









	
 Home

	 Add Document
	 Sign In
	 Create An Account














[image: PDFKUL.COM]






































	
 Viewer

	
 Transcript













Cooperative Coevolution and Univariate Estimation of Distribution Algorithms [Extended Abstract] By Anonymous



Abstract In this paper, we discuss a curious relationship between Cooperative Coevolutionary Algorithms (CCEAs) and Univariate EDAs. Inspired by the theory of CCEAs, we also present a new EDA with theoretical convergence guarantees, and some preliminary experimental results in comparison with existing Univariate EDAs.
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Introduction



Over the last decade, the field of estimation of distribution algorithms (EDAs) has led to variety of interesting models and tools which have several advantages over their related traditional evolutionary algorithms (EAs). In particular, EDAs possess a unique flexibility to efficiently represent interactions between variables in higher-order problems. ...
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Cooperative Coevolution



Coevolutionary algorithms generally assign fitness to an individual not based on an absolute measure but rather on the interaction of that individual with other individuals in the evolutionary system. The hallmark of a coevolutionary algorithm is that the relative order of any two individuals may change depending on the presence of other individuals in the system. The most common coevolutionary frameworks are one-population competitive, two-population competitive, and n-population cooperative arrangements. In the one-population competitive coevolutionary algorithm, individuals in a single population are assessed by pitting them against other individuals in the same population, often in a game (for example, evolving checker players [3]). In the two-population competitive arrangement, individuals from one population are pitted against individuals against an opposing population. Here, typically only one population contains solutions of interest to the experimenter; the second population serves as a foil to push the first population towards robust solutions (for example, a sorting networks versus sorting problems [5]). In this paper, we focus on n-population cooperative arrangements, popularly known as Cooperative Coevolutionary Algorithms (CCEAs) [16, 17]. In CCEAs, the solution space is broken into some n subsolution spaces, and each subsolution space is assigned a population. An individual is assessed by grouping it with individuals from the other populations to form a complete solution; the quality of this solution is then incorporated into the individual’s fitness. 1



Cooperative coevolutionary algorithms can be either generational or (less commonly) steadystate, and often take one of two forms: serial versus parallel algorithms. In a serial algorithm, each population is evaluated and updated in turn, round-robin. In the parallel algorithm, all of the populations are evaluated before any of them is bred. Here we show the two generational versions of these algorithms: loop for each population p ∈ P do for each individual i ∈ p do Evaluate(i, p, P ) Breed whole population p



(Algorithm 1. Serial Generational CCEA)



loop for each population p ∈ P do for each individual i ∈ p do Evaluate(i, p, P ) for each population p ∈ P do Breed whole population p



(Algorithm 2. Parallel Generational CCEA)



Much of cooperative coevolutionary research has focused on the specifics of the Evaluate(i, p, P ) function. Choice of evaluation procedure in CCEAs is known to lead to a variety of pathologies. Certain of these have been studied at length using a theoretical model for CCEAs which, while somewhat different from actual CCEAs, provides insight into their dynamics. We discuss this model next.



3



The Evolutionary Game Theory Infinite Population Model



Analyses of cooperative (and other) coevolution will often make use of an infinite population formulation derived from evolutionary game theory (EGT). This formulation usually assumes that each population has a (typically) finite set of genotypes, and that all populations have an infinite number of individuals. Much EGT work in cooperative coevolution has focused on two populations; therefore, we will focus on the two-population case in this section. The first population is represented by a vector x where xi indicates the proportion of genotype i in the population. Likewise, the second population is represented by the vector y. We also assume there exists a matrix A whose elements aij represent the reward when genotypes i (from the first population) and j (from the second population) are combined to form a joint solution. One common EGT model [21] breaks the evolutionary process into two parts. First, the fitness of each individual is assessed. We will use the vector u to represent the fitness of the genotypes in the first population so that each genotype i has fitness ui . Likewise, we will use w for the second population. Wiegand defined the fitness of a genotype as the average reward received when pairing it with every member of the other population. That is, at time t: X X (t) (t) (t) (t) ui = aij yj wj = aij xi (1) j



i



Second, we then update the genotype proportions for the next generation (time t + 1) using a
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formulation that simulates fitness-proportional selection: ! (t) ui (t+1) (t) (t+1) (t) yj = yj xi = xi P (t) k xk uk
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Wiegand discovered that this “complete mixing” model could converge towards local suboptima surrounding Nash Equilibria in the joint space: if a suboptima basin were large and broad, the system would collect at its peak rather than at another tall but narrow peak centered at a global optimum. This was largely because the fitness procedure averaged the performance of an individual over all individuals in the corresponding population, without regard to how good a collaborator those individuals were. That is, the fittest individuals tended to be jacks-of-all-trades, doing reasonably well with the average collaborator, rather those which performed optimally when paired with the optimal collaborator (but perhaps poorly on average). Wiegand termed this pathology relative overgeneralization. Later research has shown that the system will converge if we change the fitness assessment procedure. The intuitive solution is to base the fitness of individuals in a population not on average collaboration but rather on the maximum performance over all collaborations. Following Panait [11] we might change Equation 1 to: (t)
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Panait provided a proof of convergence to the optimum [11] using this in combination with tournament selection rather than fitness-proportional selection, assuming that the optimum is unique. Panait’s derivation of tournament selection (of tournament size H) transformed Equation 2 to:  (t) H
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This curious equation is a result of order statistics. In each subequation there are two terms raised to H each. These compute the probability that, of a tournament of size H, the winners (there may be ties) will include a genotype whose fitness is the same as genotype i. The first term gives the probability that all H tournament entrants will have a fitness less than or equal to i’s fitness, and the second term gives the probability that all will have a fitness less than that of i. The remaining elements in each subequation compute the probability that the first such winner is in fact i, as opposed to other fitness-equivalent genotypes. So far, these theoretical models are fairly divorced from real-world CCEAs: the population is infinite; there is no breeding, only selection; and the evaluation procedure involves scanning across all possible collaborators. But this situation can be improved somewhat. Panait, TuylsThuyles, and Luke [13] have provided a weakened convergence proof for when the evaluation procedure for a genotype is to take its maximum performance when paired N times with randomly chosen collaborators, and and using tournament selection (Equation 4), both common practice in real 3



CCEAs. The proof shows that for any probability  there exists a size N which is guaranteed to achieve convergence within . The maximum-of-N evaluation procedure, which replaces Equations 1 or 3, is:
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Note the similarity to Equation 4. This equation is again a result from order statistics due to use (t) of “max”. In the first subequation, for example, the fractional term and the yj together indicate the probability that a given pairing hi, ji will provide the highest reward for a given individual i out of N such pairings. This is then multiplied by the reward aij and summed to compute the expected maximum reward for i when doing N pairings. How large should N be? In a real scenario, N is effectively bounded by the size of the collaborating population(s). But even this upper bound is problematic: large values of N are more accurate and more likely to converge rapidly to the optimum; but may require more total number of evaluations than is realistic given the evaluation budget. Thus recent work [2, 12] has focused on reducing the total number of evaluations by identifying an archive of individuals from the collaborating population(s) which provide as good an assessment as testing with entire collaborating population would provide. As it turns out, this archive size can be very small, resulting in a significant reduction in evaluations.
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Univariate Estimation of Distribution Algorithms



Estimation of Distribution Algorithms (EDAs) replace the evolutionary computation population with a statistical distribution of an infinite population. Most such algorithms iteratively generate samples (individuals) from the distribution, test those samples, and then update the distribution so that high-fitness samples are generated more often in the future and low-fitness samples are generated less often in the future. An important design decision for EDAs is to select a representation for the probability distribution. An obvious problem is that the distribution of an infinite population, over the entire solution space, is of high dimensionality and complexity. Early on, one common approach was to break the joint distribution into separate distributions per-allele. That is, we assume an individual consists of a set of alleles, and for each allele, we maintain a distribution of probabilities of the gene settings for that allele. In the simplest case, if the individual is a boolean vector, then each allele distribution could be represented by a single number [0, 1] indicating the probability of choosing a 1 instead of a 0. If the individual is a vector of floating-point numbers, each allele may possibly be represented as a gaussian distribution over the range of possible values. Common Univariate EDAs include the Univariate Marginal Distribution Algorithm (UMDA) [7], the Compact Genetic Algorithm (CGA) [18], and Population-Based Incremental Learning (PBIL) [1]. To illustrate, here is the pseudocode for PBIL, a simple but effective univariate EDA: 4



loop (Algorithm 3. PBIL) for q from 1 to Q do Create an individual iq by choosing a gene at random under each allele distribution. Evaluate(iq ) Select the best R individuals from among the various i1 ...iq for each allele distribution a do Change the distribution to reflect the distribution of genes for that allele among the R best individuals By pushing the joint distribution into individual marginal distributions, univariate EDAs discard information that is normally available to a more traditional evolutionary algorithm. Such information is important to solve non-separable problems. In univariate EDAs, each distribution is being updated based solely on its performance, without consideration of the particular other distributions with which it is being conjoined. Non-separable problems require such consideration, as their fitness is based on the nonlinear combination of various elements. Recognizing this weakness, EDA designers have attempted to create richer distributions involving more relationships among the alleles. Perhaps best known are variations of the Bayesian Optimization Algorithm (BOA) [15, 14], which attempt to use a bayesian network to model the entire joint space in a sparse manner. Despite these difficulties, there has been some theoretical work on convergence properties in univariate EDAs. UMDA has been shown to converge to the optimum for separable problems [9], and for non-separable problems when augmented with a simulated-annealing-like Boltzman selection [8, 10]. A theoretical infinite-population version of UMDA has also been shown to converge to the optimum [22, 23]. Rastegar and Hariri have shown convergence to local optima for PBIL [20] and CGA [19].
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EDAs and the EGT Infinite Population Model of CCEAs



CCEAs do not operate over a joint population but rather over a set of marginal populations, each responsible for some portion of the joint solution. In the EGT infinite population model of CCEAs, these marginal populations are infinite in size – that is, they are distributions rather than samples. We wish to point out here that, crucially, univariate EDAs do exactly the same thing. We are not used to viewing EDAs’ marginal distributions as “infinite populations” in the CCEA sense, but that is precisely what they are. The EGT framework that is used in CCEA theory is not just an equivalent model for theoretical univariate EDAs, it is a univariate EDA. This implies that univariate EDAs and “real” (as opposed to EGT) CCEAs are cousin algorithms. There are only two significant differences between them. First, CCEAs represent their marginal distributions with samples (the individuals), whereas EDAs commonly represent their marginal distributions with tables, histograms, or parameterized distributions (such as gaussians). And second, because they have actual samples in their marginal distributions, CCEAs employ EC-style breeding operators to update those samples. This is similar to the cousin-relationship between EC algorithms and EDAsThis is in the same sense as EC algorithms being cousins with EDAs consisting of one joint distribution over the whole space. This connection between the two techniques may permit some cross-pollination. For example, the CCEA community has expended considerable energy to understand exactly why CCEA models exhibit pathologies: this work may prove fruitful in explaining similar issues in EDAs. Likewise, 5



the EDA community has generated efficient algorithms which may improve on existing CCEA approaches, and may transfer theory as well. The EDA community has also moved from univariate to bivariate and bayesian network representations of the joint distribution: perhaps these might inform CCEAs as well.



5.1



A Proof and an Algorithm



In Section 3 we discussed a proof of an -bounds on convergence to the optimum in a two-population EGT CCEA using the maximum-of-N -collaborators evaluation procedure (Equation 3) in combination with tournament selection (Equation 4). As a first example of the potential for crosspollination, we have extended this two-population proof to the M -population case. We include the theorem and its proof in Section 7. This theorem suggests a new EDA algorithm, derived directly from the parallel generational CCEA algorithm (Algorithm 2), with optimal convergence properties as shown in the theorem. The algorithm is not particularly efficient: for each allele, we construct and test multiple individuals to assess that allele, but do not reuse their results to inform other allele distributions. As a result, in its proven form, it would be expected to require many more evaluations per round than PBIL, CGA, and UMDA — but we offer it here as an example of just how close CCEAs and univariate EDAs are. The algorithm is: loop (Algorithm 4. CMLA) for each allele distribution a do for each gene value g ∈ a do for N times do Construct an individual i using allele a fixed to g, and with other genes selected at random under the remaining allele distributions. Evaluate(i) for each allele distribution a do Change the distribution to reflect performing tournament selection of size H over the genes in a (using Equation 4).



5.2



Comparison and Results



This section presents some of the simulation results for CMLA in terms of both fitness evaluations and generations. All experiments were averaged over 50 runs and utilize a tournament size of H = 2. From the theorem in Section 7, we expect that the probability of convergence to the global optimum for the EGT model increases with the number of collaborators. We expect to see a similar effect as we increase the number of collaborators in the CMLA. Figure 1 plots the convergence trajectory of CMLA with 1, 4, and 16 collaborators on MaxOnes, a well known linear function with the following definition: Definition 1. MaxOnes: {0, 1}n → R is defined as: MaxOnes(x) =



n X i



6



xi



(6)



In figure 1, observe that the solution quality increases as N increases. However, in Section 5.1 we have noted that CMLA may be very inefficient as we construct many individuals and evaluate them for each allele, but do not reuse the results to inform the distributions for the other alleles. To illustrate this heavy cost of evaluations, Figure 2 contains exactly the same same set of experiments as those in Figure 1, plotted against the number of evaluations instead of the number of generations. 100
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Figure 1: Best-so-far fitness versus generations for N collaborators on a 100-bit MaxOnes problem where N = 1, N = 4, and N = 16. Bars show 95% confidence intervals. The wastefulness of CMLA in terms of evaluations is bad news in practice, since we have found that CMLA quickly gets trapped in local optima on some problems when the number of collaborators is insufficient. Figure 4 shows a comparison between PBIL and CMLA (N = 8) on the well-known LeadingOnesBlocks problem [6]. The LeadingOnesBlocks problem counts the number of leading blocks of size b in x that have all bits set to 1. It has the following definition: Definition 2. For n ∈ B and b ∈ {1, ..., n} so that n/b ∈ N, LeadingOnesBlocksb : {0, 1}n → R is defined as: LeadingOnesBlocksb (x) =



n/b b·i X Y



xj



(7)
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In figures 4 and 3, CMLA clearly does not converge to the optimum fitness. Rather than radically increase the number of samples in CMLA to achieve an optimal solution quality, we chose instead to apply a probability update rule that is similar to the probability update rule that is used in PBIL. This probability update rule mixes the probability values of for time t with the newly computed probability values for time t + 1 according to a learning rate [1]. Figures 6 and 5 show 7
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Figure 2: Best-so-far fitness versus evaluations for N collaborators on a 100-bit MaxOnes problem where N = 1, N = 4, and N = 16. Bars show 95% confidence intervals, and vertical dotted lines show the evaluation budgets. A comparison of this figure to Figure 1 illustrates the heavy cost of adding more collaborators. While the solution quality increases modestly as also shown in Figure 1, the number of evaluations required per generation also increases significantly.
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the results after applying a learning rate of α = 0.05 to CMLA for N = 8. Using a smaller learning rate in this manner helps CMLA to achieve the optimal solution. However, as the figures indicate, CMLA is still wasteful in terms of the number of evaluations. Furthermore, while this result is interesting, the use of this update rule deviates somewhat from the formulation we have proven in Section 7 to have optimal convergence guarantees. 20
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PBIL: 100 samples, selection size=10 CMLA: N=8, alpha=1
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Figure 3: Best-so-far trajectory versus generations for LeadingOnesBlocks problem, 100 bits, 5-bit blocks (so that the ideal fitness is 20). For CMLA, α = 1. Bars show 95% confidence intervals. PBIL is compared to CMLA with N = 8 collaborators.
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Conclusion



A conclusion!
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Proofs



As discussed in Section 3, it has been shown that a two-population cooperative coevolutionary EGT model, with tournament selection, and with maximum-of-M -collaborations fitness assessment, will converge to the optimum within some  probability given a sufficiently large value of M . This model is the one described by Equations 5 and 4. The theorem here extends this convergence proof to the N -population cooperative coevolutionary EGT model. Notation We use (Xi ) to denote the space of genotypes of the i-th population (for simplicity, we have Xi = {1, 2, 3, ..., ni } where ni is the number of genotypes for the i-th population. We further 9
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PBIL: 100 samples, selection size=10 CMLA: N=8, alpha=1
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Figure 4: Best-so-far trajectory versus evaluations for LeadingOnesBlocks problem, 100 bits, 5-bit blocks (so that the ideal fitness is 20). For CMLA, α = 1. Bars show 95% confidence intervals. PBIL is compared to CMLA with N = 8 collaborators. define X−i = X1 × ... × Xi−1 × Xi+1 × ... × XM as the joint space of all possible collaborators for an individual from population i (Notice that Xi was missing). For each population p from 1 to M , (t) for each genotype i from 1 to np , we let p xi denote the ratio of individuals with genotype i in population p at generation t. Here we will deviate from our previous equations in our use of j. Now j will represent a tuple of individuals chosen from various populations to collaborate with individual i. We will also extend yj to refer not to the proportion of genotype j in the second population (as was the case earlier) but rather to the proportion of collaborating tuple j in the joint collaboration space. That is, for tuple j ∈ X−i (the i-th population is missing from j) with j = (j1 , ..., ji−1 , ji+1 , ..., jM ), we use Q (t) (t) the notation yj = v=1..M :v6=p v xjv . Likewise, aij is the reward received for genotype i when combined with collaborators described by tuple j. The formal model for CCEAs with N individuals becomes:
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PBIL: 100 samples, selection size=10 CMLA: N=8, alpha=0.05
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Figure 5: Best-so-far trajectory versus generations for LeadingOnesBlocks problem, 100 bits, 5-bit blocks (so that the ideal fitness is 20). For CMLA, α = 0.05. Bars show 95% confidence intervals. PBIL is compared to CMLA with N = 8 collaborators. N
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for each population p and each genotype i in p. Note that the second equation is identical (tournament selection). Lemma 1. Assume the populations for the EGT model are initialized at random based on a uniform distribution over all possible initial populations. Then, for any  > 0, there exists θ > 0 such that   (0) P mini=1..np p xi ≤ θ <    (0) P maxi=1..np p xi ≥ 1 − θ <  for all populations p from 1 to M . 11
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PBIL: 100 samples, selection size=10 CMLA: N=8, alpha=0.05
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Figure 6: Best-so-far trajectory versus evaluations for LeadingOnesBlocks problem, 100 bits, 5-bit blocks (so that the ideal fitness is 20). For CMLA, α = 0.05. Bars show 95% confidence intervals. PBIL is compared to CMLA with N = 8 collaborators. Proof. One method to sample the simplex ∆n uniformly is described in [4] (pages 568–569): take n−1 uniformly distributed numbers in [0, 1], then sort them, and finally use the differences between consecutive numbers (also, the difference between the smallest number and 0, and the difference between 1 and the largest number) as the coordinates for the point.  (0) Let p be an arbitrary population from 1 to M . It follows that p xi can be generated i=1..np



(0)



as the difference between n − 1 numbers generated uniformly in [0, 1]. It follows that mini=1..n p xi is the closest distance between two such numbers (and possibly the boundaries 0 and 1). Suppose γ > 0 is a small number. We iterate over the  np −1 uniformly-distributed random numbers that are needed to generate an initial population
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. The probability that the



first number is not within γ of the boundaries 0 and 1 is 1 − 2γ. The probability that the second number is not within γ of the boundaries or of the first number is less than or equal to 1 − 4γ. In general, the probability that the kth number is not within γ of the boundaries or of the first k − 1 numbers is less than or equal to 1 − 2kγ. Given that the numbers are generated independently of one another, the probability that the closest pair of points (considering the boundaries) is farther apart than γ is equal to
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    (0) (0) P mini=1..np p xi ≤ γ = 1 − P mini=1..np p xi > γ Qnp −1 = 1 − i=1 (1 − 2iγ) ≤ 1 − (1 − 2 (np − 1) γ)np −1 ≤
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where np∗ = maxi=1..M ni Would you guys please double-check this last inequality which introduces np∗ ?. Given that lim 1 − (1 − 2 (np∗ − 1) γ)np∗ −1 = 0



γ→0



  (0) it follows that for any  > 0 there exists θ > 0 such that P mini=1..np p xi ≤ θ <  for all populations p from 1 to M . (0) To prove Inequality 11, consider that maxi=1..np p xi ≥ 1 − θ implies that all other p xi ratios except for the maximum are smaller to θ , which, as proven above, occurs with probability smaller than . Lemma 2. Assume the populations for the EGT model are initialized at random based on a uniform distribution over all possible initial populations. Then, for any  > 0, there exists η > 0 such that   (0) (0) P min min p xi > η ∧ max max p xi < 1 − η ≥ 1 −  p=1..M i=1..np
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In other words, there is an arbitrary probability that the initial populations contain reasonable values (not too close to either 0 or 1) for all proportions of genotypes. √ M



Proof. We apply Lemma 1 for 1− 2 1− , which is greater than 0. The specific value of η for this proof equals the value of θ 1− M√1− from Lemma 1. It follows that: 2



  (0) (0) P minp=1..M mini=1..np p xi > η ∧ maxp=1..M maxi=1..np p xi < 1 − η   Q (0) (0) √ √ = p=1..M P mini=1..np p xi > θ 1− M 1− ∧ maxi=1..np p xi < 1 − θ 1− M 1− 2 2    Q (0) (0) = p=1..M 1 − P mini=1..np p xi ≤ θ 1− M√1− ∨ maxi=1..np p xi ≥ 1 − θ 1− M√1− 2 2       Q (0) (0) √ √ ≥ p=1..M 1 − P mini=1..np p xi ≤ θ 1− M 1− + P maxi=1..np p xi ≥ 1 − θ 1− M 1− 2 2  √ Q 1− M 1− ≥ p=1..M 1 − 2 2 =1− Theorem 1. Given a joint reward system with a unique global optimum ai?1 i?2 ...i?M , for any  > 0 and any H ≥ 2, there exists a value N ≥ 1 such that the theoretical CCEA model in Equations 8–9 converges to the global optimum with probability greater than (1 − ) for any number of collaborators N such that N ≥ N . 13



Proof. We only use  as a guarantee for the worst case scenario for the proportions of individuals in the initial populations. From Lemma 2, it follows that there exists η > 0 such that with probability (0) at least 1−, it holds that η < p xi < 1−η for all populations genotypes i in all populations p. In other words, with probability , the initial populations will not have any proportion of individuals that cover more than 1 − η , nor cover less than η of the entire population. We will prove that there exists N ≥ 0 such that the EGT model converges to the global optimum (0) for any N ≥ N and for all initial configurations that satisfy η < p xi? < 1 − η for all populations p. To this end, let α be the second highest element joint reward (α < ai∗ j ∗ ). It follows that (t) ? p ui ≤ α for all i 6= i in all populations p. Here’s why (by refining Equation 8): N
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Next, we work on identifying a lower bound for p ui?p . For simplicity, let i∗ stand for i∗p , and j ∗ stand for the optimal tuple of collaborators for i∗ . N
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  (t)  yk  −   



k∈X−p :



ai? k 


ai? k ≤ai? j



k∈X−p : ai? k =ai? j



X



N







N   (t)   yk    







(t)



X



a i? j



j∈X−p : j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


yj X



(t)



yk



   



X k∈X−p :



  (t)  yk  −   



k∈X−p :



ai? k 


ai? k ≤ai? j



k∈X−p : ai? k =ai? j



X



    (t) N ≥ ai∗ j ∗ 1 − 1 − yj ? + N







N    (t)   yk   







(t)



X j∈X−p : j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


a



i? j



yj X



(t)



yk



k∈X−p : ai? k =ai? j



   







(t)  yk 



X k∈X−p :







 − 



X k∈X−p :



ai? k 


ai? k ≤ai? j



N



     (t) N ≥ ai∗ j ∗ 1 − 1 − yj ? +



(t)



X j∈X−p : j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


Given that



(t) k=1 yk



Pm



a i? j



yj X



(t)



yk



k∈X−p : ai? k =ai? j



= 1, we further refine the previous inequality:
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X k∈X−p :



ai? k ≤ai? j



 (t)  yk  



(t) p ui?











≥ a i∗ j ∗ 1 − 1 −



 (t) N yj ?



(t)







X



+



yj X



ai? j



j∈X−p : j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


 (t)



yk



 (t) N



1 − yj ?



k∈X−p :



ai? k =ai? j







 (t) ≥ a i∗ j ∗ 1 − 1 − yj ?



N 



  (t) N + 1 − yj ?



X



ai? j



j∈X−p :



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 










   (t) N  = ai∗ j ∗ − 1 − yj ? ai∗ j ∗ −  N



 Y  = a i∗ j ∗ −  1 −



X j∈X−p : j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


r=1..M :



(12)











  ∗ ∗ ai j − 



(t)  r xjr? 



  ai? j  



r6=p



X j∈X−p : j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


  a i? j  



(13)



(0)



The inequalities η < r xjr? < 1 − η hold for all initial populations r, as inferred earlier from Lemma 2. It follows from Equation 13 that  (0) p ui?



≥ ai? j ? − 1 − η M −1







N   ? ? ai j − 



X j∈X−p : j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


  ai? j  



(14)



=



(15)



However,  lim ai? j ? − 1 − η M −1



N →∞







N   ? ? ai j − 



  a i? j  



X j∈X−p :



ai? j ?



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


Given that ai? j ? > α, Equation 15 implies that there exists Np ≥ 1 such that   ai? j ? − 1 − η M −1



N   ? ? ai j − 



X j∈X−p :



  a i? j  > α 



(16)



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


for all N ≥ Np . From Equations 13 and 16, it follows that p ui? > α for all N ≥ Np . Observe that Np does not depend on the initial population p we considered this far. Let N = maxp=1..M (Np ), and let N ≥ N . Next, we show by induction by t (the number of iterations of the model, i.e. the number of generations) that the following inequalities hold for all populations p:
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 (t)



≥ ai? j ? − 1 − η M −1



p ui?







N   ? ? ai j − 



  ai? j  



X j∈X−p :



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


≥



(t) p x i?



At the first generation (t = 0), the first inequality holds (from Equation 14). For a population (0) (0) p, we combine this with the definition of N . It follows that p ui? > p ui for all i 6= i? . As a  H (1) (0) (0) consequence, p xi? = 1 − 1 − p xi? > p xi? (from Equation 8). To prove the inductive step, it follows from Equation 13 and from the inductive hypothesis that   (t+1)



p ui?



≥



   (t+1) N  ai? j ? − 1 − yj ? ai? j ? − 



  a i? j  



X j∈X−p :



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


 ≥







   (t) N  ai? j ? − 1 − yj ? ai? j ? − 



X j∈X−p :



  ai? j  



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


···  ≥







   (0) N  ai? j ? − 1 − yj ? ai? j ? − 



X j∈X−p :



  ai? j  



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


 ≥



ai? j ? − 1 − η M − 1







N   ? ? ai j − 



X j∈X−p :



  ai? j  



j6=j ? ∧ai? j 


(t+1)



Given the definitions of N and α, this also implies that p ui? > α > p ui  H (t) (t+1) (t) ≥ p xi? (from Equation 8). a consequence, p xi? = 1 − 1 − p x i?



for all i 6= i? . As



(t)



Having shown that p xi? are monotonically increasing for all populations p, and given that they are all bounded between 0 and 1, it follows that they each converge to some value. Given that   (t) (t) (t+1) (t) H for all i 6= i? at each iteration, it follows that p xi? = 1 − 1 − p x i? at each p ui? > p ui (t)



iteration as well. If p¯x is the limit of the p xi? values when t goes to ∞, then p¯x = 1 − (1 − p¯x)H , (t) which implies that p¯x is either 0 or 1. We can rule out the 0 limit because the values of p xi? are (0) (t) monotonically increasing and p xi? > η . Thus, p xi? converges to 1 for all populations p.



17



References [1] S. Baluja. Population-based incremental learning: A method for integrating genetic search based function optimization and competitive learning. Technical Report CMU-CS-94-163, Carnegie Mellon University, 1994. [2] A. Bucci and J. Pollack. On identifying global optima in cooperative coevolution. In HansGeorg Beyer et al., editor, Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference (GECCO) 2005, pages 539–544. ACM, 2005. [3] K. Chellapilla and D. B. Fogel. Evolving neural networks to play checkers without relying on expert knowledge. IEEE-NN, 10(6):1382, 1999. [4] L. Devroye. Non-Uniform Random Variate Generation. Springer, 1986. [5] D. Hillis. Co-evolving parasites improve simulated evolution as an optimization procedure. Artificial Life II, SFI Studies in the Sciences of Complexity, 10:313–324, 1991. [6] T. Jansen and R. P. Wiegand. The cooperative coevolutionary (1+1) ea. Evolutionary Computation, 12(4):405–434, 2004. [7] H. M¨ uhlenbein. The equation for response to selection and its use for prediction. Evolutionary Computation, 5(3):303–346, 1997. [8] H. M¨ uhlenbein, T. Mahnig, and A. O. Rodriguez. Schemata, distributions and graphical models in evolutionary optimization. Journal of Heuristics, 5:215–247, 1999. [9] H. M¨ uhlenbein and T. Manig. Convergence theory and applications of the factorized distribution algorithm. Journal of Computing and Information Technology, 7, 1999. [10] H. M¨ uhlenbein and T. Manig. FDA: A scalable evolutionary algorithm for the optimization of additively decomposed functions. Evolutionary Computation, 7(1), 1999. [11] L. Panait. The Analysis and Design of Concurrent Learning Algorithms for Cooperative Multiagent Systems. PhD thesis, George Mason University, Fairfax, Virginia, 2006. [12] L. Panait, S. Luke, and J. Harrison. Archive-based cooperative coevolutionary algorithms. In Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference – GECCO-2006, pages 345–352. ACM, 2006. [13] L. Panait, K. Tuyls, and S. Luke. Theoretical advantages of lenient learners: An evolutionary game theoretic perspective. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 9(Mar):423–457, 2008. [14] M. Pelikan and D. E. Goldberg. Escaping hierarchical traps with competent genetic algorithms. In Proceedings of the GEnetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference GECCO-2001, pages 511–518. Morgan Kaufmann, 2001. [15] M. Pelikan, D. E. Goldberg, and E. Cant´ u-Paz. BOA: The Bayesian optimization algorithm. In W. Banzhaf, J. Daida, A. E. Eiben, M. H. Garzon, V. Honavar, M. Jakiela, and R. E. Smith, editors, Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference GECCO-99, volume I, pages 525–532, Orlando, FL, 1999. Morgan Kaufmann Publishers, San Fransisco, CA. 18



[16] M. Potter and K. De Jong. A cooperative coevolutionary approach to function optimization. In Y. Davidor and H.-P. Schwefel, editors, Proceedings of the Third International Conference on Parallel Problem Solving from Nature (PPSN III), pages 249–257. Springer, 1994. [17] M. Potter and K. De Jong. Cooperative coevolution: An architecture for evolving coadapted subcomponents. Evolutionary Computation, 8(1):1–29, 2000. [18] G. R., Harik, F. G. Lobo, and D. E. Goldberg. The compact genetic algorithm. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation, 3(4):287–297, 1999. [19] R. Rastegar and A. Hariri. A step forward in studying the compact genetic algorithm. Evolutionary Computation, 14(3), 2006. [20] R. Rastegar, A. Hariri, and M. Mazoochi. A convergence proof for the population based incremental learning algorithm. In Proceedings of the 17th IEEE International Conference on Tools with Artificial Intelligence. IEEE, 2005. [21] R. P. Wiegand. An Analysis of Cooperative Coevolutionary Algorithms. PhD thesis, George Mason University, Fairfax, Virginia, 2004. [22] Q. Zhang. On the convergence of a factorized distribution algorithm with truncdation selection. Complexity, 9(4), 2003. [23] Q. Zhang and H. M¨ uhlenbein. On the convergence of a class of estimation of distribution algorithms. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation, 8(2), April 2004.



19




























[image: Cooperative Coevolution and Univariate ... - Research at Google]
Cooperative Coevolution and Univariate ... - Research at Google












[image: Cooperative Control and Potential Games - Semantic Scholar]
Cooperative Control and Potential Games - Semantic Scholar












[image: Cooperative Control and Potential Games - Semantic Scholar]
Cooperative Control and Potential Games - Semantic Scholar












[image: Coevolution of Strategy and Structure in Complex ... - Semantic Scholar]
Coevolution of Strategy and Structure in Complex ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: The Case for Cooperative Networking - Semantic Scholar]
The Case for Cooperative Networking - Semantic Scholar












[image: Distributed Vision-Aided Cooperative Localization ... - Semantic Scholar]
Distributed Vision-Aided Cooperative Localization ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: Graph-Based Distributed Cooperative Navigation ... - Semantic Scholar]
Graph-Based Distributed Cooperative Navigation ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: Cooperative Breeding and its Significance to the ... - Semantic Scholar]
Cooperative Breeding and its Significance to the ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: Coevolution of honest signaling and cooperative norms ...]
Coevolution of honest signaling and cooperative norms ...












[image: Cooperative Learning Groups in the Middle School ... - Semantic Scholar]
Cooperative Learning Groups in the Middle School ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: Gossip-based cooperative caching for mobile ... - Semantic Scholar]
Gossip-based cooperative caching for mobile ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: Cooperative Learning Groups in the Middle School ... - Semantic Scholar]
Cooperative Learning Groups in the Middle School ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: NARCISSISM AND LEADERSHIP - Semantic Scholar]
NARCISSISM AND LEADERSHIP - Semantic Scholar












[image: Irrationality and Cognition - Semantic Scholar]
Irrationality and Cognition - Semantic Scholar












[image: SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar]
SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar












[image: SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar]
SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar












[image: Academia and Clinic - Semantic Scholar]
Academia and Clinic - Semantic Scholar












[image: SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar]
SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar












[image: Irrationality and Cognition - Semantic Scholar]
Irrationality and Cognition - Semantic Scholar












[image: Identifying and Visualising Commonality and ... - Semantic Scholar]
Identifying and Visualising Commonality and ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: Identifying and Visualising Commonality and ... - Semantic Scholar]
Identifying and Visualising Commonality and ... - Semantic Scholar












[image: Physics - Semantic Scholar]
Physics - Semantic Scholar












[image: Physics - Semantic Scholar]
Physics - Semantic Scholar












[image: Physics - Semantic Scholar]
Physics - Semantic Scholar















Cooperative Coevolution and Univariate ... - Semantic Scholar






elements aij represent the reward when genotypes i (from the first .... card information that is normally available to a more traditional evolutionary algorithm. Such. 






 Download PDF 



















 255KB Sizes
 2 Downloads
 328 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





Cooperative Coevolution and Univariate ... - Research at Google 

Analyses of cooperative (and other) coevolution will often make use of an infinite population ..... Given a joint reward system with a unique global optimum aiâ‹†.














[image: alt]





Cooperative Control and Potential Games - Semantic Scholar 

However, we will use the consensus problem as the main illustration .... and the learning dynamics, so that players collectively accom- plish the ...... obstruction free. Therefore, we ..... the intermediate nodes to successfully transfer the data fr














[image: alt]





Cooperative Control and Potential Games - Semantic Scholar 

Grant FA9550-08-1-0375, and by the National Science Foundation under Grant. ECS-0501394 and Grant ... Associate Editor T. Vasilakos. J. R. Marden is with the ... J. S. Shamma is with the School of Electrical and Computer Engineer- ing, Georgia ......














[image: alt]





Coevolution of Strategy and Structure in Complex ... - Semantic Scholar 

Dec 19, 2006 - cumulative degree distributions exhibiting fast decaying tails [4] ... 1 (color online). .... associate the propensity to form new links and the lifetime.














[image: alt]





The Case for Cooperative Networking - Semantic Scholar 

tion among peers complements traditional client-server com- munication ... vided by the system, be it improved performance, greater robustness, or ... crowd on server performance. A. Where is the ... servers drawn from [21] was estimated using the Ne














[image: alt]





Distributed Vision-Aided Cooperative Localization ... - Semantic Scholar 

A similar setup has also been studied in other works, including [5], [9], [10], [11] ...... of a single ground vehicle, equipped with a 207MW Axis network camera8 ..... Proceedings of the International Conference on Field and Service Robotics,.














[image: alt]





Graph-Based Distributed Cooperative Navigation ... - Semantic Scholar 

Apr 3, 2012 - joint pdf for the case of two-robot measurements (r = 2). ...... In this section, we discuss the effect of process and measurement noise terms on the ..... (50). The computational complexity cost of calculating the .... Figure 5: Schema














[image: alt]





Cooperative Breeding and its Significance to the ... - Semantic Scholar 

Jun 21, 2010 - energy allocations to ... older children require different time and energy ...... grandmothers, siblings) often are posed as alternative sources of ...














[image: alt]





Coevolution of honest signaling and cooperative norms ... 

tion of a potential recipient depends on its previous act and the reputation of their recipient (Ohtsuki and Iwasa, 2004; Pacheco et al., 2006; Scheuring, 2009). We use the simplest reputation system, thus an individual can be â€œGoodâ€� or â€œBadâ€�














[image: alt]





Cooperative Learning Groups in the Middle School ... - Semantic Scholar 

Oral explanations of solutions and methods improved during the study. Written expression .... reasoning skills and better understanding of arithmetic procedures.














[image: alt]





Gossip-based cooperative caching for mobile ... - Semantic Scholar 

Jan 26, 2013 - Once networks partition, mobile nodes in one partition cannot access the ... decreased because of the service provided by these cache nodes,.














[image: alt]





Cooperative Learning Groups in the Middle School ... - Semantic Scholar 

Data was collected to see how cooperative learning .... Cooperative learning also gives students the chance to analyze and evaluate the mathematical thinking ...














[image: alt]





NARCISSISM AND LEADERSHIP - Semantic Scholar 

psychosexual development, Kohut (e.g., 1966) suggested that narcissism ...... Expanding the dynamic self-regulatory processing model of narcissism: ... Dreams of glory and the life cycle: Reflections on the life course of narcissistic leaders.














[image: alt]





Irrationality and Cognition - Semantic Scholar 

Feb 28, 2006 - Page 1 ... For example, my own system OSCAR (Pollock 1995) is built to cognize in certain ... Why would anyone build a cognitive agent in.














[image: alt]





SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar 

main source of microsatellite polymorphisms is in the number of repetitions of these ... phylogenetic studies, gene tagging, and mapping. Inheritance of ISSR ...














[image: alt]





SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar 

Department of Agricultural Botany, Anand Agricultural University, Anand-388 001. Email: [email protected]. (Received:12 Dec 2010; Accepted:27 Jan 2011).














[image: alt]





Academia and Clinic - Semantic Scholar 

to find good reasons to discard the randomized trials. Why? What is ... showed that even the very best trials (as judged by the ..... vagal Pacemaker Study (VPS).














[image: alt]





SSR and ISSR - Semantic Scholar 

Genetic analysis in Capsicum species has been ... analyzed with the software NTSYSpc version 2.20f. ..... Table: 1 List of cultivars studied and their origin. Sr.














[image: alt]





Irrationality and Cognition - Semantic Scholar 

Feb 28, 2006 - â€œWhen you do have a good argument for a conclusion, you should accept the conclusionâ€�, and â€œBe ... For example, my own system OSCAR (Pollock 1995) is built to cognize in certain ways, ..... get a ticket, etc. Hierarchical ...














[image: alt]





Identifying and Visualising Commonality and ... - Semantic Scholar 

Each model variant represents a simple banking application. The variation between these model variants is re- lated to: limit on the account, consortium entity, and to the currency exchange, which are only present in some variants. Figure 1 illustrat














[image: alt]





Identifying and Visualising Commonality and ... - Semantic Scholar 

2 shows the division of the UML model corresponding to Product1Bank of the banking systems UML model vari- ants. ... be able to analyse this and conclude that this is the case when the Bank has withdraw without limit. On the ... that are highly exten














[image: alt]





Physics - Semantic Scholar 

... Z. El Achheb, H. Bakrim, A. Hourmatallah, N. Benzakour, and A. Jorio, Phys. Stat. Sol. 236, 661 (2003). [27] A. Stachow-Wojcik, W. Mac, A. Twardowski, G. Karczzzewski, E. Janik, T. Wojtowicz, J. Kossut and E. Dynowska, Phys. Stat. Sol (a) 177, 55














[image: alt]





Physics - Semantic Scholar 

The automation of measuring the IV characteristics of a diode is achieved by ... simultaneously making the programming simpler as compared to the serial or ...














[image: alt]





Physics - Semantic Scholar 

Cu Ga CrSe was the first gallium- doped chalcogen spinel which has been ... /licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/>. J o u r n a l o f. Physics. Students http://www.jphysstu.org ...


























×
Report Cooperative Coevolution and Univariate ... - Semantic Scholar





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















