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Abstract

This paper examines restart strategies for algorithms whose successful termination depends
on an unknown parameter λ. After each restart, λ is increased, until the algorithm terminates
successfully. It is assumed that there is a unique, unknown, optimal value for λ. For the
algorithm to run successfully, this value must be reached or surpassed. The key question is
whether there exists an optimal strategy for selecting λ after each restart taking into account
that the computational costs (runtime) increases with λ. In this work, potential restart strate-
gies are classified into parameter-dependent strategy types. A loss function is introduced to
quantify the wasted computational cost relative to the optimal strategy. A crucial requirement
for any efficient restart strategy is that its loss, relative to the optimal λ, remains bounded.
To this end, upper and lower bounds of the loss are derived. Using these bounds it will be
shown that not all strategy types are bounded. However, for a particular strategy type, where
λ is increased multiplicatively by a constant factor ρ, the relative loss function is bounded.
Furthermore, it will be demonstrated that within this strategy type, there exists an optimal
value for ρ that minimizes the maximum relative loss. In the asymptotic limit, this optimal
choice of ρ does not depend on the unknown optimal λ.

Keywords: Restart Strategy, Universal Optimal Strategy, Loss Function, Relative Loss, Evo-
lution Strategy

1 Introduction

Optimization algorithms are often confronted with various challenges, such as becoming trapped
in a local optimum or very long runtimes. Restart strategies have proven to be an effective way
to overcome these obstacles. They can significantly enhance the performance and robustness of
optimization algorithms.

In restart strategies, the current search process is regularly stopped and the optimization al-
gorithm is restarted. Often a different starting point is chosen, or an algorithmic parameter is
changed. The specific implementation of restart strategies can vary considerably, ranging from
simple random restarts to more sophisticated techniques that adapt to the particular algorithm
and problem characteristics. In general, it is not clear what the optimal implementation of a
restart strategy is. Obviously, this question cannot be answered in a general way for each type of
optimization algorithm. Therefore, assumptions and constraints must be made.

The optimal implementation of a restart strategy has already been studied for Las Vegas
algorithms, which are always successful, but whose running time is a random variable. In [1] it was
possible to derive an optimal restart strategy under the assumption that the distribution of the
running time is known. In the case where the running time is unknown [1] also presents an universal
restart strategy, whose performance is worse than the optimal strategy by only a logarithmic factor.
This topic was also explored in [2] within the context of a continuous setting. An optimal restart
strategy was derived for a restricted class of continuous probability distributions. In [3] the optimal
strategy from [1] was applied in a (1+1)-EA (Evolutionary Algorithm). The results demonstrated
that this restart strategy can identify the optimum in polynomial time, whereas the conventional
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(1+1)-EA requires an exponential runtime. Furthermore, it was also demonstrated that restarting
the (1+1)-EA outperforms the (µ+1)-EA.

The following investigations are limited to optimization algorithms whose success depends on
a certain parameter λ. This parameter can be, for example, the population size in Evolutionary
Algorithms (EA) or particle swarm optimization, or a predefined runtime. An additional assump-
tion is that the optimization algorithm is successful1 if λ exceeds some unknown threshold and
is unsuccessful otherwise. This means that there is an optimal choice λ̂ for this parameter. The
Las Vegas algorithms mentioned above generally do not satisfy this assumption. It is possible that
the algorithm will not terminate after waiting for a certain time t. However, if the algorithm is
repeated, it may terminate after a time shorter than t.

As for the scenario considered in this work, it is provided that if the λ parameter is equal
to or greater than the (unknown) λ̂ the EA terminates successfully, i.e., it approaches the global

optimizer with success probability one. However, if λ < λ̂ the success probability drops quickly
with decreasing λ. This scenario is observed in Evolution Strategies (ES) [4] optimizing certain
highly multimodal objective functions such as the Rastrigin, Bohachevsky, and Ackley to name
a few. The λ parameter in ES refers to the offspring population size. On the basis of several
multimodal test functions, it has already been shown [5] that the λ interval of global convergence
uncertainty is rather small. Therefore, a tractable model for a theoretical analysis of these restart
strategies assumes a fixed population size λ = λ̂ that must be reached by the restart algorithm in
an efficient manner.

As for all EA, the population size and the generations are natural numbers. Therefore λ ∈ N

is assumed. The condition that an optimal λ̂ exists also implies that it makes no sense to restart
the algorithm with the same or a smaller value for λ. The parameter must therefore be increased
for each restart.

A restart strategy defines a start value λ0 and determines how λ is changed after each restart.
Thus, the restart strategy can be defined as R = (λ0, λ1, λ2, . . .). R∗ =

(

λ0, λ0ρ, λ0ρ
2, λ0ρ

3, . . .
)

2

is often used for such problems where ρ > 1. In [6] this was applied to ES where the population size
was increased after each restart with the above scaling rule using an restart parameter of ρ = 2.
It was mentioned that experiments indicate that the optimal value for the restart parameter ρ
is between 2 and 3. In [7] the above restart strategy was applied to the (1 + 1)-EA where the
maximum number of generations was increased after each restart. Also in this study, an restart
parameter of 2 was chosen. Besides R∗, an additive restart strategy was also considered, where
the restart parameter was added after each restart, i.e., R+ = (λ0, λ0 + ρ, λ0 + 2ρ, λ0 + 3ρ, . . .).
The goal of this investigation is to find the optimal choice of the restart parameter ρ for different
restart strategy types.

This paper is organized as follows: The general definition of a restart strategy is given in
Section 2 and the different types of restart strategies are introduced. Section 3 introduces the loss
function, which indicates how much computational resources are wasted compared to the optimal
strategy. Upper and lower bounds for the loss function will be derived for each strategy type. A
relative loss function is introduced in Section 4. Being based on this relative loss function the
optimal choice of the restart parameters that minimizes the maximal relative loss is examined.
Finally, in Section 5, a summary of the results and an outlook on future research are given.

2 Restart Strategies

The restart strategy (RS) under consideration is applicable to algorithms whose success depends on
an algorithmic parameter λ ∈ N. The algorithm A is only successful if this algorithmic parameter
exceeds a certain bound. Formally, this can be expressed as

A(λ) is successful if λ ≥ λ̂

A(λ) is unsuccessful if λ < λ̂. (1)

1By ”successful” it is meant that the algorithm has reached the domain of the global optimizer in contrast to
the convergence to a local optimum.

2If λ ∈ N is a prerequisite, the values must be rounded accordingly.
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It is customary to measure the computational effort of black-box optimization algorithms, such
as Evolution Strategies, by the number FE(λ) of objective function evaluations that A(λ) uses
until termination. As it is the case for the majority of algorithms, it can be assumed that FE(λ)

increases with λ. Consequently, the optimal choice is to execute the algorithm with λ̂. In this
context, λ̂ is also referred to as the optimal λ.

Evolution Strategies in multimodal landscapes meet this requirement to a satisfactory extent.
This has been demonstrated in [5] for several multimodal test functions. In this case, the parameter
λ represents the population size. There is an interval for λ where it is possible to achieve a positive
success probability of less than 1. This interval, however, is relatively small in comparison to the
population size required to achieve a positive success probability. If λ exceeds this interval, the
success rate will remain constant at one.

To approach the optimal choice of the algorithmic parameter λ̂, which is generally unknown, a
restart strategy can be used. Restart strategies are defined by an unbounded sequence

R = (λ0, λ1, λ2, . . .) , λi ∈ N, (2)

where λk represents the algorithmic parameter of the kth run. The kth run of the RS is denoted
with Rk. Rk is stopped when a local stopping criterion is fulfilled. Then, an independent algorithm
Rk+1 with parameter λk+1 is executed. This process is repeated until the algorithm is successful.
This raises the question of how to choose λk. Because of condition (1), it is clear that λ should
be increased after each restart, but the optimal amount of increase is unknown. A common choice
for λk is λk = λ02

k (see for example [6] or [7]), however, no criterion of optimality exists up until
now.

In principle there are infinitely many restart strategies. Therefore, possible restart strategies
are classified into parameter-dependent groups, called strategy types. The corresponding parameter
is called restart parameter. Different strategy types will be considered. The first type increases the
population size by a constant amount, i.e.,

R+ = (λ0, λ1, λ2, . . .)

λk = λk−1 + ν = λ0 + kν, k ≥ 1, (3)

where ν ∈ N \ {0} is the restart parameter. Another way to increase λ is to use a multiplicative
change after each restart, i.e.

R∗ = (λ0, λ1, λ2, . . .)

λk = ⌈λk−1ρ⌉ = ⌈⌈⌈λ0ρ⌉ρ⌉ . . . ρ⌉, k ≥ 1. (4)

Because of the assumption that λ increases after each restart, it can be assumed that ρ > 1. For
R∗-RS, λk is determined based on the previous rounded-up values. Alternatively, one can consider

R× = (λ0, λ1, λ2, . . .)

λk = ⌈λ0ρ
k⌉. (5)

The R∗-RS and R×-RS are also called multiplicative strategy types. A third type of restart strate-
gies obeys a power law with constant α defined by

R# = (λ0, λ1, λ2, . . .)

λk = ⌈λ0(k + 1)α⌉. (6)

It is assumed λk > λk−1, which implies that α ≥ 1.
There is no clear indication that one strategy type is more effective than the other. Furthermore,

it is also not clear how to choose the restart parameters ν, ρ, or α for any given strategy type. The
following sections investigates how the number of function evaluations is affected by the restart
parameters. The objective of these investigations is to identify the optimal restart parameter for
each strategy type. Furthermore, the criteria for a suitable strategy type will be defined.
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3 The Loss Function

When selecting the restart parameters ν, ρ, or α, it is important to avoid choosing values that are
too small as this will result in many restarts being necessary. Conversely, if the restart parameter
is set to a very large value, λ will also become very large after just a few restarts. This can lead to
λ being much larger than necessary, requiring more function evaluations than necessary. Let λ̂ be
the minimal population size needed such that an Evolutionary Algorithm EA is successful. The
loss ∆FE of an R-RS is defined by3

∆FE

(

λ̂, ρ
)

=

k̂(λ̂)
∑

k=0

FE(λk)− FE(λ̂). (7)

FE(λk) denotes the number of function evaluations that algorithm A(λk) uses until termination.

It holds FE(λk) = λkgk, where gk is the number of generations used in the kth run. The k̂ denotes

the minimum number of restarts required to attain a λ larger than or equal to λ̂, i.e.,

k̂
(

λ̂
)

= argmin{k | λk ≥ λ̂}. (8)

Assuming that each run requires the same number of generations g until termination, (7) becomes

∆FE

(

λ̂, ρ
)

=







k̂(λ̂)
∑

k=0

λk − λ̂






g. (9)

The validity of this simplification does hold approximately for Evolution Strategies on certain highly
multimodal objective functions as has been shown in [8]. It is used here as a model assumption.
As a result, g can be dropped in the following considerations, thus, a reduced loss function

L
(

λ̂, ρ
)

=

k̂(λ̂)
∑

k=0

λk − λ̂ (10)

will be used. (10) can be calculated numerically using Alg. 1, where the update of λ is denoted
by r and depends on the specific strategy type. It holds that

r(λ) = λ+ ν for R+ (11)

r(λ) = ⌈λρ⌉ for R∗ (12)

r(λ) =
⌈

λ0ρ
k
⌉

for R× (13)

r(λ) =
⌈

λ0(k + 1)α
⌉

for R#, (14)

where k is the number of restarts.

Algorithm 1 Numerical Calculation of the Loss Function (10)

1: Initialize (λ = λ0, FE = λ0, k = 0)

2: while λ < λ̂ do

3: k = k + 1
4: λ = r(λ) ⊲ update λ, depending on strategy type
5: FE = FE + λ
6: end while

7: L = FE − λ̂

If λ̂ = λk exactly k restarts are necessary, i.e., k̂(λk) = k. If λ̂ = λk + 1 an additional restart

is necessary and it holds that k̂(λk + 1) = k + 1. Therefore the loss function (10) jumps between

3The ρ is used as a substitute to indicate the dependency of ∆FE on the respective restart parameter.
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Figure 1: Loss function (10) for R+ depending on λ̂. Gray markers represent the numerical values
of the loss function, determined with Alg. 1. The green dashed line shows the upper bound (16)
and the blue dashed line shows the lower bound (22).

λk and λk+1. If the number of restarts k̂ is the same, the first expression in (10) does not depend

on λ̂. Hence, L decreases linearly for λk−1 + 1 ≤ λ̂ ≤ λk, i.e., it holds for all k ≥ 1 that

L(λ̂) > L(λk) for λk−1 + 1 ≤ λ̂ < λk. (15)

These observations, which are independent of the specific strategy type, lead to the typical saw
tooth shape of the loss function. This is visualized for the different strategy types in Figs. 1, 2, 3,
and 5 where the loss function is represented by the gray markers.

For further investigation, this saw tooth function is difficult to handle. The following subsec-
tions derive upper and lower bounds of the loss function for each strategy type. The objective
is to identify sharp bounds that can be represented explicitly as a function of λ̂ and the restart
parameter.

3.1 The Loss Function for the R+-RS

The loss function of the R+-RS is denoted as L+(λ̂, ν) and represented by the gray markers in Fig.
1.

Theorem 1. Let L+(λ̂, ν) be the loss function (10) of the R+-RS with restart parameter ν ∈ N\{0}
and λk = λ0 + kν. Let

L+
up

(

λ̂, ν
)

=
1

2

(

λ̂− λ0 − 1
)

(

λ̂+ λ0 − 1

ν
+ 1

)

+ λ0 + ν − 1. (16)

Then L+
up(λ̂, ν) is an upper bound of L+(λ̂, ν).

Proof. The number of required restarts at λ̂ = λk+1 is k̂(λk+1) = k+1. It holds that λk = λ0+kν
and therefore

L+(λk + 1, ν) =

k+1
∑

j=0

λj − λk − 1 =

k+1
∑

j=0

(λ0 + jν)− λ0 − kν − 1

= (k + 2)λ0 + ν

k+1
∑

j=0

j − λ0 − kν − 1

= (k + 2)λ0 +
ν

2
(k + 2) (k + 1)− λ0 − kν − 1

= (k + 1)λ0 +
ν

2

(

k2 + 3k + 2
)

− kν − 1

= (k + 1)λ0 +
ν

2

(

k2 + k + 2
)

− 1

= (k + 1)λ0 +
ν

2

(

k2 + k
)

+ ν − 1. (17)
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Because

λk = λ0 + kν ⇔ k =
λk − λ0

ν
, (18)

it follows that for all k ≥ 0

L+(λk + 1, ν) =

(

λk − λ0

ν
+ 1

)

λ0 +
ν

2

(

(

λk − λ0

ν

)2

+
λk − λ0

ν

)

+ ν − 1

=
λ0

ν
(λk − λ0) + λ0 +

ν

2
(λk − λ0)

(

λk − λ0

ν2
+

1

ν

)

+ ν − 1

= (λk − λ0)

(

λ0

ν
+

λk − λ0

2ν
+

1

2

)

+ λ0 + ν − 1

= (λk − λ0)

(

2λ0 + λk − λ0

2ν
+

1

2

)

+ λ0 + ν − 1

=
1

2
(λk − λ0)

(

λk + λ0

ν
+ 1

)

+ λ0 + ν − 1

=
1

2
(λk + 1− λ0 − 1)

(

λk + 1 + λ0 − 1

ν
+ 1

)

+ λ0 + ν − 1

= L+
up(λk + 1, ν). (19)

For λ̂ = λ0 it holds that

L+
up(λ0, ν) = −

1

2

(

2λ0 − 1

ν
+ 1

)

+ λ0 + ν − 1

= λ0

(

1−
1

ν

)

+ ν +
1

2ν
−

3

2

≥ ν +
1

2ν
−

3

2
≥ 0 = L+(λ0, ν) (20)

for ν ≥ 1. In (15) it was shown that L+(λ̂, ν) decreases between λk + 1 and λk+1. Because L+
up is

an increasing function of λ̂ it holds for all λ̂ ≥ λ0 that

L+
up(λ̂, ν) ≥ L+(λ̂, ν). (21)

The upper bound (16) is represented by the green dashed line in Fig. 1.

Theorem 2. Let L+(λ̂, ν) be the loss function (10) of the R+-RS with restart parameter ν ∈ N\{0}
and λk = λ0 + kν. Let

L+
low

(

λ̂, ν
)

:=
1

2

(

λ̂− λ0

)

(

λ̂+ λ0

ν
− 1

)

. (22)

Then L+
low(λ̂, ν) is a lower bound of L+(λ̂, ν).
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Proof. The number of required restarts at λ̂ = λk is k̂(λk) = k. It follows from (18) that

L+(λk, ν) =
k
∑

j=0

λj − λk =
k−1
∑

j=0

λj

=

k−1
∑

j=0

(λ0 + jν) = kλ0 + ν

k−1
∑

j=0

j

= kλ0 +
ν

2
k (k − 1)

=
λk − λ0

ν
λ0 +

ν

2

(

λk − λ0

ν

)(

λk − λ0

ν
− 1

)

=
λk − λ0

ν
λ0 +

(λk − λ0)
2

2ν
−

λk − λ0

2

= (λk − λ0)

(

λ0

ν
+

λk − λ0

2ν
−

1

2

)

= (λk − λ0)

(

2λ0 + λk − λ0

2ν
−

1

2

)

=
1

2
(λk − λ0)

(

λk + λ0

ν
− 1

)

= L+
low(λk, ν), (23)

for all k ≥ 0. In (15) it was shown that L+(λ̂, ν) decreases between λk−1 + 1 and λk. Therefore,

it follows for λk−1 + 1 ≤ λ̂ < λk by using (23) that

L+(λ̂, ν) > L+(λk, ν) = L+
low(λk, ν) =

1

2
(λk − λ0)

(

λk + λ0

ν
− 1

)

>
1

2

(

λ̂− λ0

)

(

λ̂+ λ0

ν
− 1

)

= L+
low(λ̂, ν), (24)

which holds for all k ≥ 1. Because (23) includes the case λ0, it follows for all λ̂ ≥ λ0 that

L+(λ̂, ν) ≥ L+
low(λ̂, ν). (25)

The lower bound (22) is represented by the blue dashed line in Fig. 1.

3.2 The Loss Function for the R×-RS

The loss function of the R×-RS is denoted as L×(λ̂, ρ) and represented by the gray markers in
Fig. 2.

Theorem 3. Let L×(λ̂, ρ) be the loss function (10) of the R×-RS with restart parameter ρ > 1
and λk = ⌈λ0ρ

k⌉. Let

L×

up

(

λ̂, ρ
)

:= λ̂

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

−
λ0

ρ− 1
+

ln
(

λ̂/λ0

)

ln (ρ)
. (26)

Then L×

up(λ̂, ρ) is an upper bound of L×(λ̂, ρ).

Proof. The number of required restarts at λ̂ = λk + 1 is k̂(λk + 1) = k + 1. It holds that

λ0ρ
k ≤ ⌈λ0ρ

k⌉ = λk < λ0ρ
k + 1. (27)
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Figure 2: Loss function (10) for R× depending on λ̂. Gray markers represent the numerical values
of the loss function, determined with Alg. 1. The green dashed line shows the upper bound (26)
and the blue dashed line shows the lower bound (33).

Therefore,

L×(λk + 1, ρ) =

k+1
∑

j=0

λj − λk − 1 =

k−1
∑

j=0

λj + λk+1 − 1

<

k−1
∑

j=0

(

λ0ρ
j + 1

)

+ λ0ρ
k+1 + 1− 1 = λ0

k−1
∑

j=0

ρj + k + λ0ρ
k+1

= λ0

ρk − 1

ρ− 1
+ k + λ0ρ

k+1. (28)

It follows from (27) that

λ0ρ
k < λk + 1 ⇔ ρk <

λk + 1

λ0

⇔ k <
ln ((λk + 1) /λ0)

ln (ρ)
. (29)

Inserting this into (28), then it follows for all k ≥ 0 that

L×(λk + 1, ρ) < λ0

λk+1
λ0

− 1

ρ− 1
+

ln ((λk + 1) /λ0)

ln (ρ)
+ λ0

λk + 1

λ0

ρ

=
λk + 1

ρ− 1
−

λ0

ρ− 1
+ (λk + 1)ρ+

ln ((λk + 1) /λ0)

ln (ρ)

= (λk + 1)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

−
λ0

ρ− 1
+

ln ((λk + 1) /λ0)

ln (ρ)
= L×

up(λk + 1, ρ). (30)

For λ̂ = λ0 it holds that

L×(λ0, ρ) = 0 < λ0ρ = L×

up(λ̂, ρ). (31)

In (15) it was shown that L×(λ̂, ρ) decreases between λk + 1 and λk+1. Because
(

ρ+ 1
ρ−1

)

> 0

for ρ > 1 it holds that L×

up increases with λ̂. Therefore,

L×(λ̂, ρ) < L×

up(λ̂, ρ) (32)

for all λ̂ ≥ λ0.

The upper bound (26) is represented by the green dashed line in Fig. 2.

Theorem 4. Let L×(λ̂, ρ) be the loss function (10) of the R×-RS with restart parameter ρ > 1
and λk = ⌈λ0ρ

k⌉. Let

L×

low

(

λ̂, ρ
)

:=
λ̂− 1− λ0

ρ− 1
. (33)

Then L×

low(λ̂, ρ) is a lower bound of L×(λ̂, ρ).
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Figure 3: Loss function (10) for R∗ depending on λ̂. Gray markers represent the numerical values
of the loss function, determined with Alg. 1. The green dashed line shows the upper bound (44)
and the blue dashed line shows the lower bound (54).

Proof. The number of required restarts at λ̂ = λk is k̂(λk) = k. Using λk ≥ λ0ρ
k from (27), then

L×(λk, ρ) =

k
∑

j=0

λj − λk =

k−1
∑

j=0

λj ≥

k−1
∑

j=0

λ0ρ
j = λ0

ρk − 1

ρ− 1
. (34)

With (27) it holds that

λ0ρ
k + 1 > λk ⇔ ρk >

λk − 1

λ0

. (35)

Inserting this into (34), then it follows that

L×(λk, ρ) > λ0

λk−1
λ0

− 1

ρ− 1
=

λk − 1− λ0

ρ− 1
. (36)

for all k ≥ 0. In (15) it was shown that L×(λ̂, ρ) decreases between λk−1 + 1 and λk. Therefore,

it follows for λk−1 + 1 ≤ λ̂ < λk by using (36)

L×(λ̂, ρ) > L× (λk, ρ) >
λk − 1− λ0

ρ− 1
>

λ̂− 1− λ0

ρ− 1
= L×

low(λ̂, ρ), (37)

which holds for all k ≥ 1. Because (36) includes the case λ0, it follows for all λ̂ ≥ λ0 that

L×(λ̂, ρ) > L×

low(λ̂, ρ). (38)

The lower bound (33) is represented by the blue dashed line in Fig. 2.

3.3 The Loss Function for the R∗-RS

The loss function of the R∗-RS is denoted as L∗(λ̂, ρ) and represented by the gray markers in
Fig. 3. In order to derive an upper bound for R∗, the following theorem is needed.

Theorem 5. For ρ > 1, k ∈ N and λk+1 = ⌈λkρ⌉ let

Fup(k) := λ0ρ+ k + (λk − λ0)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

, (39)

and

F(k) :=

k+1
∑

j=0

λj − λk − 1. (40)

Then it holds that Fup(k) > F(k).
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Proof. It holds for all k ≥ 0 that

λkρ+ 1 > λk+1 = ⌈λkρ⌉ ≥ λkρ > ⌈λkρ⌉ − 1. (41)

It follows for k = 0 that

Fup(0) = λ0ρ > ⌈λ0ρ⌉ − 1 = λ1 − 1 =

1
∑

j=0

λj − λ0 − 1 = F(0). (42)

Assume that the condition Fup(k) > F(k) holds for k, then it follows by induction

Fup(k + 1) = λ0ρ+ k + 1 + (λk+1 − λ0)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

= λ0ρ+ k + (λk − λ0)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

− λk

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

+ λk+1

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

+ 1

= Fup(k) + (λk+1 − λk)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

+ 1

> F(k) + (λk+1 − λk)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

+ 1

=
k+1
∑

j=0

λj − λk − 1 + (λk+1 − λk)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

+ 1

=

k+2
∑

j=0

λj − λk+1 − 1− λk+2 + λk+1 + 1− λk − 1 + (λk+1 − λk)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

+ 1

= F(k + 1)− λk+2 + λk+1 − λk + (λk+1 − λk)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

+ 1

= F(k + 1)− λk+2 + λk+1 − λk + λk+1ρ− λkρ+
λk+1 − λk

ρ− 1
+ 1

> F(k + 1)− λk+1ρ− 1 + λk+1 − λk + λk+1ρ− λkρ+
λk+1 − λk

ρ− 1
+ 1

≥ F(k + 1) + λkρ− λk − λkρ+
λkρ− λk

ρ− 1

= F(k + 1), (43)

where (41) was used for the last two inequalities.

Using this result it is possible to derive an upper bound for the loss function of the R∗-RS.

Corollary 1. Let L∗(λ̂, ρ) be the loss function (10) of the R∗-RS with restart parameter ρ > 1
and λk = ⌈λk−1ρ⌉ for k ≥ 1. Let

L∗

up(λ̂, ρ) := λ0ρ+
ln
(

λ̂/λ0

)

ln (ρ)
+
(

λ̂− λ0

)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

. (44)

Then L∗

up(λ̂, ρ) is an upper bound of L∗(λ̂, ρ).

Proof. Because λk = ⌈λk−1ρ⌉ = ⌈⌈λ0ρ⌉ . . . ρ⌉ ≥ λ0ρ
k it follows that

λk

λ0

≥ ρk ⇔
ln (λk/λ0)

ln (ρ)
≥ k. (45)
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Figure 4: Loss function (10) depending on λ̂. Markers represent the numerical values of the loss
function, determined with Alg. 1, black for the R∗-RS and gray for the R×-RS. The green line
in the middle and right plot shows the upper bound (44). The gray dashed line shows the lower
bound (54) of the R∗-RS and the blue dashed line shows the lower bound (33) of the R×-RS.

By using (45) and Theorem 5 it follows for λk + 1 ≤ λ̂ ≤ λk+1 and for all k ≥ 0 that

L∗

up(λ̂, ρ) = λ0ρ+
ln
(

λ̂/λ0

)

ln (ρ)
+
(

λ̂− λ0

)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

> λ0ρ+
ln (λk/λ0)

ln (ρ)
+ (λk − λ0)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

≥ λ0ρ+ k + (λk − λ0)

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

= Fup(k)

> F(k) = L∗(λk + 1, ρ) ≥ L∗(λ̂, ρ). (46)

The last inequality follows from (15), i.e., L∗(λ̂, ρ) decreases between λk + 1 and λk+1. Because
(46) holds for all k ≥ 0 and

L∗

up(λ0, ρ) = λ0ρ > 0 = L∗(λ0, ρ) (47)

it follows for all λ̂ ≥ λ0 that

L∗

up(λ̂, ρ) > L∗(λ̂, ρ). (48)

The upper bound (44) is represented in Fig. 3 by the green dashed line. In the left figure,
where λ0 and ρ are small, the differences between (44) and the upper corners of the loss function
are clearly visible. In the right figure for larger values of λ0 and ρ the upper bound (44) is only
slightly larger than the upper corners of the loss function.

In Fig. 4, the R∗-RS is compared with the R×-RS. The black markers represent the loss of
an R∗-RS, while the gray markers represent the loss of an R×-RS. The figure illustrates that the
loss functions of the two strategy types are nested within one another. By transforming the upper
bound of the R∗-RS (44), the upper bound of the R×-RS (26) is obtained, i.e., it holds that

L∗

up(λ̂, ρ) = L×

up(λ̂, ρ). The upper bound is illustrated by the green line in Fig. 4.
The next theorem provides a preparatory step for the calculation of a lower bound of R∗.

Theorem 6. For ρ > 1, k ∈ N \ {0} and λk+1 = ⌈λkρ⌉ let

Flow(k) :=
1

ρ− 1
(λk − λ0 − k) , (49)
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and

F(k) :=
k
∑

j=0

λj − λk. (50)

Then it holds that Flow(k) < F(k).

Proof. It holds for all k ≥ 0 that

λk+1 = ⌈λkρ⌉ < λkρ+ 1. (51)

It follows for k = 1

Flow(1) =
1

ρ− 1
(λ1 − λ0 − 1) <

1

ρ− 1
(λ0ρ− λ0) = λ0 =

1
∑

j=0

λj − λ1 = F(1). (52)

Assume that the condition Flow(k) < F(k) holds for k, then it follows by induction that

Flow(k + 1) =
1

ρ− 1
(λk+1 − λ0 − k − 1)

=
1

ρ− 1
(λk − λ0 − k) +

1

ρ− 1
(λk+1 − λk − 1)

= Flow(k) +
1

ρ− 1
(λk+1 − λk − 1)

< F(k) +
1

ρ− 1
(λk+1 − λk − 1)

=
k
∑

j=0

λj − λk +
1

ρ− 1
(λk+1 − λk − 1)

=

k+1
∑

j=0

λj − λk+1 − λk +
1

ρ− 1
(λk+1 − λk − 1)

= F(k + 1)− λk +
1

ρ− 1
(λk+1 − λk − 1)

< F(k + 1)− λk +
1

ρ− 1
(λkρ+ 1− λk − 1) = F(k + 1), (53)

where (51) was used for the last inequality.

Using Theorem 6, the lower bound of R∗ is given below.

Corollary 2. Let L∗(λ̂, ρ) be the loss function (10) of the R∗-RS with restart parameter ρ > 1
and λk = ⌈λk−1ρ⌉ for k ≥ 1. Let

L∗

low(λ̂, ρ) :=
1

ρ− 1



λ̂− λ0 −
ln
(

λ̂/λ0

)

ln (ρ)
− 1



 . (54)

Then L∗

low(λ̂, ρ) is a lower bound of L∗(λ̂, ρ).

Proof. It holds for λk−1 + 1 ≤ λ̂ ≤ λk and all k ≥ 1 that

L∗

low(λ̂, ρ) =
1

ρ− 1

(

λ̂− λ0 −
ln(λ̂/λ0)

ln (ρ)
− 1

)

<
1

ρ− 1

(

λk − λ0 −
ln (λk−1/λ0)

ln (ρ)
− 1

)

. (55)
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Figure 5: Left and middle plot: loss function (10) for R# depending on λ̂. Gray markers represent
the numerical values of the loss function, determined with Alg. 1. The green dashed line shows the
upper bound (58) and the blue dashed line shows the lower bound (67). Right plot: visualization
for Eqs. (60) and (68).

From (45) it follows that k− 1 ≤ ln (λk−1/λ0) / ln (ρ) for all k ≥ 1. Using this and Theorem 6, one

gets for λk−1 + 1 ≤ λ̂ ≤ λk and k ≥ 1 that

L∗

low(λ̂, ρ) <
1

ρ− 1
(λk − λ0 − (k − 1)− 1) = Flow(k) < F(k) = L∗(λk, ρ) ≤ L∗(λ̂, ρ). (56)

The last inequality follows from (15), i.e., L∗(λ̂, ρ) decreases between λk−1 +1 and λk. For λ̂ = λ0

it holds that L∗

low(λ0, ρ) = − 1
ρ−1

< 0 = L∗(λ0, ρ) and therefore it holds that

L∗

low(λ̂, ρ) < L∗(λ̂, ρ) (57)

for all λ̂ ≥ λ0.

The lower bound (54) is represented in Fig. 3 by the blue dashed line. In the left figure, where
λ0 and ρ are small, there are clear discrepancies between (54) and the lower corners of the loss
function. In the right figure for larger values of λ0 and ρ, the lower bound (54) is only slightly
smaller than the lower corners of the loss function.

In Fig. 4 the lower bound (54) of the R∗-RS is compared with the lower bound (33) of the
R×-RS. The lower bound (54) of L∗ is slightly smaller than the lower bound (33) of L× and is a
lower bound for both loss functions. The lower bound (33) of L× intersects L∗.

3.4 The Loss Function for the R#-RS

The loss function of the R#-RS is denoted as L#(λ̂, α) and represented by the gray markers in
Fig. 5.

Theorem 7. Let L#(λ̂, α) be the loss function (10) of the R#-RS with restart parameter α ≥ 1
and λk = ⌈λ0(k + 1)α⌉. Let

L#
up

(

λ̂, α
)

:=
λ0

α+ 1





α

√

λ̂− 1

λ0

+ 2





α+1

+
α

√

λ̂− 1

λ0

−
λ0

α+ 1
. (58)

Then L#
up(λ̂, α) is an upper bound of L#(λ̂, α).

Proof. The loss function jumps at λk +1 and the number of restarts is k̂(λk +1) = k+1. It holds
that

λ0(k + 1)α ≤ ⌈λ0(k + 1)α⌉ = λk < λ0(k + 1)α + 1. (59)
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For the calculations to come the following estimation comes in handy

k
∑

j=1

jα <

∫ k

0

(x+ 1)αdx =
(k + 1)α+1

α+ 1
−

1

α+ 1
(60)

as visualized in the right plot of Fig. 5. Therefore, it holds for all k ≥ 0 that

L#(λk + 1, α) =

k+1
∑

j=0

λj − λk − 1 =

k+1
∑

j=0

⌈λ0(j + 1)α⌉ − λk − 1

<

k+1
∑

j=0

(λ0(j + 1)α + 1)− λ0(k + 1)α − 1 = λ0

k+1
∑

j=0

(j + 1)α + k + 2− λ0(k + 1)α − 1

= λ0

k+2
∑

i=1

iα + k + 1− λ0(k + 1)α

< λ0

(k + 3)α+1

α+ 1
−

λ0

α+ 1
+ k + 1− λ0(k + 1)α. (61)

It follows from (59) that for λk > λ0

(k + 1)α ≤
λk

λ0

⇔ k ≤ α

√

λk

λ0

− 1 (62)

(k + 1)α >
λk − 1

λ0

⇔ k > α

√

λk − 1

λ0

− 1. (63)

Inserting this into (61), then it follows for k ≥ 0 and λk ≥ 1

L#(λk + 1, α) <
λ0

α+ 1

(

α

√

λk

λ0

+ 2

)α+1

−
λ0

α+ 1
+ α

√

λk

λ0

− λ0

λk − 1

λ0

=
λ0

α+ 1

(

α

√

λk

λ0

+ 2

)α+1

+ α

√

λk

λ0

−
λ0

α+ 1
− λk + 1

≤
λ0

α+ 1

(

α

√

λk

λ0

+ 2

)α+1

+ α

√

λk

λ0

−
λ0

α+ 1
− 0 = L#

up(λk + 1, α). (64)

For λ̂ = λ0 it holds that

L#
up(λ0, α) =

λ0

α+ 1

(

α

√

λ0 − 1

λ0

+ 2

)α+1

+ α

√

λ0 − 1

λ0

−
λ0

α+ 1

=
λ0

α+ 1





(

α

√

λ0 − 1

λ0

+ 2

)α+1

− 1



+ α

√

λ0 − 1

λ0

≥
λ0

α+ 1

(

2α+1 − 1
)

+ α

√

λ0 − 1

λ0

> 0 = L#(λ0, α). (65)

In (15) it was shown that L#(λ̂, α) decreases between λk+1 and λk+1. Because L
#
up is an increasing

function of λ̂ it holds for all λ̂ ≥ λ0 that

L#
up(λ̂, α) > L#(λ̂, α). (66)

The upper bound (58) is represented by the green dashed line in the left and middle plot of Fig. 5.
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Theorem 8. Let L#(λ̂, α) be the loss function (10) of the R#-RS with restart parameter α ≥ 1
and λk = ⌈λ0(k + 1)α⌉. Let

L#

low

(

λ̂, α
)

:=











λ0

α+1

(

α

√

λ̂−1
λ0

− 1

)α+1

for λ̂ > λ0

0 for λ̂ = λ0

. (67)

Then L#

low(λ̂, α) is a lower bound of L#(λ̂, α).

Proof. It holds that

k
∑

j=1

jα >

∫ k

0

xαdx =
kα+1

α+ 1
(68)

as visualized in the right plot of Fig. 5. It follows with (59) and (63)

L#(λk, α) =

k
∑

j=0

λj − λk =

k−1
∑

j=0

λj =

k−1
∑

j=0

⌈λ0(j + 1)α⌉ ≥ λ0

k−1
∑

j=0

(j + 1)α = λ0

k
∑

i=1

iα

> λ0

kα+1

α+ 1
>

λ0

α+ 1

(

α

√

λk − 1

λ0

− 1

)α+1

= L#

low(λk, α) (69)

for all k ≥ 14. In (15) it was shown that L#(λ̂, α) decreases between λk−1 + 1 and λk. Therefore,

it follows for λk−1 + 1 ≤ λ̂ < λk by using (69) that

L#(λ̂, α) > L#(λk, α) >
λ0

α+ 1

(

α

√

λk − 1

λ0

− 1

)α+1

>
λ0

α+ 1





α

√

λ̂− 1

λ0

− 1





α+1

= L#

low(λ̂, α)

(70)

which holds for all k ≥ 1. Because L#(λ0, α) = 0 = L#

low
(λ0, α) it holds for all λ̂ ≥ λ0 that

L#(λ̂, α) ≥ L#

low(λ̂, α). (71)

The lower bound (67) is represented by the blue dashed line in the left and middle plot of
Fig. 5. The figure shows that (58) and (67) provide only very rough bounds. The reason for this is
that the estimates (60) and (68) give much larger or smaller values. Nevertheless, the subsequent
section will demonstrate that the R#-RS fails to satisfy a fundamental criterion of optimality.
Consequently, there is no necessity for a more precise estimation of the power sums in (60) and
(68).

4 The Relative Loss Function

For a fixed value of the restart parameter, the loss is unbounded for λ̂ and tends to infinity. This
holds for all strategy types, as evidenced by Figs. 1, 2, 3, and 5, presented in the previous section.
To further characterize the restart effort, it is useful to introduce the relative loss. It measures the
loss w.r.t. the minimal λ = λ̂ needed to complete the algorithm successfully. The relative loss is
defined by 5

ℓ(λ̂, ρ) :=
L(λ̂, ρ)

λ̂
. (72)

4In the case of λ̂ = λ0, the power term in (69) may be imaginary.
5ρ is used as a substitute to show the dependence of the restart parameter. It can be replaced by ν and α,

respectively.
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If ℓup(λ̂, ρ) is an upper bound of the relative loss function, the value

ℓup(ρ) := lim
λ̂→∞

ℓup

(

λ̂, ρ
)

(73)

is called the asymptotic upper bound of the relative loss function. The question to be addressed here
is whether a finite asymptotic upper bound exists for a given strategy type. If a finite asymptotic
upper bound ℓup(ρ) exists for a given restart parameter then the RS is termed to be bounded.
Conversely, if no finite upper bound exists, the strategy is called unbounded.

The magnitude of the loss depends strongly on the restart parameters. It can therefore be
assumed that the asymptotic upper bound also depends on the choice of the restart parameter.
In the case of a bounded RS, it is possible to search for the optimal restart parameter, that is,
the one which yields the minimal asymptotic upper bound. A bounded RS is referred to as an
asymptotically optimal RS if there exists an restart parameter for which the asymptotic upper
bound is minimal. This value is called the optimal choice for the restart parameter, which is
independent of λ̂. The optimal choice of the restart parameter is also denoted with ρ̂.

Similarly, one can define an asymptotic lower bound and an optimal choice of the restart pa-
rameter with respect to the lower bound. If there exist an infinite asymptotic lower bound, the RS
is called strictly unbounded. It is evident that strict unboundedness sufficiently implies unbound-
edness. Nevertheless, the converse is not necessarily true.

4.1 Relative Loss Function and Optimal ν of the R+-RS

Assuming that λ̂ is known, then the loss functions are functions that depend on the restart pa-
rameter. The left plot of Fig. 6 represents this for the R+-RS. The blue line represents the lower
bound (22) and the green line represents the upper bound (16). The question is whether there is
an optimal choice for ν that minimizes the loss. The derivative of the lower bound (22) is

d

dν
L+
low(ν) = −

(λ̂+ λ0)(λ̂− λ0)

2ν2
, (74)

which is non-zero for all ν and for λ̂ > λ0. There is no optimal value of ν that minimizes the lower
bound of the R+ loss function. This is also visible in the left plot of Fig. 6. The derivative of the
upper bound (16) is

d

dν
L+
up(ν) = −

(λ̂− λ0 − 1)(λ̂+ λ0 − 1)

2ν2
+ 1 = −

λ̂2 − 2λ̂− λ2
0 + 1

2ν2
+ 1 = −

(λ̂− 1)2 − λ2
0

2ν2
+ 1.

(75)

Setting the derivative to zero yields

ν̂ =

√

1

2
((λ̂− 1)2 − λ2

0), (76)

which minimizes the upper bound of the loss function. This is evident in the left plot of Fig. 6,
where the minimum of the upper bound occurs at ν ≈ 70. It is important to note that the value
of ν̂ (76) strongly depends on λ̂, which is generally unknown. As a result, there does not exist

an optimal ν̂ independent of the unknown λ̂. Therefore, R+ cannot be an asymptotically optimal
restart strategy. Moreover, R+ is strictly unbounded, which is shown in the following theorem.

Theorem 9. Let

ℓ+(λ̂, ν) :=
L+(λ̂, ν)

λ̂
(77)

be the relative loss function (72) for the R+-RS. Then ℓ+(λ̂, ν) is strictly unbounded for all ν ∈
N \ {0}.
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Figure 6: Left plot: lower bound (22) and upper bound (16) of the R+ loss function depending on

ν for λ0 = 2 and λ̂ = 100. Right plot: markers show the relative loss function (77) for λ0 = 2 and
solid lines represent the corresponding lower bound (79).

Proof. In Theorem (2) it was demonstrated that

L+
low

(

λ̂, ν
)

=
1

2

(

λ̂− λ0

)

(

λ̂+ λ0

ν
− 1

)

. (78)

is a lower bound of the loss function of the R+-RS. This implies that

ℓ+low

(

λ̂, ν
)

:=
L+
low

(

λ̂, ν
)

λ̂
=

1

2

(

1−
λ0

λ̂

)

(

λ̂+ λ0

ν
− 1

)

=
λ̂+ λ0

2ν
−

(

λ̂+ λ0

)

λ0

2λ̂ν
−

1

2
+

λ0

2λ̂

(79)

is a lower bound of the relative loss function (77). For λ̂ → ∞ the first expression of (79) tends
to infinity. The remaining expressions are finite. Therefore, an infinite asymptotic lower bound
exists.

The relative loss (77) is illustrated in the right plot of Fig. 6 for varying values of ν. It can

be seen that for a fixed ν the relative loss exhibits a linear trend with λ̂ and approaches infinity.
Furthermore, for large λ̂ values the relative loss increases for smaller ν values. The solid lines in
the right plot of Fig. 6 show the lower bound (79) of the relative loss function.

4.2 Relative Loss and Optimal ρ of the Multiplicative Strategy Types

The relative loss (72) of the R×-RS is given by

ℓ×
(

λ̂, ρ
)

=
L×

(

λ̂, ρ
)

λ̂
. (80)

Figure 7 shows (80) depending on λ̂. In contrast to the R+-RS (see the right plot of Fig. 6) the
relative loss exhibits an upper bound. In order to derive the upper bound for the relative loss,
start with the upper bound of the loss function (26) and divide it by λ̂, i.e.,

ℓ×up

(

λ̂, ρ
)

:=
L×

up

(

λ̂, ρ
)

λ̂
=

1

λ̂



λ̂

(

ρ+
1

ρ− 1

)

−
λ0

ρ− 1
+

ln
(

λ̂/λ0

)

ln (ρ)





= ρ+
1

ρ− 1
−

λ0

λ̂(ρ− 1)
+

ln
(

λ̂/λ0

)

λ̂ ln (ρ)
. (81)
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Figure 7: Markers with dashed lines: relative loss function (80) of the R×-RS depending on λ̂.
Values were determined numerically with Alg. 1. Solid lines: upper bound of the relative loss
function (81).

The corresponding asymptotic upper bound is

ℓ
×

up(ρ) = lim
λ̂→∞

ℓ×up

(

λ̂, ρ
)

= ρ+
1

ρ− 1
. (82)

It can be seen that this expression is finite for all ρ > 1. It can thus be concluded that the R×-RS
is bounded. The upper bound (81) is illustrated in Fig. 7 by the solid lines. It can be observed

that for sufficient large λ̂, the upper bound provides a satisfactory approximation of the upper
corners of the relative loss function.

The left plot of Fig. 7 shows that the maximum relative loss increases with smaller ρ, while
the middle plot shows that the maximum relative loss increases with larger ρ. Therefore, it can
be assumed that there is a value of ρ where the maximal relative loss is minimal. In both figures,
the smallest relative loss occurs at about ρ = 2. For sufficiently large λ̂, these observations are
independent of λ0. This can be seen in the right plot of Fig. 7, which shows the loss functions for
λ0 = 10. The maximum values of the asymptotic behavior are identical to those for λ0 = 2. These
observations are confirmed by the following theorem:

Theorem 10. The R×-RS is an asymptotic optimal RS with ρ̂ = 2. Furthermore, it holds for the

asymptotic upper bound (82) that ℓ
×

up (ρ̂) = 3.

Proof. Setting the derivative of the asymptotic upper bound (82) to zero yields

d

dρ
ℓ
×

up(ρ) = 1−
1

(ρ− 1)2
=

ρ2 − 2ρ

(ρ− 1)2
= 0 ⇔ 2ρ = ρ2 ⇔ ρ = 2, (83)

thus indicating that the optimal restart parameter is ρ̂ = 2. Inserting this into the asymptotic
upper bound (81), it follows that

ℓ
×

up(ρ̂) = 2 +
1

2− 1
= 3. (84)

Figure 7 illustrates that the asymptotic lower bound of the relative loss function is not minimal
for ρ = 2. Instead, it is a monotonously decreasing function. The lower bound (33) implies that

ℓ
×

low (ρ) = lim
λ̂→∞

L×

low

(

λ̂, ρ
)

λ̂
= lim

λ̂→∞

λ̂− λ0 − 1

λ̂ (ρ− 1)
=

1

ρ− 1
. (85)

is an asymptotic lower bound of the relative loss function of the R×-RS. This expression is min-
imized when ρ → ∞. Therefore, an asymptotic lower bound exist for all ρ, but there is not an
optimal choice of ρ w.r.t. the lower bound.
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Figure 8: Markers with dashed lines: relative loss function (86) of the R∗-RS depending on λ̂.
Values were determined numerically with Alg. 1. Solid lines: upper bound of the relative loss
function.

The relative loss of the R∗-RS is given by

ℓ∗
(

λ̂, ρ
)

=
L∗

(

λ̂, ρ
)

λ̂
(86)

and is represented by the markers with dashed lines in Fig. 8. It is evident that for integer values
of ρ, the relative loss curves are identical to those of Fig. 7. However, even for decimal numbers,
the differences between the relative loss of the R×-RS and the R∗-RS are only barely visible. This
behavior is as expected, as demonstrated in Section 3, where it was shown that the upper bound
(44) of the R∗-RS is identical to that of the R×-RS. It can thus be concluded that the upper bound
of the relative loss function and the asymptotic upper bounds are identical, i.e.,

ℓ
∗

up(ρ) = ρ+
1

ρ− 1
(87)

is an asymptotic upper bound of the R∗-RS. In consequence, Theorem 10 holds also for the R∗-RS.

Theorem 11. The R∗-RS is an asymptotic optimal RS with ρ̂ = 2. Furthermore, it holds for the
asymptotic upper bound (87) that ℓ

∗

up (ρ̂) = 3.

Proof. Identical to the proof of Theorem 10.

The lower bounds of the two strategy types, however, are slightly different. By using (54) the
asymptotic lower bound is

ℓ
∗

low (ρ) = lim
λ̂→∞

L∗

low

(

λ̂, ρ
)

λ̂
= lim

λ̂→∞

1

ρ− 1

1

λ̂



λ̂− λ0 −
ln
(

λ̂/λ0

)

ln (ρ)
− 1



 =
1

ρ− 1
. (88)

Hence, the asymptotic lower bounds of the R∗-RS and the R×-RS are identical. Also for the
R∗-RS, there is no optimal choice of ρ w.r.t. the lower bound.

4.3 Relative Loss of the R#-RS

The relative loss of the R#-RS is defined by

ℓ#
(

λ̂, α
)

:=
L#
(

λ̂, α
)

λ̂
, (89)

and is represented in Fig. 9 for different values of α and λ0. For sufficiently large λ̂, the relative
loss is observed to be smaller for larger values of α and for larger values of λ0. It can be observed
that for a fixed α, the relative loss tends to infinity with λ̂. This leads to the hypothesis that R#

is a strictly unbounded RS.
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Figure 9: Markers with dashed lines: relative loss function (89) of the R#-RS depending on λ̂.
Values were determined numerically with Alg. 1. Solid lines: lower bound of the relative loss
function (90).

Theorem 12. The R# is a strictly unbounded strategy type.

Proof. By using the lower bound (67) of the loss function, it follows that

ℓ#low

(

λ̂, α
)

=
L#

low

(

λ̂, α
)

λ̂
=

1

λ̂

λ0

α+ 1





α

√

λ̂− 1

λ0

− 1





α+1

=
1

λ̂

λ0

α+ 1





α

√

λ̂− 1

λ0

α

√

λ̂−1
λ0

− 1

α

√

λ̂−1
λ0





α+1

=
λ0

α+ 1

1

λ̂

α

√

λ̂− 1

λ0

α+1
(

1− α

√

λ0

λ̂− 1

)α+1

(90)

is a lower bound of the relative loss function (89) for λ̂ > λ0. For λ̂ → ∞ the expression within
the parentheses approaches 1, while the first terms diverges. Consequently, the asymptotic lower
bound is infinite indicating that R# is a strictly unbounded RS.

The solid lines in Fig. 9 illustrate the lower bound (90) of the relative loss function.

5 Conclusion and Outlook

This work examined restart strategies (RS) for algorithms that rely on an algorithmic parameter,
denoted with λ, to achieve success. The optimal choice of this algorithmic parameter for each
restart is a question that has not been investigated so far. To estimate and compare different
restart strategies, the set of all restart strategies was divided into parameter-dependent subsets,
which were designated as strategy types. The objective was to evaluate the impact of varying
restart strategies and to estimate the influence of the restart parameter. For this purpose, the loss
function was introduced, which measures the number of function evaluations of an RS compared
to the number of function evaluations of the optimal strategy. Due to the complexity of the loss
function, upper and lower bounds of the loss function were derived for each strategy type under
consideration. These bounds have been expressed as a function of the optimal λ and the restart
parameter.

To further examine the restart effort, the relative loss has been introduced as a measure of the
loss relative to the optimal λ. One requisite for an appropriate RS is that there exists a finite
upper bound for the relative loss function. Strategy types that satisfy this criterion are called
bounded. For strategy types whose relative loss functions are upper bounded, it is possible to
minimize the upper bound according to the parameter of the strategy type. The analyses in this
paper have shown that the strategy types R+ and R# are not well-suited as restart strategies. In
the case of the strategy type R+, where the same amount ν is added after each restart, it has been
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demonstrated that the relative loss function is unbounded. This is also the case for R#. For this
strategy type the parameters are determined according to a power law. This does, however, not
exclude that there are problem instances where these strategies might excel.

In the case of the multiplicative strategy type R∗-RS, where the algorithmic parameter is
multiplied by an restart parameter ρ for each restart, it was demonstrated that the relative loss
function is bounded. In examining this strategy type, it was demonstrated that there exists an
optimal choice of ρ, which minimizes the asymptotic upper bound of the relative loss function.
This value was found to be ρ̂ = 2. It is independent of the start value λ0. Furthermore, it was
shown that there is no value of ρ that minimizes the asymptotic lower bound of the relative loss
function.

The same results can be derived for the R×-RS, which is also a multiplicative strategy type. In
contrast to the R∗-RS, where the values of λk are the sum of the previous rounded values, for the
R×-RS the values for λk are rounded up only once at the end. Using ρ = ρ̂, the maximum relative
loss w.r.t. λ̂ is 3. This result is remarkable indicating that even in the worst case the performance
of the strategies degrades by only a (constant) factor of three.

In this work, the worst case scenario has been investigated. Alternatively, some kind of amor-
tized analysis seems to be possible, i.e., the average relative loss can also be considered. The restart
parameter that minimizes the average relative loss must be necessarily larger than ρ̂. This is a
topic that is currently under investigation.

While it has been demonstrated in this paper that the multiplicative strategy types are prefer-
able to the other strategy types under consideration it is currently unclear whether there exist
other strategy types whose relative loss is bounded as it is the case for the multiplicative strategy
types. This is a topic for future research.
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