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Abstract. Our theoretical understanding of crossover is limited by our
ability to analyze how population diversity evolves. In this study, we
provide one of the first rigorous analyses of population diversity and
optimization time in a setting where large diversity and large population
sizes are required to speed up progress. We give a formal and general
criterion which amount of diversity is necessary and sufficient to speed
up the (u+ 1) Genetic Algorithm on LEADINGONES. We show that the
naturally evolving diversity falls short of giving a substantial speed-up
for any p = o(y/n). On the other hand, we show that even for u = 2, if
we simply break ties in favor of diversity then this increases diversity so
much that optimization is accelerated by a constant factor.

1 Introduction

One of the central aspects of genetic algorithms (GAs) is their ability to recom-
bine existing solutions via crossover. This is considered crucial and important
in practical applications [30]. In order for crossover to be helpful, it is vital
that the population remains diverse, which gives a very specific setting for the
exploration/exploitation dualism. Unfortunately, our ability to mathematically
analyze population diversity and its impact on runtime has been limited to sit-
uations of small populations and/or small diversity, as we will review below.
To already give one example, in easy hillclimbing settings like the ONEMAX
problenﬁ, a tiny Hamming distance of 2 between two parents of equal fitness is
already beneficial for crossover. In such situations, crossover has been proven to
be helpful [28].

In this paper, we will treat a situation that was not amenable for analysis with
previous techniques, because crossover will only be beneficial if the population
diversity is quite large. More precisely, we will study the LEADINGONES function
LO(z), which returns for « € {0,1}" the number of one-bits before the first zero-
bit in z, see Section 21 for the formal definition. For a string « with LO(z) = k,
in order to improve its fitness it is necessary to flip the (k + 1)st bit in 2. Thus,
it is rather hard to find such an improvement. ONEMAX and LEADINGONES
are the most common theoretical benchmarks for hillclimbing in discrete search

% For z € {0,1}", the ONEMAX function is defined via f(z) = > | zi.

i=1
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spaces, where ONEMAX is supposed to be particularly easy@ and LEADINGONES
is designed to be particularly hard [26]. By construction of LEADINGONES, a
crossover between two bit-strings « and y, where LO(x) = k, can only be fitter
than z if the two parents differ specifically in the (k+1)st position. This is a quite
strong requirement and this situation will usually only occur if the population is
very diverse. In contrast, on ONEMAX an offspring of x and y can be fitter than
x if the parents differ in any position where x has a zero-bit, which happens even
with minimal population diversity. The main contribution of this paper is that
we develop a method to track the population diversity even if it is large, and
that we give a general criterion to translate population diversity into runtimd]
for the (11 + 1) GA on LEADINGONES.

1.1 Our Results

We analyze the runtime of the elitist (u+1) Genetic Algorithm (or (u+1) GA for
short) on LEADINGONES. We use standard options for mutation and crossover
operators: standard bit mutation with rate y/n for some constant xy > 0 and
uniform crossover with uniform parent selection, see Section for details. It
was known before that without crossover, the expected runtime of the (u+1) GA
on LEADINGONES is (1 4+ 0(1))8;;21 n? for all = o(n/logn) [1, B31].

Our first result is that this runtime stays the same for the (1z+1) GA for any
1= O(v/n/log?n), up to a (1+0(1)) factor[d The core contribution of the proof
lies in showing that the population diversity, measured by the average Hamming
distance of two randomly selected parents, is bounded by O(u). We show in a
general setting that this diversity is too small to speed up the runtime by any
constant factor. Our technique builds on a recent result by Jorritsma, Lengler
and Sudholt [16], who analyzed how population diversity of the (u + 1) GA
evolves in the absence of selective pressure, i.e., for a flat fitness function. Hence,
for moderately large population sizes, the (u+ 1) GA lacks population diversity.

Our second result shows that this problem can be overcome easily, as it is
rather easy to increase population diversity. If we simply break ties between
equally fit individuals in favor of diversity, then even for u = 2 the average
Hamming distance increases to £2(n). This speeds up optimization by a constant
factor.

Intuitive Explanation of the Results

Preparation: runtime without crossover. Let us first recapitulate where the run-
time for g = 1 comes from (without crossover, as this does not make sense for
= 1). When the current search point x has fitness LO(z) = k, then for an

4 In fact, it can be mathematically proven that ONEMAX is the easiest problem with
unique optimum for many algorithms [8] [27] [32] [T6].

® We measure the runtime as the number of function evaluations until the optimum
is evaluated.

6 For ease of terminology we will ignore (1+o0(1)) factors in the rest of this exposition.
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improvement it is necessary to flip the (k 4+ 1)st bit of x, which happens with
probability x/n. The expected time until this happens is n/x. There is a second
condition: the bits 1, ..., k must not be flipped. It can be shown that this second
condition leads to an aggregated factor of (eX — 1)/x. This is not completely
obvious, but is also not hard with the modern tools of drift analysis that have
been developed in the last decade [20]. Moreover, the second condition will not
interfere with the effect of crossover, so we will ignore this technical aspect in
the intuitive explanation below.

The two aforementioned conditions for fitness improvement would lead to
a runtime of (1 + 0(1))6);;1712 if it was necessary to visit all n fitness levels.

However, this is not necessary. When the (k 4 1)st bit is flipped, then it may
happen by chance that the (k + 2)nd bit is already set to one, in which case
the algorithm will skip fitness level k 4+ 1. This happens with probability 1/2,
and in this case the (k + 2)nd bit is called a free rider. There can be more than
one free rider at once, and the number of free riders is well-understood: it is
geometrically distributed with parameter 1/2, and the expected number of free
riders in a fitness improvement is 10 Hence, in expectation only every second
fitness level is visited, which reduces the runtime by a factor of 2, and leads to
the overal runtime of (1 + o(1)) eXX_21 n2.

2
Without crossover, the above explanation remains essentially unchanged for

larger pu, as long as u = o(n/logn). The reason is that once the first individual
reaches fitness level k, it only takes time ©(ulog ) = o(n) until all individuals
are on this fitness level. This time is negligible compared to the time that is
needed for the next improvement. Once all individuals have reached fitness k,
all parents have the same chance to produce an offspring of larger fitness, so the
effect of the larger population size is negligible. The discussion up to this point
was known from previous work.

Extra free riders through crossover. Our main insight lies in the following. With
crossover there is an additional chance to make progress. Consider the situation
that the whole population is at fitness level k, and an offspring x reaches a new
fitness level for the first time. Assume for simplicity that there are no free riders
in this step, so LO(z) = k + 1, although the effect also exists when free riders
are present. Then x has a one-bit at position k 4+ 1 and a zero-bit at position
k + 2. All other individuals have a zero-bit at position k£ + 1 because they all
have fitness k. But it is possible that there is another individual y which has a
one-bit at position k+ 2. If x and y perform a crossover, then there is a chance of
1/4 that it gets the one-bit at position k 4 1 from z, and the one-bit at position
k42 from y, i.e., that it combines the best from the two parents. This effectively
gives an extra free rider. If this scenario happens for a constant fraction of all
levels, this reduces the runtime by a constant factor.
There are two key question for the runtime analysis:

" The geometric distribution is truncated at n — k, so the expectation is slightly lower
than 1/2, but this subtlety does not affect the main order term of the runtime.
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1. Conditional on LO(x) = k + 1, how likely is it that there is an individual y
in the population with a one-bit in position k + 27

2. If there exists such y, how likely is it that y transfers its gene to x before it
is replaced by individuals of higher fitness?

The answer to the second question is more positive than might seem on first
glance, because in each generation the probability that y passes on its gene is only
O(1/u). However, in order to replace the old population by fitter individuals,
the algorithm needs some time: it must select z or its equally fit descendants at
least p times. (Here we omit the unlikely case that the level is reached a second
time by mutation.) Intuitively, this corresponds to p chances to select y as the
second parent and perform the gene transfer, each with probability 1/u. The
real situation is more complex since y could be replaced earlier, but it suffices
if the gene continues to exist in the population until half of the population has
reached fitness at least k + 1. In this case, it already has a chance of 2(1) to be
passed on in form of an extra free rider. We will not need this argument directly
for the proofs, but believe that it provides the right intuition: genes that exist
are efficiently transferred into extra free riders.

Connection to diversity. For point 1, recall that LO(xz) = k + 1 means in partic-
ular that x has a zero-bit at position k4 2. This is key to the situation: we want
to obtain a one-bit in a specific position where x can not provide the one-bit by
itself. Thus, the probability to understand is: how likely is it that the bit value
of y differs from the bit value of x in position k£ + 27 This is closely connected to
the Hamming distance between x and y and thus, to the diversity. In fact, the
LEADINGONES function has a high level of symmetry, and the bits k +2,...,n
do not have any effect on the fitness before the creation of x. Hence, if x and
y have Hamming distance d, then the bits in which they differ are uniformly at
random among k + 2,...,n (plus the two special position k and k + 1). Thus,
we can compute the probability that x and y differ in position k& + 2 from their
Hamming distance, which is directly connected to the population diversity.

Let us quantify the effect as a function of . Once a new fitness interval is
reached, the old population is replaced, which represents a genetic bottleneck
that reduces diversity. Afterwards, the average Hamming distance starts growing
again. If given enough time, it will grow until it reaches @(u), at which point
it maxes out because diversity may also get lost again whenever individuals
are removed from the population. These equilibrium dynamics were recently
discovered and quantified in [I6]. For u = o(y/n), this means that the average
Hamming distance stays at ©(u), and the probability that a fixed individual
y differs in position k& + 2 from « is only O(u/n). By a union bound over all
u individuals, the probability that the desired one-bit exists somewhere in the
population is at most O(u?/n) = o(1). Since this one-bit typically does not
exist, crossover has no chance of providing an extra free rider. We prove this
formally, where for technical reasons we make the slightly stronger assumption
p = o(v/n/log”n).

If we modify the (1 + 1) GA to break ties in favor of larger population
diversity, then the population dynamics changes. We analyze this case for p = 2,
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where the equilibrium shifts from ©(1) to ©(n). Moreover, the time required
to reach diversity ©(n) is only O(n). This is quick enough to give on average a
constant number of extra free riders per fitness level, which leads to a constant
factor speed-up.

Although we do not examine the case in this paper, let us briefly speculate
on the case u = £2(y/n) No(n/logn), without modification of the tie-breaking
rule. This may look promising since the aforementioned equilibrium dynamics
remain true: the average Hamming distance is ©(u), so it seems conceivable
that point 1 from above has a high probability. However, we conjecture that
this is not the case, and that the probability is o(1), because the diversity is
generated by o(n) positions who differ in many pairs, while n—o(n) positions are
identical throughout the population. Nevertheless, we believe that this setting is
worth exploring, since a mechanism for increasing diversity in this regime could
potentially lead to runtime o(n?). We leave the exploration of this regime to
future work.

1.2 Related Work

There is a very long history of theoretical work on crossover, and we can only give
a brief overview. For a thorough overview of the theoretical study of population
diversity we refer to the review by Sudholt [29]. For the more specific question
how diversity can provably decrease runtime, a more detailed discussion can be
found in [6].

Our result on LEADINGONES is by far not the first setting in which crossover
is provably beneficial. Historically one of the first rigorous mathematical results
were for functions that were specifically tailored to make crossover beneficial,
such as the REALROYALROAD function [I5]. A non-tailored example is the ONE-
MaX function mentioned above. Sudholt [28] proved that crossover accelerates a
non-standard version of the (2+ 1) GA by a constant factor on ONEMAX. Sub-
sequent work by Corus and Oliveto [2] showed that a constant factor speedup is
also obtained for the standard (2 4+ 1) GA. However, their analyses rely on the
fact that crossover between any two different search points is helpful for ONE-
MaX. So it sufficed to show that the diversity is not literally zero. Experiments
in [2] indicated that larger population sizes than 2 might be helpful, but so far
it could not be mathematically shown that higher population sizes y1 = w(1) (or
even p > 2) leads to substantially larger diversity that speeds up optimization
on ONEMAX.

Another important benchmark problem is the JuMP function, where the op-
timum is surrounded by a fitness valley of size k. There has been a long and rich
line of research for crossover on this function, particularly on the (u+1) GA and
some variations [3] 6] 14} [17, 22} [25]. It had been understood early that mutation
can increase diversity substantially [I7], but it remained unclear how crossover
influences the population dynamics. Hence, polynomial runtime bounds inde-
pendent of k (for constant k) could only be shown if crossover happens so rarely
that it does not influence the dynamics of population diversity [14, [I7], or if
the process is amended with diversity-enhancing mechanisms [3]. Without such
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mechanisms and for larger crossover probabilities, analyses were for a long time
limited to minimal amounts of diversity [0, 25]. Even so recent results as the
work by Doerr, Echarghaoui, Jamal and Krejca from 2023 [6] could only make
use of Hamming distances of at least one, i.e., the proof relied on showing that
crossover is frequently performed between two individuals which are not identical
to each other. However, very recently Lengler, Opris and Sudholt [22] could show
a tight bound by showing that the typical Hamming distances are 2k, which is
the maximal possible Hamming distance on the plateau of local optima of JumP.
Hence, they could show that the diversity is very close to the theoretical maxi-
mum. However, they could only show their result for a modified version of the
(u + 1) GA in which the parents produce several offspring at the same time,
and proceed with the fittest. Nevertheless, the result is a milestone as is was the
first result on JuMP in which high amounts of diversity could be analytically
quantified for a crossover-based algorithm without explicit diversity-enhancing
mechanism. Notably, the result in [22] built on the same techniques from 2023
in [2I] that we also build upon.

Other theoretical work has shown benefits of problem-specific crossover op-
erators [7} [24], of special ways of applying crossover as in the successful design of
the (1 + (A, A)) GA [5], and of crossover that is enhanced by diversity-preserving
mechanisms [3] [19, 23]. A discussion of those and further results can be found
in [6] and [29].

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we formally introduce the optimization problem and algorithm
studied in the paper. Then, we introduce the notations that will be used in our
analysis. We also explain the concept of unbiased operators from [I§] since some
of our results hold for arbitrary unbiased mutation and crossover operators.

2.1 LeadingOnes

LEADINGONES, or short LO, is the function which assigns to each bit-string z
the number of consecutive ones from the left of z.

Definition 1 (LeadingOnes). Let n € N. The LEADINGONES fitness of a bit-
string x € {0,1}" is

LO(z) = LEADINGONES(z) = Z H:cj =max{l<i<n|V1<j<i:z;=1}

i=1 j=1

We will sometimes write f instead of LEADINGONES for the sake of concise-
ness.

The LEADINGONES function is a standard benchmark problem. Besides ONE-
MAX, it is the most common hillclimbing benchmark in discrete domains. While
ONEMAX is designed as a particularly easy hillclimbing, LEADINGONES was de-
signed as a harder hillclimbing task [26]: for any search point other than the



c¢GA on LeadingOnes 7

Algorithm 1: The (p + 1)-GA for maximizing a fitness function f.

[

t < 0; Generate initial population Py € ({0, 1}™)*.

repeat

With probability p., choose a random parent pair of parents in P, which
do not have the same index and generate the offspring y via crossover.
Otherwise, choose a random parent z € P; and copy it to get y.

4 Apply mutation on y to get '

5 Choose z uniform at random among the individuals in P; with minimal
fitness.

if f(y') > f(2) then
| P+ PA\{z}U{y'}.

if f(y') = f(2) and tie-breaker decides for y' then
| P PA\{z}U{y'}.

10 t+—t+1

11 until forever;

w N

Algorithm 2: Standard bit-wise mutation

Input : y, bit-string of size n
1 for1<i<ndo
2 L With probability p, set y; =1 —y;

optima, there exists only one flip that leads to an improvement of the fitness
function (flipping the first 0-bit).

2.2 The (p+1) GA

The (p + 1) Genetic Algorithm, or (4 1) GA for short, is described in Algo-
rithm [ for arbitrary mutation and (binary) crossover operators and for arbitrary
tie-breaking rules. Our main result will use standard bit-mutation and uniform
crossover: standard bit-wise mutation with mutation rate x flips every bit of a
bit-string independently with probability x/n, and uniform crossover consists in
taking each bit from one of the two parents, with equal probability and inde-
pendently from each other. Pseudo-code for these operators are in Algorithms[2]
and Bl Moreover, we will always break ties in favor of the offspring except for
Section B:2] where we explicitly study a variant of the (2 + 1) GA which uses a
diversity-increasing tie-breaking mechanism.

Some of our results, in particular in Section 2.4] are true for more general
mutation and crossover operators and tie-breakers.

2.3 Notation

General notation. We consider the LEADINGONES function on the search space
{0,1}™ for n — oo, and all Landau notation like O(.), £2(.),... is with respect
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Algorithm 3: Uniform crossover

Input : zi,z2, bit-strings of size n
1 Initialize a string y of size n
2 for1 <:<ndo
3 L With probability %, set y; = x1,
4 Otherwise, set y; = x2,

5 return y

to this limit. We denote search points by « = (z1, ..., 2,). For any two search
points z,y, the Hamming distance H(z,y) of  and y is the number of positions
1 < i < nsuch that z; # y;. For x € {0,1}", we define 0, = {1 < i <n | z; = 0},
and 1, ={1<i<n|z; =1} For S C {1,...,n}, we define x5 = (2;);cs. For
the special case where S is an integer interval with lower and upper bounds m
and M, we may write X[,.ps, Or even Ty, if M = n. Finally, for two random
variables X and Y, we write X <Y for "X is stochastically dominated by Y".
We use the same notation if Y is a probability distribution. We write G(p) for
the geometric distribution with mean 1/p.

(u+1) GA process. We denote by x the expected number of bits flipped
by any mutation operator, and assume y = ©(1) throughout the paper. For
te N, P = {af,...,2l,} € ({0,1}")* is the population after iteration t. Py
is the population after initialization. The best fitness of an individual in P; is
denoted F; = max{LO(z), z € P;}. Any individual in P, that has fitness F; is
called fit. An offspring will be called "valid" if it is included in the population at
the next iteration. The event "a valid offspring is produced at timestep ¢" will
be denoted by V;. For any z,y € P;, we say that "x produces an offspring" (or
"x and y produce an offspring") if the offspring ¢’ in Algorithm [ is derived by
mutation from a copy of = (in case of no crossover) or from the crossover between
x and y (in case of crossover). We call C; the event "a crossover was performed
at iteration ¢', and M; the event "bit i is mutated at time ¢".

For 0 < i < n, we will use the expression "level i is reached" to signify
"It € N, F; = i". This event will also sometimes be called R;. We denote by
T/™ the time at which we reach fitness level i, by T the time spent under or
at fitness level 4, and by Succ; the fitness level reached after crossing or leaving
fitness level ¢, that is Froi 1. We say that a population P is consolidated if all
individuals in P have the same fitness ¢, and in this case we write f(P) =i by
slight abuse of notation. We call the consolidation time for fitness level i the
time from reaching this level until a consolidated population on this fitness level
occurs, T¢ = min{t > T/ | Vz € P, f(z) = i}. Note that there may be no
consolidated population on fitness level <. In that case, we will say that T = T}
by convention. As in [12], "fitness level i is essential" means that it is reached, and
left by mutation, i.e R; is realized and CT;) =0, or R; is realized and CT;) =1,
but the intermediate offspring y generated by crossover at T° has fitness lower
than i+ 1 (the improvement is brought by the mutated final offspring y’). We call



c¢GA on LeadingOnes 9

this event E;. If an essential fitness level i is left before consolidation (T > T7),
it is called "strange", which is denoted S;. An essential fitness level ¢ which is
not strange is called "normal", which is denoted by N;. We also denote ESucc;
the smallest essential fitness level after ¢, i.e. ESucc; := min{j > i | E;}. We set
ESucc; := n + 1 if there is no j > ¢ with Ej.

Diversity measure. Following [21], we define for a population P the sum
of pairwise Hamming distances in the population S(P) =} p Zyep H(xz,y),
and for z € {0,1}", the sum Sp(z) = > p H(z,y) of Hamming distances
between x and all individuals in P. Note that the average Hamming distance

between two individuals (without repetition) is :ZZ Sﬂl)) When it is clear, we will

omit the index of the population P we are summing over: Sp(z) = S(z). Finally,

we call "diversity of the population at time ¢", the quantity d; = #%,
where P/ = {x[p, ;2,2 € P;}. This is the average pairwise Hamming distance of
the non-optimized parts of the bit-strings in the population (not counting the bit
just after the current fitness level), normalized by the size of the non-optimized

part of a fit bit-string.

Runtime. For p € N*, the runtime T+ = T} of the (14 1) GA on LEADING-
ONESs is the number of function evaluations before the optimum is found.

2.4 Unbiased offspring generation mechanisms

Our analysis builds on the fact that, for a given individual in the population, the
bits between F; + 2 and n are uniformly distributed in the space of bit-strings
of size n — F; — 1, and that the bits in which two individuals differ are evenly
distributed in this range. As we will show below, this is generally true if muta-
tion, crossover, and tie-breaker are unbiased operators. The notion of unbiased
operators has been introduced in [I8] as operators which are invariant under
automorphisms of the hypercube. We recall the definition of unbiased operators
from [21]. Since the group of automorphisms is generated by permuations and
by applying XOR with fixed bit-strings, it suffices to require the following two
conditions.

Definition 2. Let v : ({0,1}")F — {0,1}" be k-ary operator. ¢ is unbiased if
the following two conditions hold for all y,x1,...,z, € {0,1}"

(i). For every permutation of n positions o,
Pr(¢(z1,...,zk) =y) =Pr(¥(o(z1),...,0(x)) = o(y)).
(ii). For every bit-string z of length n,
Pr(¢(z1,...,z1) =y) =Pr(¢(x1 @ z,...,2, B 2) =y ® 2).

The unbiased framework has been very successful especially in the context
of black-box complexity [I1I]. Most of the standard mutation operators, such
as standard bit-wise mutation or the heavy-tailed mutation used in fast GAs [9]
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are unbiased. Many crossover operators are unbiased, like uniform crossover, but
some, like the single-point crossover, are not, see [13] for details. Our default in
this paper are standard bit-wise mutation and uniform crossover, both of which
are unbiased. Note that a tie-breaker can be considered as a (u+2)-ary operator,
taking as an input the full population of size u and two additional search points
between which we want to break ties, one of which it needs to return.

For the (1 + 1) GA, we call the combination of crossover (if applied), mu-
tation and tie-breaking as offspring generation mechanism, and we call such a
mechanism unbiased if all three operators that constitute it are unbiased. We call
the algorithm (u + 1) GA unbiased if its offspring generation mechanism is un-
biased and if it is initialized with a O-ary unbiased operator. We may now prove
some useful results that are true for an unbiased (u + 1) GA on the LEADING-
ONES problem. Define, for every automorphism of the hypercube 7, and every
population P, w(P) = {n(z),z € P}, and F(P) = max{LO(y),y € P}. The
following result states that the (u+1) GA with population P; is invariant under
automorphisms that keep the first F'(P;) 4 1 bits fixed.

Lemma 3. Consider a run of the (u+1) GA using an unbiased offspring gener-
ation mechanism. Then for allt > 0, all Q, P € {0, 1}* and all automorphisms m
of the hypercube such that for all bit-string x, and all j < F(P)+1, m(x); = z;,

PI‘(Pt+1:Q|Pt:P):PI'(Pt+1:7T(Q)|Pt:7T(P)).

Proof. Let m be as in the lemma. In the notation of Algorithm [I the only
part of the algorithm that is not unbiased is the selection of z, which is chosen
uniformly random among the individuals in P; with minimal fitness. Denote the
set of individuals with minimal fitness in P by m(P). Then we claim

m(m(P)) = m(w(P)). (1)

To see this, note that all individuals 2 € P have fitness at most LO(z) < F(P).
Hence, the fitness of x is determined by the bits z[1.p(p)41]. Since these bits are
unchanged under 7, we obtain LO(n(z)) = LO(x) for all € P. In particular,
the set of individuals of minimal fitness in P is unchanged by &, which implies ().
Since z is selected uniformly at random from m(P;), Equation () implies for
all zg € P,
Pr(z =29 | P = P) = Pr(z = 7n(z20) | P, = w(P)).

Since all other steps of Algorithm [] are unbiased, they are invariant under
arbitrary automorphisms, and in particular they are invariant under m. This
proves Lemma 3] a

Since F(P;) can only increase for the (u + 1) GA, we obtain the following
symmetry as an immediate consequence.

Lemma 4. Consider an unbiased (n+ 1) GA. For all t > 0, all P € {0,1}*
and all automorphism m of the hypercube such that for all bit-string x, and all
j< F(P)+1, w(z); =z,

Pr(P, = P) = Pr(P, = n(P)).
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Proof. We proceed by recursion over ¢t. For ¢ = 0, we know that P, is obtained
by a zero-ary unbiased operator, so the proposition is true.
Suppose that the proposition is true for some ¢ > 0. Then,

Pr(Py1 =7(P) = > Pr(Pi=Q)Pr(Pu1=7(P)| Pi=Q)

Qe{0,1}#

= Z Pr(P, = Q)Pr(Pry =P | P, =74Q)) by Lemma B}
Qe{0,1}#

= Z Pr(P, =7 Q) Pr(Py1 = P | P, =7 Y(Q)) by recursion hypothesis,
Qefo, 1}

= Y Pr(P.=R)Prx(Py1=P|P =R) setting R = 7 1(Q),
Re{0,1}»

= PI‘(Pt+1 = P)

a

Lemma M has some interesting corollaries, the first one being on the distri-
bution of the non-optimized part of a single bit-string in the population.

Corollary 5. Foralll < j < p, xE-[F L,y B8 uniformly distributed on {0, 1}n-Fe—1,

2]
Proof. Let 1 < j < p. Let 5,8 € {0,1}" %=1, Denote by b the bit-string of
length n such that b; = 0 for all i < F; + 1, and bjp, 41 = s @ s’. Then the
automorphism of the hypercube 7, defined as m(z) = x @ b for all x € {0,1}"
satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma[l Moreover, for y € {0,1}"~ %=1 if we denote
as I1(y) the set of populations, the j-th element of which has bits from F} + 2
to n equal to z, then m, induces a bijection between I1(s) and II(s"). It follows
from Lemma [4] that:

Pr(P; € l1(s)) = Pr(P € I1(s")),
which can be rewritten as:

Pr(acz[Ft%] =5)= Pr(acz[Ft%] =s). 0
We also get the following very useful result that helps us bound the size of the
fitness jumps.

Corollary 6. For allt >0, for all2 < j, Pr(Fiy1 —F, > j | Fiy1 —Fr > 1) =
2—(-1),

Proof. Using a similar argument as in the last proof, and the unbiasedness of C,
we simply argue that for all ¢ > 0, the offspring y; generated at time ¢ is such
that yi ., ., is uniformly distributed over the set of bit-strings of size n — Fy — 1,
even conditioned on the fact that it improves fitness. Hence, the probability that
there it has a streak of j — 1 1-bits starting from position F; +2is 2-0U~1. 0O

Finally, we prove this result on the distribution of the bits that differ between
two individuals in the population at a given iteration. Recall that d; is the average
density of non-equal bits in the population when we restrict to the non-optimized
part of the bit-string [F; + 1 : n].
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Corollary 7. Lett >0, and 1 < 4,7’ < p withi #i'. Let d := xt @t

R +2] gres
be the string that has a 1 where xt and zt, are different and a 0 elsewhere,
restricted to the non-optimized part. Then, for any pair of bit-strings s,s’ €
{0, 1} =1 of equal Hamming weight:

Pr(d = s) =Pr(d = s').
In particular, for any j € [F; + 2 : n] and for all H > 0,

H
Pr ((xz)j # @in)i | H (@ g @iy )) = H) Th—F -1

Moreover, if the tie-breaker is symmetric with respect to permutations of the
population and the initial population is uniformly random, then

Pr((a}); # (x7); | di) = dy.

Preliminary results on the consolidation process The following lemmas
treat the time of raising the whole population to fitness at least ¢, after this fitness
level has been found. This time is well-known to have expectation O(ulog u),
e.g. [31]. Here we provide a tail bound. Note that the crossover probability p.
and the parameter pcione that appears in the following lemma are not included
into the index of C'z because those are part of the algorithm, which we consider
as fixed.

Lemma 8. Consider the (un+ 1) GA with a mutation operator that has prob-
ability peione of duplicating the parent. Let 1 < i < n be any fitness level of
LEADINGONES. For any t > 0, denote by X the number of individuals of fitness
larger or equal to © in Prin,. Then, for any constant B > 0, peione > 0 and
De < 1, there exists Cg > 0 such that for n big enough the following holds for all
C > Oﬁ.

Pr(Xcptogu < p) < p " (2)

More precisely, the statement holds for C > (1 + 5)/((1 — pc)Deione). For
standard bit mutation with constant mutation rate x, Equation @) holds for all
C > (14 B)eX/(1 —pe) if n is sufficiently large.

Proof. For 1 < j < pu—1, let T; be the random variable denoting the time to
go from j to s > j individuals with fitness larger or equal to i (let us call such a
fitness "large"). If an individual that has large fitness is chosen for reproduction
and makes a copy of itself, the number of individuals with large fitness increases.
This happens with probability at least j(1 — p¢)Peione/ - Now, note that for any
C >0,

p—1

Pr(Xcptogn < p) < Pr(z T; > Cplog p).
j=1
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Finally, we apply Theorem 1.10.35 from [I0], which yields @) for C' > Cjs :=
(1 + 8)/((1 = pe)Pcione)- For standard bit mutation with mutation rate x, the
statement follows from pejone = (1 — x/n)" = (1 — o(1))e™X, and hence (1 +
8)/((1 = pe)Pelone) < C for sufficiently large n. O

The above lemma immediately translates into a tail bound for the consoli-
dation time T°. Recall that this is the first time when either all individuals have
fitness at least i, or at least one individual has fitter strictly larger than .

Lemma 9. In the situation of Lemmal8, for any constant 8 > 0, peione > 0,
pe <1 and C > Cg and any fitness level 1 < i < n, if n is sufficiently large,

Pr(Tf — T{* > Cplogp) < p".

Proof. Let 1 < i < n beany fitness level. For any ¢t > 0, denote by X; the number
of individuals of fitness larger or equal to 4 in Prin 4. For 0 <t < TF—T;™, there
are no individuals with fitness larger than i in the population, so the population
is consolidated on ¢ at time Cplog p if and only if X106, = p- Hence,

Pr(Tf — T;» > Culogp) = Pr(Xcptogu < pNTF —Ti™ > Culog )
< PI‘(Xcﬂlog# < u).

We conclude by Lemma [§ a

As mentioned above, the same bound also holds in expectation. This can
either be derived from Lemma [ with a bit of computation or taken from [31].

Corollary 10. For any fitness level 1 < i < n, E[Tf — T*] = O(ulog p).

3 Analysis of the (x + 1) GA on LeadingOnes for
different population regimes

In this section, we will first show that the number of extra free-riders determines
the expected runtime of the (1 +1) GA. Throughout the section, we will assume
that the (u+1) GA uses standard bit mutation where the mutation rate y and the
crossover probability p. < 1 are constants. However, at first the algorithm may
use any respectfuﬁ unbiased crossover operator and and unbiased tie-breaking
rule.

In Section Bl we show that if 4 = O(y/n/log?n) then the leading constant
of the runtime remains unchanged. However, as we show in B.2], even for y = 2,
a simple diversity-preserving mechanism suffices to obtain a constant speedup
factor. Our strategy is based on the notion of extra free-riders due to crossover,
as introduced in Section 2.3l This term is derived from the term "free-rider"
originating in [12], defined as follows.

8 In a respectful crossover, if both parents have the same bit at some position ¢, the
offspring also has the same bit at position 3.
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Definition 11 (free-riders). Let x be a bit-string of size n, and suppose that
LO(z) =i for some 1 < i <n—2. The free-riders of x are the leading ones of
the sub-string (Tit2,...,Tn).

In other words, a free-rider of a bit-string x is a bit that automatically becomes
a leading one as soon as the first zero bit of = is flipped. In an evolutionary
optimization context, these free-riders allow us to skip some fitness levels. In the
context of the (x4 1) GA, we prefer to associate free riders with a fitness level
i as follows. Recall that F; is the event that the i-th fitness level is essential.

Definition 12 (Free-riders associated to a fitness level). For 0 < i <
n — 1, we denote as F; and call "free-riders associated to level i" the following
random variable.
Succ; —i—1 if E;
= )
0 otherwise

Extending on this idea, we define "extra free-riders" as additional leading
ones that are obtained with crossover.

Definition 13 (extra free-riders). Let x and a’' be two bit-strings of size
n. Denote LEADINGONES(x) = i, LEADINGONES(z') = j, and suppose j > i.
Consider the result y of a crossover between x and x’, with LEADINGONES(y) =
k. The extra free-riders brought by this crossover are the bits ypj 1.4

Note that if the crossover operator is respectful, which is the case for most
common crossover operators (see [2I] for a classification), then the 1-bits at po-
sitions 7 + 1,...,k come from either x or z’. Thus, the reason why we suggest
the name "extra free-rider" is because, just like normal free-riders, these 1-bits
already accidentally exist among the population (that is, they are not here be-
cause of an optimization choice of the algorithm, but because of genetic drift),
and allow us to overcome some fitness plateaus in negligible time.

The typical scenario for the acquisition of extra free-riders is that, after the
whole population is brought to a common fitness plateau, diversity accumulates
on the non-optimized trailing part of the bit-strings. Then, when an individual x
reaches a higher fitness level, some individuals in the lower levels may happen to
have a 1-bit at the position corresponding to the next fitness level. If a crossover
between one of these individuals and an individual of fitness f(x) is performed,
then with a good probability we get extra free-riders. These extra free-riders can
be obtained from multiple successive crossovers, until the next fitness level is left
via mutation. We introduce a useful definition that stems from this observation.
Recall that ESucc; is the smallest essential fitness level after level 1.

Definition 14 (Extra free-riders associated to a fitness level). For 0 <
1 < n—1, we denote as EF; and call "extra free-riders associated to level i" the
following random variable.

EF, — ESucc; — Suce;  if E;
0 otherwise
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The two following lemmas draw a link between the expected value of EF; for
any reached fitness level 7 in a given implementation of the (u+ 1) GA, and the
expected runtime of the algorithm. Recall that we consider the (u+1) GA with
standard bit-wise mutation with mutation rate y = ©(1), p. < 1, any respectful
crossover operator, and any unbiased tie-breaker, but the proof may be adapted
to most known mutation mechanisms.

Lemma 15. Consider the (1 + 1) GA with standard bit mutation and any re-
spectful unbiased mutation operator. Suppose that there exists a sequence of func-
tions (Mn)nen, uniformly convergent to a function m, and k(n) = w(1), such
that €., = max{|my(x) —m,(y)| | |z —y| < £} = o(1), and, for all fitness level
0<i<n-—1,Pr(EF; >1|N;)>m,(%). Then:

z
n

E[T*] < n_2/1 de + o(n?).
T x Jo 24+ m(x)

Lemma 16. Consider the (1 + 1) GA with standard bit mutation and any re-
spectful unbiased mutation operator. Suppose that there exists a sequence of func-
tions (Mp)nen defined on [0,1], uniformly convergent to a function M, and
k(n) = w(1), such that epr, = max{|My(x) — M,(y)| | |z —y| < £} = o(1),
and, for all fitness level 0 < i <n — 1, E[EF,; | N;] < Mn(%) Suppose also that
the event A : "for all 1 < i < n,ESucc; — i = of " holds with high
probability. Then:

i Tos )
max(k,ulog u1)

2 2 1 XT
Eirv] > 1t on )/ “ _da.
X 0 2+ M(z)

Everything remains true if the bound for E[EF; | N;] holds for o(n) < i <
n—o(n), but for the sake of simplicity, we will suppose that the bounds hold for
any 1.

Observation 1 Note that for the case where my, is constant, the inequality from
Lemma [13 becomes:

1 X =1,
E[TH] < 5—n" +o(n’),

T~ 24m, X

and similarly, for the case where M, is constant, the inequality from Lemma[16

becomes:
1 eX —1

2+ M, X2

E[TH"] > n? 4 o(n?).

Observation 2 When p. = 0, one can simply set m,, = M, =0, and obtain:

eX —1

o)

E[T'] =

which is, up to a negligible term, the runtime proved by [ for the (1 4+ 1) EA.
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The reader may notice that these two lemmas are stated in a much stronger
form that what we will use in this paper, that is, the case where M, or m,, are
constant. This is because we believe they can be a useful tool for whoever would
like to study other variants of the (u+ 1) GA, where these two quantities might
depend on the current fitness level.

To prove these lemmas, we will need two preparatory results. The first one
will help us neglect strange fitness levels.

Lemma 17. For any fitness level 0 <i<mn—1, Pr(S;) =0 ("lzﬁ)

Proof. Let 0 < i < n — 1 be any fitness level. For any integer £ > 0, denote
by A the event "between time steps 77" and T;™ + kulog u, the population
consolidates on 7", and for k > 1 denote by M) the event "between time steps
Ti" + (k — 1)plog u and T™ + kplog i, level i is left by mutation" . For S; to
happen, it must be that for some k& > 0, A; is not realized and M} is. Hence,
by a union bound,

Pr(S;) <> Pr(Ax N Mii1).
k=0

Now, note that during a time frame of plog 4, by a union bound, the probability
to flip the 7 + 1-st bit is at most %, independently of previous steps. Hence,

for k > 0, Pr(Myy, | Ap) < &;g“. Moreover, by Lemma [0 there is a constant
C > 0 such that Pr(A;) < p=9%=Y for all k > 0. We deduce that 3" p- ) Pr(A;N
Mit1) <30, % G = O(“l"%), which concludes the proof. O

The second preliminary result essentially tells that we need to focus our
efforts on studying the time spent on normal fitness levels.

Lemma 18. For u = o(n/logn) the following equality holds:

n—1
B[] = Y Eln, (T — T¢)] + o(n?).
=0

Proof. The only fitness levels ¢ for which T7 < T} are normal fitness levels.
Hence, the runtime of the (1 + 1) GA can be decomposed as:

n—1 n—1
T = AN (TP = TF) + > _(TF = T)").
1=0 =0

By Corollary [0 the second term is at most O(nulog i) = o(n?) in expectation,
which concludes the proof. a

With this preparation, we can now prove Lemma [I5] and
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Proof (of Lemmalld). By Lemma [I8 we may focus on normal levels. We observe
that on any normal fitness level i, we have TP — T ~ G((1— X)"X). Indeed, from
the moment when consolidation happens, every individual in the population
has fitness level i. Consequently, at each iteration, regardless of which parent(s)
we select, and of whether we use crossover or not (since the crossover operator
is respectful, it conserves common bits among the parents, in which case the
first ¢ 1-bits are always copied to the offspring), the probability of producing
an offspring with fitness level higher than ¢ is determined only by the mutation
phase, where we have to keep the first i bits untouched (with probability (1—2)%)
and mutate the (i + 1)-st bit (with probability £).

We also need to know how many normal levels there are in a local window
of fitness levels. This number will depend on the expected size of the jumps
between essential fitness levels, which in turn depends on the expected number
of extra free-riders associated to normal fitness levels. The more extra free-riders
we get, the sparser normal fitness levels are, and the faster the optimization is.
To make this precise, we will use the following argument: we partition the fitness
level in local fitness windows of size # (where k is defined in the statement of
the lemma), and then, we show that the expected cumulative size of the jumps
starting from normal fitness levels inside these windows is roughly 7. Combining
this observation with the upper or lower bound on the expected number of extra
free-riders associated to normal fitness levels, which is roughly uniform over the
local fitness windows, we can count the expected number of normal fitness levels
inside the window, which allows us to bound the first term by splitting it into
smaller sums over these local windows. Following this idea, let us define, for
0<j <k i = % Then, for i; < ¢ < 441, define the truncated number of
extra free-riders associated to fitness level i as

E-Fi = min(ij+1, ESuCCi) — Succi.
We will first argue that for all 0 < j <k —1:
tiy1—1

Z 1p,(1+ F; + EF;) <

1=15

(3)

I

Indeed, the sum in the middle is simply 4,41 — L;, where L; is the first
essential level in [i;,4,41], if such a level exists. In particular the sum is at least
ij+1 — 45 = 7. If no essential level exists then the sum is zero and the bound is
still true.

Recall that N; denotes the event that level ¢ is normal. Since N; C E;, we
deduce that:

i1 —1 .
> 1n,(1+F +EF;) <

=15

(4)

I
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Note that E[Eﬁi | Ni] > Pr(EF; > 1| N;) > my(+ L), Using (F; | N;) <
g(%) — 1, this yields for all level i:

EfLy,(1+ F; + EF)] 2 E[Ly,)(2 4 ma ().
Hence, by definition of €, , for i; <i <41 — 1,
EfLw, (14 Fi +EF))] > E[Ln]2 + ma() - £,) = E[LNJ@ + () — €m,)-

Plugging this last inequality into (@), we get the desired bound for the ex-
pected number of essential levels in the local window 7; <4 <i;11.

2 Ellw] < o

l:ij Em"")
By Lemma [I§ and the fact that TP — T¢ ~ G((1 — £)X), it suffices to bound

Z?:_Ol E[1x,G((1—2)"X)]. We decompose this sum in smaller sums over the local
windows:

n—1 k—1ij+1—1 X X
Z]E[ﬂm-g((l -=)= Z Z E[ln,G((1 - E)lﬁ)]
=0 J=0 i=1;
k—1ij4+1—1 n
<> E[ln,)(1-=)7" =
J=0 i=1; X
k-1 . . (5)
< . M= Xy
o k2 ma(f) —em,) X n
n? (12 1 X\ d
S D I et il CEEROL)
X =0 +m’ﬂ(E) +8mn

Thanks to the uniform convergence of m,, to m, and of the function x —
(1 = X)™"% to to the function x — eX* over x € [0,1] when n — oo, the
termfbetween parentheses converges to fo 5 +m(w) as k — o0o. This concludes the
proof. O

The proof of Lemma [T6] is very similar, but requires a little bit more work to
justify that exceedingly large jumps cannot occur.

Proof (of LemmalI@l). The proof follows the same steps than that of Lemma[T5]
but we need to work conditioned on A. As in the previous proof, for 0 < j < k,
define i; = ]:
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Conditioned on A, the first fitness level L; reached in the window [i;,7;41]

is at most i; + o ( ) Following an analogous argument than for in-

max(,u?og k)
equality ([B]), we have for all 0 < j < k — 1:

ijp1—1
n n n+o(n) <
——0o|——F———= | - 1=——"-—+-X< 1g,(1+ F; + EF,). 6
k O(HlaX(ulogu,k)) ko= Z sl + B+ EF). - (©)
1=15
Now, we need to argue that strange fitness levels do not contribute too much
to the above quantity in expectation. This contribution is exactly:

tj41—1 j41—1
> E[ls,(14+F+EF;) | Al = > Pr(S;| A(I+E[F; | Si, A|+E[EF; | S;, A)).

1=15 1=15

The second factor of each summand is simply E[ESucc; — ¢ | A, S;], which is

O(MIZgu) by definition of A. Moreover, by Lemma [I7 Pr(S; | A) < P;Eii)) =

1Ii(ii1)) = 0(”1‘?“). This yields that the total contribution of strange levels is
0(1)(ij41 —ij) = o(%). Hence, conditioned on A, the lower bound (@) that holds

for essential levels, also holds for normal levels.

ij41—1
< > 1n(1+F +EF,). (7)

1=15

n + o(n)
k

By an analogous computation to the proof of Lemma [I5] we obtain:

n—1 2 2 1 x
XyiXy o to(n )/ eX
E[ly,G(1 —=)=] > dz.
; [ 6 n) n]_ X 0 2+ M(z) *
Finally,
E[T"] > P(A)E[T" | A]
n—1
XNi X
> (1-o(1 E[ly,G(1— =)=
> (1-0(1) Y Ell6(1 - '3
2 2 1 X
> n® + o(n?) / e iz,
following the same steps as in a

3.1 The vanilla (# + 1) GA is not faster than the vanilla (1 + 1) EA
for u € O(y/n/log?n).
In this section, we show that one cannot expect speedups in using the vanilla (u+

1) GA compared to the (14 1) EA for any population size . = O(y/n/log®n).
We call "vanilla" the implementation of the (u 4+ 1) GA consisting in standard
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bit-wise mutation, uniform crossover and uniform tie-breaker. This absence of a
substantial speedup stems from the fact that such populations reach a natural
diversity equilibrium which is not big enough to be exploited by crossover. This
leads to a small number of expected extra free-riders, and hence, by Lemma, [T6]
a negligible speedup.

We will first show inductively that with high probability there are no gaps
larger than O(logn) between normal fitness levels. To this end, we will make
the simplifying assumption that the population is initialized with the all-0 bit-
strings. This slight cheat conveniently provides us with the base case of the
induction. We do not believe that this is really needed, but did not see an easy
way to remove this assumption.

We will first show that the expected diversity when leaving a given fitness
level is small.

Lemma 19. Consider the (u + 1) GA with population size p = o(y/n). Let
1<i<n-—w(u) and suppose that at some timestep to > 0, Py, is consolidated,
and f(P;,) =i. Then,

2
[ [
Eldre] <O (d(Pyy)— + —— ).
) < 0 (a(Pp) s+ )
Proof. We rely on a result from [21I] (Corollary 3.4 and Theorem 4.3) which we
restate here in a simplified form:

Lemma 20. Consider a population Q; = {x1,...,z,} of indwiduals of size
N > 0. Consider any process that

1. creates y by any random procedure such that E(S(y)) = S(Q+)/11;

2. creates y' from y by an unbiased mutation operator which flips x bits in
expectation;

3. sets Qi1 = Q: U{y' \{za} for a uniformly random 1 < d < p.

Then,

2 Ap—1)x

Mﬂ@HHS@M—<L7ﬁ— — )ﬂ@ﬂﬂm—mx

Moreover, let Ty = inf{t | S(Q:) < 2a}, where a := %. If p = o(n),
then

E[T4] = O(p* logn).

The population P; of the vanilla (4 + 1) GA running on LEADINGONES clearly
verifies hypotheses 1 and 2. However, it does not verify hypothesis 3 as is. To
make use of Lemma 20, we need to do some rescaling. First, we fix a normal
level 0 < i <n—w(u). We denote by T;’al the j-th time where a valid offspring
is generated after Ti". Note that Ty®! is equal to Ti. Then, we define, for t > 0,
Qi = {x(p42) 7 € PTtval}. The population @; now verifies the hypotheses for

Lemma 20, for ¢ such that 7,21 < T?. Let t* be the last ¢ such that 732! < T;.
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Then, G(X) = t*: since 7 is normal, we know that it will be left by mutation,
and every validated offspring produced via mutation has probability X to have
fitness higher than . Denote n; = n — 4, and note that n; = w(u) by hypothesis.
For ¢t < ¢*:

2 A4p-—1x

E[S(Qi+1) | S(Q¢),t*] = (1 -5+

2 DN 51Qu) + 200 -

where we note that 4(52%3)‘ = O(M—g). Denote by « the fixed point of this

arithmetic-geometric recursion. It is easy to see that a = O(u?), see [21].
Solving the recursion yields:

EIS(Qe) 7] = (5(P) ~ ) (1= 40 (%)) o,

Thus, by the law of total expectation:

OOX XNt—1 _3 i t*iz 1—#—224—0(%) B u_Q
;E(l—ﬁ) {1 2 +0(u2>] ST DA-Z t (L) =0(—-),
one obtains:
EIS(Qu)] < all — O(0)) + O(S(P) ) = 0 + S(Py) =)
Since S(Q7) = S(PTio), this yields:
E[S(Q¢)] _ H w2
Eldry] < Bpan = Oy +dPu) 7). O

Next we show inductively that the algorithm frequently encounters consoli-
dated fitness levels with small diversity. We use the following terminology.

Definition 21. We call a population P of size u good if P is consolidated (all
individuals have the same fitness) and d(P) < 1/p. For the (u + 1) GA on
LEADINGONES, we call a fitness level i good if there exists a good population P;

We can now show by induction that good fitness levels are never more than
O(logn) apart. The inductive step is provided by the following lemma.
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Lemma 22. Suppose that = O(y/n/log?n) and that i = n — w(u?) is a good
fitness level. Then with probability 1—o(1/n) the next good fitness level i’ satisfies
i’ =i+ O(logn).

Proof. Consider a good population P; on level ¢ and a position j > ¢ + 1. Recall
that if not all individuals are identical in position j, then it contributes at least
21 — 2 to the diversity. Hence, the number of such j in which not all individuals
are identical is at most S(P;)/(2u—2) = §(n—i—1)d; < (n—i—1)/2since P; was
good. Hence, at least half of the n — ¢ — 1 non-optimized positions are identical
in all individuals in P;. By symmetry, each such position has probability exactly
1/2 that the whole population has a zero-bit. Let us call such positions stopping
positions. By the Chernoff bound, for a suitable constant C' > 0 the number of
stopping positions among the next C'logn fitness levels i +2,...,i+ Clogn +1
is at least logn with probability 1 — o(1/n).

Now consider the next 7 := C2?12log® n = o(n) generations. The probability
that a fixed stopping position is flipped by at least one mutation during that
time is o(1). Hence, the probability that all logn stopping positions are flipped
at least once is o(1/n). Hence, with probability 1 — o(1/n) the fitness will not
exceed i+ C'logn during those T generations. By pigeonhole principle there must
be a fitness level j on which the algorithm spends at least 7 := 7/(C'logn) =
C? log? n generations. In the following we will analyze the behaviour on this
level j.

Once the fitness level j is reached by at least one individual, with probability
1 —o0(1/n) it takes O(ulog ) = o(7') generations to consolidate the population
on fitness level j, by Lemma[l In Lemma 20 we considered the time T}; until the

diversity on such a level drops below 2« for a := % = O(p?), and stated

that E[T;] = O(u?logn). Now we split the time after consolidation on level j
into intervals of lengths 2E[Ty]. In each such interval, by Markov’s inequality
the diversity drops below 2« with probability at least 1/2. The number of such
intervals is at least 2(7'/E[T4]) = 2(logn), where we can make the hidden
constant as big as we like due to the factor C' in 7/. Hence, the probability
that the diversity drops below 2« in at least one such phase is 1 — o(1/n). The
lemma now follows because when the diversity of P, drops to S(F;) < 2a then

d(P) = #(#7f)($)ﬂ.71) = O(n7@+1) = o(1/p), which implies that P; is a good
population. Hence, level j is good with probability at least 1 — o(1/n). a

Applying Lemma [22] inductively immediately yields the following corollary,
which automatically satisfies the last hypothesis of Lemma

Corollary 23. Consider the (u+1) GA with i = O(y/n/log® n) starting in the
all-zero string. Then, with probability 1 —o(1), V1 < i < n,ESucc; —i = O(logn).

In what follows, we work conditionally on the event J : "V1 < i < n, ESucc; —
i = O(logn)”. Note that since J has high probability by the previous corollary,
we only need to prove the hypotheses of Lemma [T6] conditional on J, by virtue
of E[T#] > E[T* | J|Pr(J).

Now, we can prove that the expected number of extra free-riders is negligible.
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Lemma 24. Consider the (u + 1) GA with u = O(y/n/log®n) starting in the
all-zero string. Then for all 1 <i <n —w(u?), E[EF; | N;] = o(1).

Proof. Consider any normal fitness level 1 < ¢ < n. The structure of the proof
resembles the structure of the proof of LemmaP2] but this time we do not need so
small error probabilities because even in the worst case we only need to consider
the O(logn) levels between normal fitness levels. We define the population @
for t > 0, and t* as in the proof of Lemma We know that G(£) < t*, and
hence, if we let T = of we have Pr(t* < T) = (logn) Let us call E the
event that t* > T'. Note that u?lognloglogn = o(T), hence we may split 7" into
w(loglogn) phases of size u?logn intervals each. Conditioned on E, similarly
to the proof of Lemma [22] and Markov s inequality, each interval has a constant
probability of reaching d(P;) < # = O(%), where « is given in Lemma
Hence, with probability 1 — o Oln), at some timestep to, d(F%,) = O(L). Let
us call this event F'. By Lemma we obtain:

logn)’

Eldry | E,F) = O(£).

By the law of total expectation:

E[EF,] = E[EF; | E]Pr(E) + E[EF; | E, F] Pr(E, F) + E[EF; | E, F] Pr(E, F)

For the first term, note that since we conditioned on J, E[EF; | E] = O(logn),
and that P(E) = o(@). Hence, this term is o(1).

For the second term, again E[EF; | E, F] = O(logn), and Pr(E, F) < Pr(F |
E) = o(;zx-), so this term is again o(1).

As for the third term, notice that if the column Succ;+1 is a stopping column,
that is, a column where all individuals in the population have a 0-bit, then with
high probability Succ; + 1 is normal, and in particular EF; = 0.

Indeed, in that case, the probability of leaving fitness level ¢ before consoli-
dation is at most the probability that a mutation in column Succ; + 1 happens
before consolidation, which we already derived to be O(”lo%) in the proof of
Lemma [I7

It remains to prove that, conditioned on £ N F, Succ; + 1 is a stopping
column with high probability. Denote by z the individual that reaches fitness
Succ; first. By definition, zsyce,+1 = 0. Hence, the probability that Succ; + 1
is not a stopping column is the probability that at least one individual in the
population is different that 2 on column Succ; at time Ti® At time T, the

Succ;
probability that a given individual is different than x on this column is dTo by

Corollary[7l Hence, at time gy, it is at most dro + O)=0(L£ ), where the
additive O(1/n) takes into account that z might be generated by mutating the
Succ; + 1-th bit. Hence, the expected number N of individuals different than z

on this column is
2

EIN] = (1 = 1)O(+) = O(%-) = o(1).

Uz Uz

We conclude using the fact that Pr(N > 1) < E[N]. O
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3.2 Using a diversity improving tie-breaker speeds up the
(2 4+ 1) GA on LeadingOnes by a constant factor.

In this section, we introduce a particular tie-breaker, and show that it ensures a
constant factor improvement for which we derive a lower bound. Finally, we show
that using an adaptative crossover probability leads to further improvement.

Throughout the whole section, we will denote P = {x1,z2} with 2 < 7.
If there is an ambiguity on the value of ¢, we will write P, = {z%,z4}. In this
section, we introduce a tie-breaking mechanism that enhances the efficiency of
crossovers by keeping the two individuals in the population genetically diverse.
When two individuals are in a tie, this tie-breaker chooses the one that has the
highest S-value among the rest of the population (that is, the one furthest away
from the rest of the population in Hamming distance). This has the effect of
keeping a population with a high d; value, and hopefully that crossover is more
likely to bring interesting novelties in the genotype of the offspring. Here is a
pseudocode for this tie-breaker:

Algorithm 4: The diversity improving tie-breaker.

Input : Q: a set of bit-strings of size n.
X, y: two bit strings of length n.

if So\(2y} (%) 2 SQ\(2,4} (y) then
L return z

[V

else
L return y

[

This tie-breaker is similar to that studied by [4] (Section 5.5), who proved
that it significantly enhances the optimization of the JUMP functions.

Observation 3 This tie-breaker is unbiased because automorphisms of the hy-
percube preserve the Hamming distance.

Now, we observe that this tie-breaker indeeds improves d; when the offspring
produced at ¢ is not better than one of the individuals.

Lemma 25. Consider a run of the (u+1) GA for any population size i, using
the diversity improving tie-breaker. Suppose that the offspring y produced at time
t is not fitter than any of the individuals in P;. Then, di11 > d;.

Proof. Since the new offspring y does not reduce the size of the non-optimized
part of a fit bit-string in the population, we just have to show that S(P;11) >
S(P;). Suppose that the newly generated offspring is introduced in the popula-
tion Py11 (otherwise the result is trivial). This means that P11 = P \{z}U{y}
for some x € P, such that

Spofe} (@) < Sp(a}(¥)
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On the other hand,

S(P)= Y, Hy,2)+ Y. Spay(z)+H(zy)

2E Py, z#x 2E P, z#x
=2Sp\{«}(¥) + Z Sp,(z) — H(z,2)
2E Py z#x
=25p\(a} () = Spa(ay(@) + Y. Sp(2)
2E Py z#x
= 2(Sp,\{2}(¥) — Spa (e} () + S(F).
Applying the previous inequality gives the desired result. a

We will now prove the following theorem:

Theorem 26. Consider the (24 1) GA using standard bit-wise mutation, uni-
form crossover with constant probability p., and the diversity-improving tie-
breaker. Then its runtime T satisfies:

2 eXx—1
E[T] < AR n? + o(n?)
2+ T mp X

Note that the fraction is a constant strictly smaller than 1, and the second
factor is up to a (1+0(1)) the runtime of a vanilla (24 1) GA (with uniform tie-
breaking), or a (1 4+ 1) EA. This means that the diversity-improving tie-breaker
brings a constant factor improvement compared to the vanilla (2 + 1) GA and
the (14 1) EA. Note that there is room for improvement in the precise constant,
since empirically the speedup seems to be about twice as large.

The first step to prove this theorem is to study the diversity evolution process
on a fitness plateau.

Lemma 27. Consider a run of the (2+1) GA using the diversity-improving tie-
breaker and standard bit-wise mutation with any mutation rate x and uniform
crossover. Let 0 < i <n—1. Then,

— Pe
- 2pc

1

Let us first make the following observation.

Observation 4 Assume that the whole population has fitness at least Fy. Then
every crossover of two parents has also fitness at least F;. Hence, regardless of
whether crossover happened or not, the probability that the offspring has fitness
at least Fy is (1 — x/n)¥*. By Bayes’ theorem, this conversely implies that the
event that an offspring has fitness at least Fy does not change the probability that
crossover has happened. In formula, for allt > 0, if we denote by y; the offspring
produced at time t:

Pr(Cy | f(ye) > Fi,t > Tf,) = pe-
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We may now prove the lemma.

Proof (of LemmalZ7). Let 0 < i < n — 1 be a normal fitness level. Define T to

be the time when the ¢-th offspring with fitness equal to ¢ or higher is generated
fit fit

after consolidation. Define the bit-string b; = ﬁ((:vlT‘ i+2:] © (xQTt )[i+2:])s SO

e TS TH . .
b; has a one-bit if ;" and x," coincide in their non-optimized part, and a

zero-bit otherwise. Define t* to be the last ¢ such that Tf* < T?°. Note that
OM; = ONEMAX(b;) = (n—i— 1)thﬁt, so OMy+ = n;dre, where n; =n—i—1.

Now, note that when the offspring generated at Tf' is generated without
crossover (probability 1 — p. by the last observation), the increase of OM; in one
time step is always bigger than the difference between the number of mutations
that happened in the set 0p, and in the set 1p,, which have respectively an
expectation of £(n; — OMy), and XOM;. In every other case, the tie-breaker
ensures that OM; increases. This gives:

]E[OMt+1 — OMt | OMt] Z (1 —pc)(nl — 2OMt)

)

3=

or equivalently

E[OM;1 | OM;] > OM,(1 — 2%(1 —pe)) + ni(1 = pe)

3=

By the law of total expectation:

E[OM,+; | OMg] > E[OM, | OM,](1 — 2%(1 — o)) +ni(1 = pe)

3=

Solving the arithmetic-geometric recursion yields:
n; n;
E[OM; | OMo] > (OM — 5)(1 =22 (1= p.))' + 5.

Since OMg > 0, we get:

E[OM,. | t*] > % (1 - <1 - 2%(1 —pc))t*> .

Moreover, t* ~ G(%). Indeed, every generated offspring has probability £ to
leave level i, regardless of if crossover was used or not to generate it, since we
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always apply mutation after crossover. Hence, by the law of total expectation:

) S (0 (- 20m)]

t=0

vV

| S

—

|
P

vV
v
—
|
N
=
|
|l\.’)
>
—
—
3
3}
S—
"
—
|
S
n
<
—
—_
|
=
O
S—
S—
S—
| S |

(-Hi-Z

> —|1- 1

Z 5 3—2pc+0( )]
1 T Pe .

- 77,13_ 2pc +0(7’L1)

Dividing by n; yields:

1_pc
Eldro]| >
12 59,

+ o(1). O

Now, we argue that having this constant lower bound for the diversity when
leaving i guarantees a constant lower bound for the expectation of EF;.

Lemma 28. For 0 <i<mn,
Pr[EF, > 1| Ny, de] > %de,

Proof. Let ¢ be a normal fitness level. Suppose F; = 0, that is Succ; = i + 1,
which happens with probability i 5 by Corollary B The probability that x; and
x9 are different at ¢ + 2 is dro at time T7. At T;L, it is still dre. Suppose it
is the case. We want to lower bound the probability that an oﬁsprmg of fitness
1+ 1 is generated by crossover before a copy of x; is generated, from the moment
when x; reaches ¢ + 1. Let us call this event A. When an offspring with fitness
larger than ¢ is generated, the probability that it was generated by crossover
is p.. Conditioned on this, the probability that the offspring has fitness higher
than ¢ + 1 is the probability that bit ¢ 4+ 1 is set correctly, which is % Hence,
Pr(A) > pc/2. Conditioned on A, the probability that the crossover that realized

A also gets the extra free-rider is % Hence,

in

1
PrEF: > 1| N dro] > Pr(eysot, # o, ) Pr(Suce; = i + 1) Pr(A)

Ty
Succ;+1 Succ; +1

Pc
> Zdro. O
2 5o

We conclude the proof of Theorem [26] by using the law of total expectation
which gives E[EF; | N;] > M , together with Lemma [I5] which can be

12—sp
applied for m,, = pfz(igzc). O
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This bound is optimized for p. ~ 0.6, which is experimentally the optimal
static crossover value. However, our proof naturally suggests an adaptive mech-
anism for the crossover probability, which is to set p. = 1 when the population
is not consolidated, and p. = 0 otherwise. Indeed, in Lemma 27, we see that the
lower bound for the diversity decreases with p.. This is intuitive, as crossover hin-
ders the accumulation of diversity when in the consolidated phase: if a crossover
is made between two individuals with Hamming distance d, the resulting off-
spring is at distance lower than d from both its parents with overwhelming
probability, and thus will not be accepted. Conversely, the lower bound for the
probability to get an extra free-rider conditional on dre in the non-consolidated
phase is increasing in p.. Even if this bound is not tight, this is again intuitive,
as the more crossover one does, the more trials one gets to obtain an extra
free-rider.

4 Conclusion

In this work, we examined the connection between population diversity and
progress on the LEADINGONES problem by the (u 4+ 1) GA. We have shown
that the naturally evolving diversity for any u = o(y/n/logn) is not enough to
improve the runtime by more than a (1 + o(1)) factor. On the other hand, even
for ;. = 2 simple tie-breaking in favor of diversity leads to so much diversity in
the population that the runtime decreases by a constant factor.

There are many question that we had to leave open. The most interesting is
what happens for u = 2(y/n)No(n/logn). We conjecture that the vanilla version
can not create enough diversity to give a constant factor speed-up, even though
the average Hamming distance between parents increases further. We conjecture
further that the problem is not that differences in bits are never created, but
instead the problem is that they also get lost again. So, if there was a way of
preventing these differences to get lost, we may even hope for algorithms which
get extra free riders on most fitness levels, which could lead to asymptotically
optimization time o(n?). We believe that this is a very interesting setting to
explore more systematically potential diversity-preserving mechanisms.

Disclosure of Interests. The author do not have conflicting interests.
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