arXiv:2006.11444v1 [cs.NE] 20 Jun 2020

Optimising Monotone Chance-Constrained Submodular Functions Using Evolutionary Multi-Objective Algorithms

Aneta Neumann and Frank Neumann

Optimisation and Logistics, School of Computer Science, The University of Adelaide, Adelaide, SA, Australia

Abstract. Many real-world optimisation problems can be stated in terms of submodular functions. A lot of evolutionary multi-objective algorithms have recently been analyzed and applied to submodular problems with different types of constraints. We present a first runtime analysis of evolutionary multi-objective algorithms for chance-constrained submodular functions. Here, the constraint involves stochastic components and the constraint can only be violated with a small probability of α. We show that the GSEMO algorithm obtains the same worst case performance guarantees as recently analyzed greedy algorithms. Furthermore, we investigate the behavior of evolutionary multi-objective algorithms such as GSEMO and NSGA-II on different submodular chance constrained network problems. Our experimental results show that this leads to significant performance improvements compared to the greedy algorithm.

1 Introduction

Evolutionary algorithms have been widely applied to solve complex optimisation problems. They are well suited for broad classes of problems and often achieve good results within a reasonable amount of time. The theory of evolutionary computation aims to explain such good behaviours and also point out the limitations of evolutionary computing techniques. A wide range of tools and techniques have been developed in the last 25 years and we point the reader to [7,27,2,14] for comprehensive presentations.

Stochastic components play a crucial role in many real-world applications and chance constraints allow to model constraints that can only be violated with a small probability. A chance constraint involves random components and it is required that the constraint is violated with a small probability of at most α. We consider chance constraints where the weight W (S) of a possible solution S can violate a given constraint bound C with probability at most α, i.e. Pr[W (S) > C] ≤ α holds.

Evolutionary algorithms have only recently been considered for chance constrained problems and we are pushing forward this area of research by providing a first runtime analysis for submodular functions. In terms of the theoretical understanding and the applicability of evolutionary algorithms, it is desirable to be able to analyse them on a broad class of problems and design appropriate evolutionary techniques for such classes. Submodular functions model a wide range of problems where the benefit of adding solution components diminishes with the addition of elements. They have extensively been studied in the literature [24,25,33,18,3,21,9,13] and allow to model a variety of real-word applications [19,20,12,22]. In recent years, the design and analysis of evolutionary algorithms for submodular optimisation problems has gained increasing attention. We refer to the recent book of Zhou et al. [37] for an overview. Such studies usually study evolutionary algorithms in terms of their runtime and approximation behaviour and evaluate the performance of the designed algorithms on classical submodular combinatorial optimisation problems.

To our knowledge, there is so far no runtime analysis of evolutionary algorithms for submodular optimisation with chance constraints and the runtime analysis of evolutionary algorithms for chance constrained problems has only started recently for very special cases of chance-constrained knapsack problem [26]. Chance constraints are in general hard to evaluate exactly, but wellknown tail inequalities such as Chernoff bounds and Chebyshev’s inequality may be used to estimate the probability of a constraint violation. We provide a first runtime analysis by analysing GSEMO together with multi-objective formulations that use a second objective taking the chance constraint into account. These formulations based on tail inequalities are motivated by some recent experimental studies of evolutionary algorithms for the knapsack problem with chance constraints [34,35,1]. The GSEMO algorithm has already been widely studied in the area of runtime analysis in the field of evolutionary computation [10] and more broadly in the area of artificial intelligence where the focus has been on submodular functions and Pareto optimisation [31,30,29,32]. We analyse this algorithm in the chance constrained submodular optimisation setting investigated in [6] in the context of greedy algorithms. Our analyses show that GSEMO is able to achieve the same approximation guarantee in expected polynomial time for uniform IID weights and the same approximation quality in expected pseudo-polynomial time for independent uniform weights having the same dispersion.

Furthermore, we study GSEMO experimentally on the influence maximization problem in social networks and the maximum coverage problem. Our results show that GSEMO significantly outperforms the greedy approach [6] for the considered chance constrained submodular optimisation problems. Furthermore, we use the multi-objective problem formulation in a standard setting of NSGA-II. We observe that NSGA-II is outperformed by GSEMO in most of our experimental settings, but usually achieves better results than the greedy algorithm.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the problem of optimising submodular functions with chance constraints, the GSEMO algorithm and tail inequalities for evaluating chance constraints. In Section 3, we provide a runtime analysis for submodular functions where the weights of the constraints are either identically uniformly distributed or are uniformly distributed and have the same dispersion. We carry out experimental investigations that compare the performance of greedy algorithms, GSEMO, and NSGA-II in Section 4 and finish with some concluding remarks.

2 Preliminaries

Given a set V = {v_1, . . . , v_n}, we consider the optimization of a monotone submodular function f : 2^V → R_{≥0} . We call a function monotone iff for every S, T ⊆ V with S ⊆ T , f(S) ≤ f(T ) holds. We call a function f submodular iff for every S, T ⊆ V with S ⊆ T and x ∉ T we have f(S ∪ {x}) − f(S) ≥ f(T ∪ {x}) − f(T ). Here, we consider the optimization of a monotone submodular function f subject to a chance constraint where each element s ∈ V takes on a random weight W (s). Precisely, we examine constraints of the type Pr[W (S) > C] ≤ α. where W (S) = ∑ s∈S w(s) is the sum of the random weights of the elements and C is the given constraint bound. The parameter α specifies the probability of exceeding the bound C that can be tolerated for a feasible solution S.

The two settings, we investigate in this paper assume that the weight of an element s ∈ V is w(s) ∈ [a(s) − δ, a(s) + δ], δ ≤ min_{s∈V} a(s), is chosen uniformly at random. Here a(s) denotes the expected weight of items s. For our investigations, we assume that each item has the same dispersion δ. We call a feasible solution S a γ-approximation, 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1, iff f(S) ≥ γ · f(OP T ) where OP T is an optimal solution for the given problem.

2.1 Chance Constraint Evaluation based on Tail Inequalities

As the probability (P r(W (X) > C) used in the objective functions is usually computational expensive to evaluate exactly, we use the approach taken in [34] and compute an upper bound on this probability using tail inequalities [23]. We assume that w(s) ∈ [a(s) − δ, a(s) + δ] holds for each s ∈ V which allows to use Chebyshev’s inequality and Chernoff bounds.

The approach based on (one-sided) Chebyshev’s inequality used in [34] upper bounds the probability of a constraint violation by P̂r(W (X) > C) ≤ δ^2|X| δ^2|X| + 3(C − E_W (X))^2 (1) The approach based on Chernoff bounds used in [34] upper bounds the probability of a constraint violation by

P̂r[W (X) > C] ≤ e^{C−EW (X)} δ|X| (_{δ|X|+C−EW (X)} δ|X| )^{δ|X|+C−E}W^{(X)} δ|X|

1 2 |X| (2)

We use P̂r(W (X) > C) instead of Pr(W (X) > C) for our investigations usng multi-objective models of the problem.

2.2 Multi-Objective Formulation

Following the approach of Yue et al. [34] for the chance constrained knapsack problem, we evaluate a set X by the multi-objective fitness function g(X) = (g_1(X), g_2(X)) where g_1 measures the tightness in terms of the constraint and g_2 measures the quality of X in terms of the given submodular function f.

We define

g_1(X) = E_W (X) − C if (C − E_W (X))/(δ · |X|) ≥ 1 P̂ r(W (X) > C) if (E_W (X) < C) ∧ (C − E_W (X))/(δ|X| < 1) 1 + (E_W (X) − C) if E_W (X) ≥ C (3) and g_2(X) = { f(X) if g_1(X) ≤ α −1 if P̂ r(W (X) > C) > α (4) where E_W (X) = ∑ s∈X a(s) denotes the expected weight of the solution. The term (C − E_W (X))/(δ · |X|) ≥ 1 in g_1 implies that a set X of cardinality |X| has probability 0 of violating the chance constraint due to the upper bound on the intervals.

We say a solution Y dominates a solution X (denoted by Y ≽ X) iff g_1(Y ) ≤ g_1(X) ∧ g_2(Y ) ≥ g_2(X). We say that Y strongly dominates X (denoted by Y ≻ X) iff Y ≽ X and g(Y ) ≠ g(X) The dominance relation also translates to the corresponding search points used in GSEMO. Comparing two solutions, the objective function guarantees that a feasible solution strongly dominates every infeasible solution. The objective function g_1 ensures that the search process is guided towards feasible solutions and that trade-offs in terms of the probability of a constraint violation and the function value of the submodular function f are computed for feasible solutions.

2.3 Global SEMO

Our multi-objective approach is based on a simple multi-objective evolutionary algorithm called Global Simple Evolutionary Multi-Objective Optimizer (GSEMO, see Algorithm 1) [11]. The algorithm encodes sets as bitstrings of length n and the set X corresponding to a search point x is given as X = {v_i | x_i = 1}. We use x when referring to the search point in the algorithm and X when referring to the set of selected elements and use applicable fitness measure for both notations in an interchangeable way. GSEMO starts with a random search point x ∈ {0, 1}^n. In each iteration, an individual x ∈ P is chosen uniformly at random from the current population P In the mutation step, it flips each bit with a probability 1/n to produce an offspring y. y is added to the

Algorithm 1: Global SEMO 1 Choose x ∈ {0, 1}^n uniformly at random; 2 P ← {x}; 3 repeat 4 Choose x ∈ P uniformly at random;

5 Create y by flipping each bit xi of x with probability^1_n ; 6 if ̸∃w ∈ P : w ≻ y then 7 S ← (P ∪ {y})\{z ∈ P | y ≽ z}; 8 until stop;

population if it is not strongly dominated by any other search point in P . If y is added to the population, all search points dominated by y are removed from the population P .

We analyze GSEMO in terms of its runtime behaviour to obtain a good approximation. The expected time of the algorithm required to achieve a given goal is measured in terms of the number of iterations of the repeat loop until a feasible solution with the desired approximation quality has been produced for the first time.

3 Runtime Analysis

In this section, we provide a runtime analysis of GSEMO which shows that the algorithm is able to obtain a good approximation for important settings where the weights of the constraint are chosen according to a uniform distribution with the same dispersion.

3.1 Uniform IID Weights

We first investigate the case of uniform identically distributed (IID) weights. Here each weight is chosen uniformly at random in the interval [a − δ, a + δ], δ ≤ a. The parameter δ is called the dispersion and models the uncertainty of the weight of the items.

Theorem 1. Let k = min{n + 1, ⌊C/a⌋} and assume ⌊C/a⌋ = ω(1). Then the expected time until GSEMO has computed a (1−o(1))(1−1/e)-approximation for a given monotone submodular function under a chance constraint with uniform iid weights is O(nk(k + log n)).

Proof. Every item has expected weight a and uncertainty δ. This implies g_1(X) = g_1(Y ) iff |X| = |Y | and E_W (X) = E_W (Y ) < C. As GSEMO only stores for each fixed g_1-value one single solution, the number of solutions with expected weight less than C is at most k = min{n + 1, C/a}. Furthermore, there is at most one individual X in the population g_2(X) = −1. Hence, the maximum population that GSEMO encounters during the run of the algorithm is at most k + 1.

We first consider the time until GSEMO has produced the bitstring 0^n. This is the best individual with respect to g_1 and once included will always stay in the population. The function g_1 is strictly monotone decreasing with the size of the solution. Hence, selecting the individual in the population with the smallest number of elements and removing one of them least to a solution with less elements and therefore with a smaller g_1-value. Let ℓ = |x|_1 be the number of elements of the solution x with the smallest number of elements in P . Then flipping one of the 1-bits corresponding these elements reduces k by one and happens with probability at least ℓ/(en) once x is selected for mutation. The probability of selecting x is at least 1/(k+1) as there are at most k+1 individuals in the population. Using the methods of fitness-based partitions, the expected time to obtain the solution 0^n is at most n∑ ℓ=1 ( ℓ e(k + 1)n )_{−1} = O(nk log n). Let k_{opt} = ⌊C/a⌋, the maximal number of elements that can be included in the deterministic version of the problem.

The function g_1 is strictly monotonically increasing with the number of elements and each solution with same number of elements has the same g_1-value.

We consider the solution X with the largest k for which f(X) ≥ (1 − (1 − 1/k_{opt})^k) · f(OP T ) holds in the population and the mutation which adds an element with the largest marginal increase g_2(X ∪ {x}) − g_2(X) to X. The probability for such a step picking X and carrying the mutation with the largest marginal gain is Ω(1/kn) and its waiting time is O(kn).

This leads to a solution Y for which f(X) ≥ (1 − (1 − 1/k_{opt})^{k+1}) · f(OP T ) holds. The maximal number of times such a step is required after having included the search point 0^n into the population is k which gives the runtime bound of O(k^2n).

For the statement on the approximation quality, we make use of the lower bound on the maximal number of elements that can be included using the Chernoff bound and Chebyshev’s inequality given in [6].

Using Chebyshev’s inequality (Equation 1) at least

k^∗_1 = max { k | k + √ (1 − α)kδ^2 √ 3αa ≤ k_{opt} }

elements can be included and when using Chernoff bound (Equation 2), at least

k^∗_2 = max { k | | | | k + √ 3δk ln(1/α) a ≤ k_{opt} } elements can be included.

Including k^∗ elements in this way least to a solution X^∗ with f(X^∗) ≥ (1 − (1 − 1/k_{opt})^{k∗} ) · f(OP T ). As shown in [6], both values of k^∗_1 and k^∗_2 yield (1 − o(1))(1 − 1/e) · f(OP T ) if ⌊C/a⌋ = ω(1) which completes the proof. □

3.2 Uniform Weights with the Same Dispersion

We now assume that the expected weights do not have to be the same, but still require the same dispersion for all elements, i.e. w(s) ∈ [a(s) − δ, a(s) + δ] holds for all s ∈ V .

We consider the (to be minimized) objective function ĝ_1(X) = E_W (X) (instead of g_1) together with the previously defined objective function g_2 and evaluate a set X by ĝ(X) = (ĝ_1(X), g_2(X)). We have Y ⪰ X iff ĝ_1(Y ) ≤ ĝ_1(X) and g_2(Y ) ≥ g_2(X)

Let a_{max} = max_{s∈V} a(s) and a_{min} = min_{s∈V} a(s), and δ ≤ a_{min}. The following theorem shows that GSEMO is able to obtain a (1/2 − o(1))(1 − 1/e)- approximation if ω(1) elements can be included in a solution.

Theorem 2. If C/a_{max} = ω(1) then GSEMO obtains a (1/2 − o(1))(1 − 1/e)- approximation for a given monotone submodular function under a chance constraint with uniform weights having the same dispersion in expected time O(P_{max}· n(C/a_{min} + log n + log(a_{max}/a_{min}))).

Proof. We first consider the time until the search point 0^n is included in the population. We always consider the individual x with the smallest ĝ_1-value. Flipping every 1-bit of x ≠ 0^n leads to an individual with a smaller ĝ_1-value and is therefore accepted. Furthermore, the total weight decrease of these 1-bit flips is ĝ_1(x) which also equals the total weight decrease of all single bit flip mutation when taking into account that 0-bit flips give decrease of the ĝ_1-value of zero. A mutation carrying out a single bit flip happens each iteration with probability at least 1/e. The expected decrease in ĝ_1 is therefore at least by a factor of (1 − 1/(P_{max}en)) and the expected minimal ĝ_1-value in the next generation is at most (1 − 1/(P_{max} · en)) · ĝ_1(x).

We use drift analysis, to upper bound the expected time until the search point 0^n is included in the population. As a_{min} ≤ ĝ_1(x) ≤ na_{max} holds for any search point x ≠ 0^n, the search point 0^n is included in the population after an expected number of O(P_{max}n(log n + log(a_{max}/a_{min}))) steps.

After having include the search point 0^n in the population, we follow the analysis of POMC for subset selection with general deterministic cost constraints [29] and always consider the individual x with the largest ĝ_1-value for which

g_2(x) ≥ [ 1 − n∏ k=1 ( 1 − a(k)x_k C ) ] · f(OP T ).

Note that the search point 0^n meets this formula. Furthermore, we denote by ĝ_1^∗, the maximal ĝ_1-value for which ĝ_1(x) ≤ ĝ_1^∗ and

g_2(x) ≥ [ 1 − ( 1 − ĝ_1^∗ Cr )_r ] · f(OP T ). for some r, 0 ≤ r ≤ n−1, holds. We use ĝ_1^∗ to track the progress of the algorithm and it has been shown in [29] that ĝ_1^∗ does not decrease during the optimisation process of GSEMO.

Choosing x for mutation and flipping the 0-bit of x corresponding to the largest marginal gain in terms of g_2/ĝ_1 gives a solution y for which

g_2(y) ≥ [ 1 − ( 1 − a_{min} C ) · ( 1 − ĝ_1^∗ Cr )_r ] · f(OP T ) ≥ [ 1 − ( 1 − ĝ_1^∗ + a_{min} C(r + 1)

)_{r+1} ] · f(OP T )

holds and ĝ_1^∗ increases by at least a_{min}. The ĝ_1^∗-value for the considered solution, can increase at most C/a_{min} times and therefore, once having included the search point 0^n, the expected time until such improvements have occurred is O(P_{max}nC/a_{min}).

Let x^∗ be the feasible solution of maximal cost included in the population after having increased the ĝ_1^∗ at most C/a_{min} times as described above. Furthermore, let v^∗ be the element with the largest g_2-value not included in x^∗ and x̂ be the solution containing the single element with the largest g_2-value. x̂ is produced from the search point 0^n in expected time O(P_{max}n).

Let r be the number of elements in a given solution. According to [6], the maximal ĝ_1^∗ deemed as feasible is at least

C^∗_1 = C − √ (1 − α)rδ^2 3α when using Chebyshev’s inequality (Equation 1) and at least

C^∗_2 = C − √ 3δr ln(1/α) when using the Chernoff bound (Equation 2). For a fixed C^∗-value, we have [ 1 − ( 1 − C^∗ C(r + 1)

)_{r+1} ] · f(OP T ) We have ĝ_1(x^∗) + a(v^∗) > C^∗_1 when working with Chebyshev’s inequality and ĝ_1(x^∗) + a(v^∗) > C^∗_2 when using Chernoff bound. In addition, f(x̂) ≥ f(v^∗) holds. According to [6], x^∗ or x̂ is therefore a (1/2−o(1))(1−1/e)-approximation which completes the proof. □

For the special case of uniform IID weights, we have a = a_{max} = a_{min} and P_{max} ≤ C/a+1. Furthermore, the solution x^∗ already gives a (1−o(1))(1−1/e)- approximation as the element with the largest f-value is included in construction of x^∗. This gives a bound on the expected runtime of O(nk(k+log n)) to obtain a (1−o(1))(1−1/e)-approximation for the uniform IID case when working with the function ĝ_1 instead of g_1. Note that this matches the result given in Theorem 1.

4 Experimental Investigations

In this section, we investigate the GSEMO and the NSGA-II algorithm on important submodular optimisation problems with chance constraints and compare them to the greedy approach given in [6].

4.1 Experimental Setup

We examine GSEMO and NSGA-II for constraints with expected weights 1 and compare them to the greedy algorithm (GA) given in [6]. Our goal is to study different chance constraint settings in terms of the constraint bound C, the dispersion δ, and the probability bound α. We consider different benchmarks for chance constrained versions of the maximum influence problems and the maximum coverage problem.

For each benchmark set, we study the performance of the GSEMO and the NSGA-II algorithms for different budgets. We consider C = 20, 50, 100 for influence maximization and C = 10, 15, 20 for maximum coverage. We consider all combinations of α = 0.1, 0.001, and δ = 0.5, 1.0 for the experimental investigations of the algorithms and problems. Chebyshev’s inequality leads to better results when α is relatively large and the Chernoff bounds gives better results for small α (see [34,6]). Therefore, we use Equation 1 for α = 0.1 and Equation 2 for α = 0.001 when computing the upper bound on the probability of a constraint violation. We allow 5 000 000 fitness evaluations for each evolutionary algorithm run. We run NSGA-II with parent population size 20, offspring size 10, crossover probability 0.90 and standard bit mutation for 500 000 generations. For each tested instance, we carry out 30 independent runs and report the minimum, maximum, and average results. In order to test the statistical significance of the results, we use the Kruskal-Wallis test with 95% confidence in order to measure the statistical validity of our results. We apply the Bonferroni post-hoc statistical procedure, that is used for multiple comparison of a control algorithm, to two or more algorithms [5]. X^{(+)} is equivalent to the statement that the algorithm in the column outperformed algorithm X. X^{(−)} is equivalent to the statement that X outperformed the algorithm given in the column. If algorithm X does not appear, then no significant difference was determined between the algorithms.

Table 1. Results for Influence Maximization with uniform chance constraints. C α δ GA (1) GSEMO (2) NSGA-II (3)

mean min max std stat mean min max std stat 20 0.1 0.5 51.51 55.75 54.44 56.85 0.5571 1^{(+}) 55.66 54.06 56.47 0.5661 1^{(+)} 0.1 1.0 46.80 50.65 49.53 51.68 0.5704 1^{(+)} 50.54 49.61 52.01 0.6494 1^{(+)} 50 0.1 0.5 90.55 94.54 93.41 95.61 0.5390 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 92.90 90.75 94.82 1.0445 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)} 0.1 1.0 85.71 88.63 86.66 90.68 0.9010 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 86.89 85.79 88.83 0.8479 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)} 100 0.1 0.5 144.16 147.28 145.94 149.33 0.8830 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 144.17 142.37 146.18 0.9902 2^{(−)} 0.1 1.0 135.61 140.02 138.65 142.52 0.7362 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 136.58 134.80 138.21 0.9813 2^{(−)} 20 0.001 0.5 48.19 50.64 49.10 51.74 0.6765 1^{(+)} 50.33 49.16 51.25 0.5762 1^{(+)} 0.001 1.0 39.50 44.53 43.63 45.55 0.4687 1^{(+)} 44.06 42.18 45.39 0.7846 1^{(+)} 50 0.001 0.5 75.71 80.65 78.92 82.19 0.7731 1^{(+)} 80.58 79.29 81.63 0.6167 1^{(+)} 0.001 1.0 64.49 69.79 68.89 71.74 0.6063 1^{(+)} 69.96 68.90 71.05 0.6192 1^{(+)} 100 0.001 0.5 116.05 130.19 128.59 131.51 0.7389 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 127.50 125.38 129.74 0.9257 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)} 0.001 1.0 96.18 108.95 107.26 109.93 0.6466 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 107.91 106.67 110.17 0.7928 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)}

4.2 The Influence Maximization Problem

The influence maximization problem (IM) (see [16,21,29,36] detailed descriptions) is a key problem in the area of social influence analysis.

IM aims to find the set of the most influential users in a large-scale social network. The primary goal of IM is to maximize the spread of influence through a given social network i.e. a graph of interactions and relationships within a group of users [4,15]. However, the problem of influence maximization has been studied subject to a deterministic constraint which limits the cost of selection [29].

The social network is modeled as a directed graph G = (V, E) where each node represents a user, and each edge (u, v) ∈ E has been assigned an edge probability p_{u,v} that user u influences user v. The aim of the IM problem is to find a subset X ⊆ V such that the expected number of activated nodes E[I(X)] of X is maximized. Given a cost function c: V → R^+ and a budget C ≥ 0, the corresponding submodular optimization problem under chance constraints is given as arg max X⊆V E[I(X)] s.t. Pr[c(X) > C] ≤ α. For influence maximization, we consider uniform cost constraints where each node has expected cost 1. The expected cost of a solution is therefore E_W (X) = |X|. In order to evaluate the algorithms on the chance constrained influence maximization problem, we use a synthetic data set with 400 nodes and 1 594 edges [29].

Table 1 shows the results obtained by GA, GSEMO, and NSGA-II for the combinations of α and δ. The results show that GSEMO obtains the highest mean values compared to the results obtained by GA and NSGA-II. Furthermore, the statistical tests show that for most of the combinations of α and δ GSEMO and NSGA-II significantly outperform GA. The solutions obtained by GSEMO have significantly better performance than NSGA-II in the case of a high budget i.e. for C = 100. A possible explanation for this is that the relatively small population size of NSGA-II does not allow one to construct solutions in a greedy fashion, as is possible for GA and GSEMO.

4.3 The Maximum Coverage Problem

The maximum coverage problem [17,8] is an important NP-hard submodular optimisation problem. We consider the chance constrained version of the problem. Given a set U of elements, a collection V = {S_1, S_2, . . . , S_n} of subsets of U, a cost function c: 2^V → R^+ , and a budget C, the goal is to find

arg max X⊆V {f(X) = | ∪_{Si∈X} S_i| s.t. Pr(c(X) > C) ≤ α}. We consider linear cost functions. For the uniform case each set S_i has an expected cost of 1 and we have E_W (X) = |{i | S_i ∈ X}|.

For our experiments, we investigate maximum coverage instances based on graphs. The U elements consist of the vertices of the graph and for each vertex, we generate a set which contains the vertex itself and its adjacent vertices. For the chance constrained maximum coverage problem, we use the graphs frb30- 15-01 (450 nodes, 17 827 edges) and frb35-17-01 (595 nodes and 27 856 edges) from [28].

The experimental results are shown in Table 2. It can be observed that GSEMO obtains the highest mean value for each setting. Furthermore, GSEMO statistically outperforms GA for most of the settings. For the other settings, there is no statistically significant difference in terms of the results for GSEMO and GA. NSGA-II is outperforming GA for most of the examined settings and the majority of the results are statistically significant. However, NSGA-II performs worse than GA for frb35-17-01 when C = 20 and α = 0.1.

5 Conclusions

Chance constraints involve stochastic components and require a constraint only to be violated with a small probability. We carried out a first runtime analysis of evolutionary algorithms for the optimisation of submodular functions with chance constraints. Our results show that GSEMO using a multi-objective formulation of the problem based on tail inequalities is able to achieve the same approximation guarantee as recently studied greedy approaches. Furthermore, our experimental results show that GSEMO computes significantly better solutions than the greedy approach and often outperforms NSGA-II.

For future work, it would be interesting to analyse other probability distributions for chance constrained submodular functions. A next step would be to examine uniform weights with a different dispersion and obtain results for uniform weights with the same dispersion when using the fitness function g instead of ĝ.

12 Aneta Neumann and Frank Neumann

Table 2. Results for Maximum Coverage with uniform chance constraints for graphs frb30-15-01 (rows 1-12) and frb35-17-01 dataset (rows 13-24).

C α δ GA (1) GSEMO (2) NSGA-II (3)

mean min max std stat mean min max std stat 10 0.1 0.5 371.00 377.23 371.00 379.00 1.8323 1^{(+)} 376.00 371.00 379.00 2.5596 1^{(+)} 0.1 1.0 321.00 321.80 321.00 325.00 1.5625 1^{(+)} 321.47 321.00 325.00 1.2521 15 0.1 0.5 431.00 439.60 435.00 442.00 1.7340 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 437.57 434.00 441.00 1.7555 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)} 0.1 1.0 403.00 411.57 408.00 414.00 1.7750 1^{(+)} 410.67 404.00 414.00 2.5098 1^{(+)} 20 0.1 0.5 446.00 450.07 448.00 451.00 0.8277 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 448.27 445.00 451.00 1.3113 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)} 0.1 1.0 437.00 443.87 441.00 446.00 1.2794 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 441.37 438.00 444.00 1.6914 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)} 10 0.001 0.5 348.00 352.17 348.00 355.00 2.4081 1^{(+)} 350.80 348.00 355.00 2.8935 1^{(+)} 0.001 1.0 321.00 321.67 321.00 325.00 1.5162 1^{(+)} 321.33 321.00 325.00 1.0613 15 0.001 0.5 414.00 423.90 416.00 426.00 2.4824 1^{(+)} 422.67 419.00 426.00 2.2489 1^{(+)} 0.001 1.0 371.00 376.77 371.00 379.00 1.8134 1^{(+)} 376.33 371.00 379.00 2.6824 1^{(+)} 20 0.001 0.5 437.00 443.53 440.00 445.00 1.1958 1^{(+)} , 3^{(+)} 440.23 437.00 443.00 1.6955 1^{(+)} , 2^{(−)} 0.001 1.0 414.00 424.00 420.00 426.00 1.7221 1^{(+)} 422.50 417.00 426.00 2.5291 1^{(+)}

10 0.1 0.5 448.00 458.80 451.00 461.00 3.3156 1^{(+)} 457.97 449.00 461.00 4.1480 1^{(+)} 0.1 1.0 376.00 383.33 379.00 384.00 1.7555 1^{(+)} 382.90 379.00 384.00 2.0060 1^{(+)} 15 0.1 0.5 559.00 559.33 555.00 562.00 2.0057 3^{(+)} 557.23 551.00 561.00 2.4309 1^{(−)} , 2^{(−)} 0.1 1.0 503.00 507.80 503.00 509.00 1.1567 1^{(+)} 507.23 502.00 509.00 1.8323 1^{(+)} 20 0.1 0.5 587.00 587.20 585.00 589.00 1.2149 3^{(+)} 583.90 580.00 588.00 1.9360 1^{(−)} , 2^{(−)} 0.1 1.0 569.00 569.13 566.00 572.00 1.4559 3^{(+)} 565.30 560.00 569.00 2.1520 1^{(−)} , 2^{(−)} 10 0.001 0.5 413.00 423.67 418.00 425.00 1.8815 1^{(+)} 422.27 416.00 425.00 2.6121 1^{(+)} 0.001 1.0 376.00 383.70 379.00 384.00 1.1492 1^{(+)} 381.73 377.00 384.00 2.6514 1^{(+)} 15 0.001 0.5 526.00 527.97 525.00 532.00 2.1573 1^{(+)} 527.30 520.00 532.00 2.7436 0.001 1.0 448.00 458.87 453.00 461.00 2.9564 1^{(+)} 457.10 449.00 461.00 4.1469 1^{(+)} 20 0.001 0.5 568.00 568.87 565.00 572.00 1.5025 3^{(+)} 564.60 560.00 570.00 2.7618 1^{(−)} ,2^{(−)} 0.001 1.0 526.00 528.03 525.00 530.00 1.8843 1^{(+)} 527.07 522.00 530.00 2.2427

Acknowledgment

This work has been supported by the Australian Research Council (ARC) through grant DP160102401 and by the South Australian Government through the Research Consortium ”Unlocking Complex Resources through Lean Processing”.

References

1. Assimi, H., Harper, O., Xie, Y., Neumann, A., Neumann, F.: Evolutionary biobjective optimization for the dynamic chance-constrained knapsack problem based on tail bound objectives. CoRR abs/2002.06766 (2020), to appear at ECAI 2020 2. Auger, A., Doerr, B.: Theory of randomized search heuristics: Foundations and recent developments. World Scientific Publishing Co., Inc. (2011)

3. Bian, A.A., Buhmann, J.M., Krause, A., Tschiatschek, S.: Guarantees for Greedy maximization of non-submodular functions with applications. In: Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2017. vol. 70, pp. 498–507. PMLR (2017) 4. Chen, W., Wang, Y., Yang, S.: Efficient influence maximization in social networks.

In: Proceedings of the 15th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining. pp. 199–208 (2009) 5. Corder, G.W., Foreman, D.I.: Nonparametric statistics for non-statisticians: A step-by-step approach. Wiley (2009) 6. Doerr, B., Doerr, C., Neumann, A., Neumann, F., Sutton, A.M.: Optimization of chance-constrained submodular functions. In: The Thirty-Fourth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2020. pp. 1460–1467. AAAI Press (2020),

https://www.aaai.org/Papers/AAAI/2020GB/AAAI-DoerrB.6164.pdf

7. Doerr, B., Neumann, F.: Theory of Evolutionary Computation – Recent developments in discrete optimization. Natural Computing Series, Springer (2020). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29414-4 8. Feige, U.: A threshold of ln n for approximating set cover. J. ACM 45(4), 634–652 (1998) 9. Feldman, M., Harshaw, C., Karbasi, A.: Greed is good: Near-optimal submodular maximization via greedy optimization. In: COLT. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, vol. 65, pp. 758–784. PMLR (2017) 10. Friedrich, T., Neumann, F.: Maximizing submodular functions under matroid constraints by evolutionary algorithms. Evolutionary Computation 23(4), 543–558 (2015) 11. Giel, O., Wegener, I.: Evolutionary algorithms and the maximum matching problem. In: Proceedings of the 20th Annual Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2003. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol. 2607, pp. 415–426. Springer (2003) 12. Golovin, D., Krause, A.: Adaptive submodularity: Theory and applications in active learning and stochastic optimization. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research 42, 427–486 (2011) 13. Harshaw, C., Feldman, M., Ward, J., Karbasi, A.: Submodular maximization beyond non-negativity: Guarantees, fast algorithms, and applications. In: Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2019. vol. 97, pp. 2634–2643. PMLR (2019) 14. Jansen, T.: Analyzing Evolutionary Algorithms - The Computer Science Perspective. Natural Computing Series, Springer (2013) 15. Kempe, D., Kleinberg, J.M., Tardos, É.: Maximizing the spread of influence through a social network. In: Proceedings of the Ninth ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, 2003. pp. 137–146. ACM (2003) 16. Kempe, D., Kleinberg, J.M., Tardos, É.: Maximizing the spread of influence through a social network. Theory of Computing 11, 105–147 (2015) 17. Khuller, S., Moss, A., Naor, J.: The budgeted maximum coverage problem. Information Processing Letters 70(1), 39–45 (1999) 18. Krause, A., Golovin, D.: Submodular function maximization. In: Tractability: Practical approaches to hard problems, pp. 71–104. Cambridge University Press (2014) 19. Krause, A., Guestrin, C.: Near-optimal observation selection using submodular functions. In: Proceedings of the Twenty-Second Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2007. pp. 1650–1654. AAAI Press (2007)

20. Lee, J., Mirrokni, V.S., Nagarajan, V., Sviridenko, M.: Non-monotone submodular maximization under matroid and knapsack constraints. In: Proceedings of the 41st Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2009. pp. 323–332. ACM (2009) 21. Leskovec, J., Krause, A., Guestrin, C., Faloutsos, C., VanBriesen, J.M., Glance, N.S.: Cost-effective outbreak detection in networks. In: Proceedings of the 13th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining 2007. pp. 420–429. ACM (2007) 22. Mirzasoleiman, B., Jegelka, S., Krause, A.: Streaming non-monotone submodular maximization: Personalized video summarization on the fly. In: Proceedings of the Thirty-Second AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2018. pp. 1379– 1386. AAAI Press (2018) 23. Motwani, R., Raghavan, P.: Randomized algorithms. Cambridge University Press (1995) 24. Nemhauser, G.L., Wolsey, L.A.: Best algorithms for approximating the maximum of a submodular set function. Mathematics of Operations Research 3(3), 177–188 (1978) 25. Nemhauser, G.L., Wolsey, L.A., Fisher, M.L.: An analysis of approximations for maximizing submodular set functions - I. Math. Program. 14(1), 265–294 (1978) 26. Neumann, F., Sutton, A.M.: Runtime analysis of the (1 + 1) evolutionary algorithm for the chance-constrained knapsack problem. In: Proceedings of the 15th ACM/SIGEVO Conference on Foundations of Genetic Algorithms, FOGA 2019. pp. 147–153. ACM (2019) 27. Neumann, F., Witt, C.: Bioinspired computation in combinatorial optimization. Natural Computing Series, Springer (2010). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-16544-3 28. Nguyen, T.H., Bui, T.: Benchmark instances, available at:

https://turing.cs.hbg.psu.edu/txn131/ 29. Qian, C., Shi, J., Yu, Y., Tang, K.: On subset selection with general cost constraints. In: International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI 2017. pp. 2613–2619 (2017) 30. Qian, C., Shi, J., Yu, Y., Tang, K., Zhou, Z.: Subset selection under noise. In:

Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 30: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS 2017. pp. 3563–3573 (2017) 31. Qian, C., Yu, Y., Zhou, Z.: Subset selection by Pareto optimization. In: Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems - Volume 1, NIPS 2015. pp. 1774–1782 (2015) 32. Roostapour, V., Neumann, A., Neumann, F., Friedrich, T.: Pareto optimization for subset selection with dynamic cost constraints. In: The Thirty-Third AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2019. pp. 2354–2361. AAAI Press (2019) 33. Vondrák, J.: Submodularity and curvature: The optimal algorithm. RIMS Kôkyûroku Bessatsu B23, 253–266 (2010) 34. Xie, Y., Harper, O., Assimi, H., Neumann, A., Neumann, F.: Evolutionary algorithms for the chance-constrained knapsack problem. In: Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolutionary Computation Conference, GECCO 2019. pp. 338–346. ACM (2019). https://doi.org/10.1145/3321707.3321869 35. Xie, Y., Neumann, A., Neumann, F.: Specific single- and multi-objective evolutionary algorithms for the chance-constrained knapsack problem. CoRR abs/2004.03205 (2020), to appear at GECCO 2020

36. Zhang, H., Vorobeychik, Y.: Submodular optimization with routing constraints. In:

Proceedings of the 30th AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2016. pp. 819–826. AAAI Press (2016) 37. Zhou, Z., Yu, Y., Qian, C.: Evolutionary learning: Advances in theories and algorithms. Springer (2019)