then, we have

E(f"(1") = f1(1"710)) = (1 - ¢)" 7' (1 - 29) > 1/(2en®™),
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where the inequality is by Eq. and ¢ = O(logn/n). fLO(y) < n—1-—
5¢q log n, by Eq. , we directly have E(f*(1"710) — f(y)) > % >0.1f
LO(y) > n — 5¢ologn, E(f*(1"~10) — f"(y)) is calculated as follows:

B0 - ) = Y BURGER) — r),

k=LO(y)+1

where 2"~! = 17710, 2¥ (LO(y) < k < n — 1) denotes one solution z with
LO(z) = k, and 2*°™) = y. By Eq. (5.2), we have, for any LO(y) + 1 < k < n,

B(™() = () 2 (1= ) (1= ¢ + gk — 1 - )
> (1 0)* (1~ ¢ ~ 5eoglogn) = (1 — )~ (1~ o(1)) > 0.

which implies that E(f"(1"710) — f"(y)) > 0. Then, we get

1
E(f"(1") = f"(y)) = B(f"(1") = f*(1"710)) + E(f*(1"710) - f"(y)) = Senco”
As the analysis in case (1) (i.e., Eq. (5.2)), we can get that
P(f(1") < f(y)) < 1/n%,
Thus, case (2) holds. O

The following theorem shows that by using sampling, the (1+1)-EA can
solve LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (1, ¢) in polynomial time when ¢ is
in the range of O(logn/n).

Theorem 20 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (1, q) with
g = O(logn/n), ifusing sampling, there exists somem = O(poly(n)) such that
the expected running time is polynomial.

Proof Since ¢ = O(logn/n), there exists a positive constant ¢y such that
for all n large enough, ¢ < ¢glogn/n. We prove that if using sampling with
m = 36n2+4, the expected running time is polynomial.

The proof is similar to that of Theorem[19] The distance function V (z)
is defined as, for any z with LO(z) = i, V(z) = (1+ £)" — (1 + £)’, where
¢ = 30c¢g logn + 7. Assume that currently LO(z) = i, where 0 < i < n — 1.
For the positive drift E*, we consider that only the (i + 1)-th bit (i.e., the first
0-bit) of z is flipped in mutation. If LO(z') = n, P(f(z') < f(z)) < 1/n2 by
case (2) of Lemmal5| If LO(z') < n, it must hold that LO(z) < LO(z/) — 1 A
TLO(x)+1 = Lo 41 = 0, sincex and o’ are the same except the (LO(z)+1)-
th bit. By case (1) of Lemma P(f(2') < f(x)) < 1/n2. Thus, the probability
of accepting the offspring solution 2/ is P(f(z') > f(z)) > 1 —1/n2 > 1/2.
The positive drift then can be lower bounded by

IN"'1 1 ¢ c\? c c\?
Et>(1-~ 7-—~—(1+7)2—(1+7).
n n 2 n n 6n2 n
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For the negative drift E-, we need to consider LO(z’) < LO(x) = i. We
further divide LO(2’') < ¢ into two cases. If LO(z') < i — 5¢glogn or ¢ —
5cologn < LO(z2') <i—1Azj , =0, then P(f(z') > f(z)) < 1/n? by case (1)
of Lemmal(5| If i — 5¢ologn < LO(z') < i —1Axj,,; = 1, we consider the
probability of generating =’ by mutation on z. Since it is necessary to flip
the (¢ + 1)-th bit of « and at least one 1-bit in positions i — 5¢glogn + 2 to i
simultaneously,

Z Pmut(xyxl) < M

2
n
z’:i—5¢o log n<LO(2’)<i—1Az], =1

Then, we get

B < <<1+C>z_1) . (1'12+ 5001(2)gn.1> < 5colog2n—|—1 (1_'_3)1.
n n n n n

By subtracting E~ from E*, we have, noting that ¢ = 30¢y logn + 7,

c 5cologn + 1 S 1
6n2 n?2 ~ 6n2’

E(V(&) =V (g1) [ & =2) > (1 + %)Z : <

Note that V(z) < (1 + £)" < e = 30wloentT — O, By Theorem
we have E(7 | &) < 6n? - n°(), Since each iteration of the (1+1)-EA using
sampling takes 2m = 72n2%*4 number of fitness evaluations, the expected
running time is polynomial. O

For bit-wise noise (1, ¢) with ¢ = w(logn/n), we apply the negative drift
theorem (i.e., Theorem2) to prove that using sampling still cannot guaran-
tee a polynomial running time.

Theorem 21 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under bit-wise noise (1, q) with
q = w(logn/n), ifusing sampling with anym = O(poly(n)), the expected run-
ning time is exponential.

Proof We use Theorem [2]to prove it. Let X; = |z|y be the number of 0-bits
of the solution z after ¢ iterations of the algorithm. We consider the interval
[0,1/50], that is, the parameters a = 0 and b = n/50 in Theorem[2] Then, we
analyze the drift E(X; — X;41 | X; = i) for 1 < i < n/50. As in the proof of
Theorem|[9} we divide the drift into two parts: positive E* and negative E~.
That is,

E(Xt - Xt+1 | Xt = Z) = :E+ —E".

For the positive drift, we can use the same analysis as that (i,e., Eq. (4.1)) in
the proof of Theorem [9|to derive that E* < i/n < 1/50. This is because the
offspring solution 2’ is optimistically assumed to be always accepted in the
analysis of Eq. (4.1), and thus the change of noise and the use of sampling
will not affect the analysis.

For the negative drift, we need to consider that the number of 0-bits is
increased. To derive a lower bound on E—, we only consider the n — i cases
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where only one 1-bit of z is flipped, which happens with probability X (1 —
1)n~1. Let 27 denote the solution that is generated by flipping only the j-th
bit of z. Then, we have

E” > 42 i<1—i> CP(fd) > f@) (41— i),

We then investigate P(f(27) > f(z)). Let F(y) denote the event that when
evaluating the noisy fitness of a solution y, at least one 1-bit in its first n/3
positions is flipped by noise. Note that there must exist 1-bits in the first n/3
positions of z, since |z|y = i < n/50. For any 2’ with j > n/3, its first n/3 bits
are the same as that of z. If both the events F(z) and F(z7) happen, f"(z) <
n/3 A f*(z7) < n/3, and the last (2n)/3 bits of 2 and 27 will not affect their
noisy fitness. Thus, for any 27/ with j > n/3, f*(27) has the same distribution
as f"(z) conditioned on F(z) N F(27). When estimating f(y) of a solution y
by sampling, let F;(y) denote the event F(y) in the ¢-th independent noisy
evaluation of y. Thus, for all j > n/3, >"7" | f*(z) and >~ , f*(«?) have the
same distribution conditioned on (N7, F,(x)) N ("™, F,(27)). Since f(z) =
L3 fi(x) and f(a?) = L ST fi(a), we have

P(f(a’) > f(a) | (MPyFala) N (OFL, Fola?)) > 1/2.

Since |z]p = i < n/50, there are at least n/3 — n/50 > n/4 number of 1-bits
in the first n/3 positions of x, which implies that the probability P(F;(x)) of
the event F, () happeningis at least 1 — (1—¢)"/*. Furthermore, P(F;(z7)) =
P(F(x)) for j > n/3, since x and 2’ have the same first n/3 bits. Thus,

P((N™,Fy(a)) N (NP, Fe(a?))) > (1 — (1 — g)/4)>m

1 2m 1 2m/(e™?/4-1) 1 2m/ne ™)
(mamn) =) ()
ena/4 e e

)

| =

where the equality is by ¢ = w(logn/n) and the last inequality is by m =
O(poly(n)). By the law of total probability, we have, for all j > n/3,

P(f(’) > f(a)) > P(f(a’) > f(a) | (NLFu@)) 0 (O, Folad))

P(OFLFi(@) 1 (2 Frla) 2 o

Then, we can get a lower bound on the negative drift:

D S (R NN O
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By subtracting E~ from E*, we have, for 1 < i < n/50,

1 1
BX: - Xt | X =) =FEt _FE~ < — _ —.
e = X | Xe =1) =50 36
Thus, condition (1) of Theorem[2]holds. It is easy to verify that condition (2)
of Theorem [2] holds with § = 1 and r(I) = 2. Note that! = b — a = n/50.
By Theorem[2} we get that the expected number of iterations is exponential,
and then the expected running time is also exponential. O

For the one-bit noise model, we prove in Theorem that the (1+1)-EA
using sampling can always solve the LeadingOnes problem in polynomial
time. The proof is finished by applying the additive drift theorem. Lemma|p]
gives some bounds on the probability P(f(z’') — f(z)) of accepting the off-
spring solution 2/, which will be used in the proof of Theorem 22

From case (2) of Lemmal6] we can observe that when the solution is close
to the optimum 17, the probability of accepting 1™ is small, which is differ-
ent from the situation in bit-wise noise (as shown in case (2) of Lemmas
and [5). If directly using the distance function constructed in the proof of
Theorems[19]and [20} this small acceptance probability will make the posi-
tive drift E* not large enough, and then the condition of the additive drift
theorem is unsatisfied. To address this issue, our idea is to re-design the dis-
tance function such that the distance from non-optimal solutions to the op-
timum 1" is much larger than that between non-optimal solutions. Then,
the small probability of accepting 1" can be compensated by the significant
decrease on the distance after accepting 1"; thus the positive drift can still
be large enough to make the condition of the additive drift theorem hold.

Note that in the proof of Lemmal6} we use Berry-Esseen inequality [31]
and Hoeffding’s inequality, instead of Chebyshev’s inequality used in the
proof of Lemmas [4]and 5] When the solution z is close to the optimum 17,
the expectation of f"(1")— f™(z) is lower bounded by a negative value. Thus,
for deriving a lower bound on the probability P(f(1") > f(z)), Chebyshev’s
inequality fails, while we apply Berry-Esseen inequality [31]. The analysis
shows that a moderate sample size m = 4n*logn/15 can make this prob-
ability not too small. With this sample size, to derive a small enough up-
per bound on the probability P(f(z) < f(y)) for two solutions z and y with
E(f™(x) — f™(y)) > 0, we have to use Hoeffding’s inequality, which is tighter
than Chebyshev’s inequality.

Lemma 6 For the LeadingOnes problem under one-bit noise, if using sam-
pling withm = 4n*logn/15, it holds that

(1) for any x with LO(x) = i < n andy withLO(y) < i — 2 or LO(y) =
i— 1Ay = 0,P(f(z) < f(y)) < 2n775; furthermore, ifi < n — 4,
P(f(x) < f(y)) < 2n~%. . ) i

(2) foranyy, if LO(y) < n —4,P(f(1") < f(y)) < 2n7 15, ifLO(y) € {n —
3,n—2,n—1}, P(f(1") > f(y)) > 1/n*.
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Proof The proof is finished by deriving a lower bound on the expectation
of f*(z) — f™(y) and then applying Hoeffding’s inequality or Berry-Esseen
inequality [31]. We first consider case (1). For any z with LO(z) =i < n,

—i—-1
E(f"(z)) > z+Z G-D+2-(+1)+ %z (49)
n D . n—i1—1 .
E(f"(x)) < z+2 R

By applying these two inequalities, we have, for any & < i < n,
E(f"(z) = f"(y) | LO(z) = i NLO(y) = k) (50)
>(1—p)(i—k)+§((i—k)(n—H_];—H))>+i+1—n).

Thus, for any z with LO(z) =i and y with LO(y) = k < i — 2 (where 2 < i <
n), we have

n n p . n—1
E(f*(@) = f"(y) 22 = p) + ~(n— ) 2 :
When LO(y) = i — 1 Ay;11 = 0, if we directly use Eq. (5.2), we will get a lower
bound 1 — p, which is 0 for p = 1. Since y; 1 = 0, we actually can get an exact
value of E(f"(y)):

n

i—1

B W) = 0 =p) =D+ 32 G-+ i ),

Jj=1

By combining this equality and the lower bound in Eq. (5.2), we have that,
forany z withLO(z) = iand y with LO(y) = i—1Ay;+1 = 0 (Where 1 < i < n),

R L

Thus, we have a unified lower bound (n — i)/n on E(f™(z) — f™(y)) for
case (1). Denote E(f™(z) — f"(y)) as p. We have u > (n —i)/n > 1/n. Since
f(x) is the average of m = 4n* log n/15 independent evaluations, it is easy to
verify that E(f(z) — f(y)) = p. Furthermore, | f™ () — f"(y)| < n. By Hoeffd-
ing’s inequality, we get

Zmzpz

P(f(z) < f() < P(If(x) = fy) — p| > p) < 2¢ mem? < 2~ 715,

Wheni < n—4,u > (n—14)/n > 4/n. By applying this lower bound to the
above inequality, we get

P(f(z) < f(y)) < 2n 1.
Thus, case (1) holds.
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For case (2), we are to analyze P(f(1") < f(y)) or P(f(1") > f(y)), where
LO(y) < n. E(f™(1™)) can be calculated as follows:

B(MAM) = (1=p) >0 1),

By combining this equality and the upper bound in Eq. (5.2), we get, for any
ywithLO(y) =k <mn,

B = 200 2 (00 (1-p+ 2050,

When k£ <n —4,E(f*(1") — f™(y)) > 2/n. By Hoeffding’s inequality, we get
P(f(1") < f(y) < 20755
Whenk € {n —3,n—2,n—1},
p=E"A") = f"(y) =1 -p—p/n.
Ifp <1-2/n,wehave u > 1/n. By Hoeffding’s inequality,
P(f1") 2 f(y)) 21— 2n" 55, (51)

Ifp>1-2/n,u > —1/n. We then use Berry-Esseen inequality [31] to derive
a lower bound on P(f(1") > f(y)). Let Y = f™(1") — f"(y) — u. Note that
E(Y) = 0. Denote the variance Var(Y) as o2. Then, 02 = Var(f"(1")) +
Var(f™(y)). For Var(f™(1™)), it can be calculated as follows:

Var(f"(1")) = E((f"(1"))*) — (B(f"(1"))?

:(1_p)n2+i(n—1)”6(2n—1)_((1_p) in(n—l))

p= D =1/2) (| pn=D\*_
2 3 (1+ > > Zﬁ7

where the last inequality holds because for p > 1 — 2/n and n being large
enough, the minimum is reached when p = 1. Thus, we get 02 > n?/14.
Since —2n < Y < 2n, p = E(|Y|?) < 8n®. Note that f(1") — f(y) — p is the
average of m independent random variables, which have the same distribu-
tion as Y. By Berry-Esseen inequality [31], we have

P(@uw—fg»—m¢m§$>_¢@h;ﬁ5ﬁ, 52)

where @(z) is the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal
distribution. Thus, forp > 1 — 2/n,

P(f(1") = f(y) = P(f(1") = fly) =1 = —n) (53)
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>1-P(f(1") = f(y) —n < —p)

Zl—é(_”ﬁ)— P

odym
()72 () -+
>0 (—\/%) -9 (n%/icW)

log n

%/ —fdt—o(l >>1
B 2m 2y/logn 712\/ logn - n27

where the second inequality is by Eq. (5.2), the third inequality is 4 > —1/n,
the fourth is by m = 4n*logn/15, 02 > n?/14 and p < 8n?, and the last holds
with sufficiently large n. According to Egs. and (5.2), we get that, when
LO(y) e {n—3,n—2,n—1},

P(f(1") > f(y)) > 1/n*.
Thus, case (2) holds. O

The following theorem shows that for one-bit noise, using sampling with
m = 4n*logn/15 is sufficient to make the (1+1)-EA solve LeadingOnes in
polynomial time.

Theorem 22 For the (1+1)-EA on LeadingOnes under one-bit noise, if using
sampling with m = 4n*logn/15, the expected running time is polynomial.

Proof We use Theorem|[I]to prove it. We first construct a distance function
V(z) as, for any « with LO(z) =4,

n—i/n8 i<n-—1;
V(x):{o / i=n.

Then, we investigate E(V (¢;) — V(&41) | & = z) for any x with LO(z) =i <
n. We divide the drift into two parts: positive ET and negative E~. That is,

E(V(&) = V(&) | & =2)=ET —E".

For i < n — 4, the lower bound analysis on E* is similar to that in the
proof of Theorem [I9] We only consider that the (i + 1)-th bit of z is flipped
and the other bits keep unchanged, whose probability is (1 — 1)»~*. The
offspring solution 2’ is the same as x except the (i + 1)-th bit, and LO(z’) >
LO(z) = i. According to definition of V' (z), we know that the decrease on the
distance is at least 1/n8. If LO(2') = n, P(f(z') < f(z)) < 2n~ 15 by case (2)
ofLemma@ IfLO(2') < n, it must hold that LO( ) SLO(2)=1AZLo(w )11 =
:cLO(x,)H = 0. By case (1) ofLemma@ P(f(z') < f( ) < =15, Thus, the

probability P(f(z') > f(z)) of accepting the offsprlng solution 2’ is at least
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1 — max{2n~75,2n~ 1} > 1/2, where the inequality holds with sufficiently
large n. Then, E* can be lower bounded as follows:

n—1
E+Z 1_1 llizi
n n 2 n% = 6n7
For the negative drift E-, we need to consider LO(z’) < LO(z) = i. We
further divide LO(z’) < i into two cases. If LO(z') < i — 2 or LO(2/) =
i— 1Az, =0, then P(f(2') > f(x)) < 2n~ % by case (1) of Lemma@
(note that i < n — 4 here), and V(z') — V(x) < V(0") — V(z) = i/nS. If
LO(+") = i =1 Aajy, = 1, then Zz/;Lo(m/):Fl/\m;H:l Pt (z,2') < 1/n?
since it is necessary to flip the i-th and the (¢ + 1)-th bits of = in mutation,
and V(2') — V(x) = 1/n®. Then, E~ can be upper bounded by as follows:

_ 1 2 1 1 1

By subtracting E~ from E*, we have

E(V(&) - V(1) | & =2) =ET —E~ > 121n7'

Fori € {n —3,n —2,n — 1}, we use a trivial upper bound i /n® on E~. For
the positive drift, we consider that the offspring solution 2’ is the optimal
solution 1", whose probability is at least (1 — 1)"=3 > _L since at most
three bits of = need to be flipped. The probability of accepting 1™ is at least
- by case (2) of Lemma 6} The distance decrease is at least n — 251 > 2.

2
Thus, E* > _L; . L. 2 > L Bysubtracting E~ from ET, we have

1 1 1 1 1

BV(6) ~ V(Ean) |6 =) 2 5o — 55 = 50— 0 () 2 e

By combing the above analyses fori < n —4andi € {n —3,n—2,n —
1}, we get a unified lower bound 1/(12n7) on E(V (&) — V(éi41) | & = o).
Since V(x) < n, we have E(1 | &) = O(n®) by Theorem Each iteration
of the (1+1)-EA using sampling takes 2m = 8n*logn/15 number of fitness
evaluations, thus the expected running time is polynomial. O

Therefore, we have shown that the (1+1)-EA using sampling can always
solve LeadingOnes in polynomial time under bit-wise noise (p, 1) (i.e., The-
orem or one-bit noise (i.e., Theorem [22); while under bit-wise noise
(1, q), the tight range of ¢ allowing a polynomial time is O(logn/n) (i.e., The-
orems [20| and 21). The reason why sampling is ineffective under bit-wise
noise (1, q) with ¢ = w(logn/n) is similar to that observed in the analysis
of OneMax under bit-wise noise (1,¢) with ¢ = 1/2 — 1/n*M or ¢ > 1/2.
For two solutions « and y with f(z) > f(y), we can find from the calcula-
tion of E(f"(z) — f™(y)) in the proof of Lemmap|that when ¢ = w(logn/n),
E(f™(x) — f™(y)) will be very small (since (1 — ¢)"~' = 1/n¢(")) or even
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negative; thus a polynomial sample size is not sufficient to make the proba-
bility of accepting the true worse solution y small enough, or it will increase
the probability. For the situation where sampling is effective, the analysis on
LeadingOnes is a little different from that on OneMax. On OneMax, E( f™(z)—
f™(y)) is always sufficiently large when f(z) > f(y); thus sampling can
make the probability of accepting the true worse solution y small enough
and then work. While on LeadingOnes, E(f™(z) — f"(y)) is sufficiently large
in most cases instead of all cases when f(z) > f(y), but a few exceptions do
not affect the effectiveness of sampling.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we theoretically study the (1+1)-EA solving the OneMax and
LeadingOnes problems under bit-wise noise, which is characterized by a
pair (p, q) of parameters. We derive the ranges of p and ¢ for the running
time being polynomial and super-polynomial, respectively. The previously
known parameter ranges for the (1+1)-EA solving LeadingOnes under one-
bit noise are also improved. Considering that the (1+1)-EA is efficient only
under low noise levels, we further analyze the robustness of sampling to
noise. We prove that for both bit-wise noise and one-bit noise, using sam-
pling can significantly enlarge the range of noise parameters allowing a poly-
nomial running time. In the future, we shall improve the currently derived
bounds on LeadingOnes, as they do not cover the whole range of noise pa-
rameters. For proving polynomial upper bounds on the expected running
time by using sampling, we only give a sufficiently large sample size, the
tightness of which will be studied in our future work. In our analysis, we
consider the bit-wise noise model with one parameter fixed. Thus, to an-
alyze the running time under general bit-wise noise is also an interesting
future work. Note that our analysis has shown that the performance of the
(1+1)-EA solving OneMax under bit-wise noise (1, 1§§:) and (1;)%:’ 1) is sig-
nificantly different, which implies that p - ¢ may not be the only deciding
factor for the analysis of general bit-wise noise.
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