arXiv:2406.03574v1 [cs.DS] 5 Jun 2024

A Simple Learning-Augmented Algorithm for Online Packing with Concave Objectives

Elena Grigorescu^∗ Purdue University elena-g@purdue.edu

Young-San Lin Melbourne Business School y.lin@mbs.edu

Maoyuan Song^† Purdue University maoyuanrs@gmail.com

Abstract

In recent years, the model of learning-augmented algorithms has been extensively studied in the computer-science community, due to the potential of using machine learning predictions in order to improve the performance of algorithms. Predictions may be especially useful for online algorithms, where there is an inherent difficulty in making irrevocable decisions without knowledge of the future. Such learning-augmented algorithms aim to overcome the limitations of classical online algorithms, in the case when the predictions are accurate, and still perform comparably to the classical online algorithms, when the predictions are inaccurate. A common approach is to adapt existing online algorithms to the particular advice notion employed, which often involves understanding previous sophisticated algorithms and their analyses. However, ideally, one would simply use previous online solutions in a black-box fashion, without much loss in the approximation guarantees. Such clean solutions that avoid opening up black-boxes are often rare, and may be even missed the first time around. For example, Grigorescu, Lin, Silwal, Song, Zhou ([GLS^+22a], NeurIPS 22) proposed a learning-augmented algorithms for the unifying framework of online covering linear programs, based on the primal-dual method of Buchbinder and Naor ([BN09a], Mathematics of Operations Research, 34, 2009), and on the set-cover approach of Bamas, Maggiori, and Svensson ([BMS20], NeurIPS 2020). It later turned out that these results can be subsumed by a natural approach that switches between the advice and an online algorithm given as a black-box, as explicitly noted in [GLS^+22b]. This raises the question of whether such simple algorithms may unify other wide families of online algorithms augmented by advice. In this work, we introduce and analyze a simple learning-augmented algorithm for online packing problems with linear constraints and concave objectives. We believe that this algorithm may be viewed as a general framework for many natural online packing problems. In particular, we exhibit several direct applications including online packing linear programming, online knapsack, online resource management benefit, online throughput maximization, and online network utility maximization. Our choice of problem formulation and advice can effectively model those of several prior works. We further raise the problem of understanding general necessary and sufficient conditions for when such simple black-box solutions may be optimal. We believe this is an important direction of research that would unify many ad-hoc approaches from the literature.

∗Supported in part by NSF award CCF-2228814.

†Supported in part by NSF award CCF-2228814, and NSF award CCF-2127806.

Preprint. Under review.

1 Introduction

In the classical online model, input elements to a problem instance are revealed gradually over time, and an online algorithm is tasked to make irrevocable decisions about the arriving element based on only inputs revealed to it, without any knowledge of the future. We refer the readers to [HSLZ21, BN09b] for surveys on the topic. Performances of online algorithms are often measured in their competitive ratio, which is the ratio between the ‘cost’ or ‘value’ of the solution obtained by an online algorithm, and that of the optimal offline algorithm with access to full knowledge of the problem instance in advance. Due to the adversarial nature of worst-case analysis, as well as the inability to predict the future, online problems often exhibit impossibility results, namely lower bounds on the competitive ratio of any online algorithm (e.g. [AAA^+09, BG19, KMMO94]).

Recent advances in machine learning have inspired the community to go ‘beyond the worst-case’, utilizing the predictive ability of machine learning models to augment the online algorithm with information about the future based on historical data. Unfortunately, the lack of theoretical guarantees of these models imply that the provided predictions may be arbitrarily inaccurate, and blindly following these predictions can lead to embarrassingly inefficient or invalid solutions, as shown in [SZS^+13, BMS20]. As a result, the focus of the community has shifted to devising learningaugmented algorithms [LV21, PSK18] that use such possibly erroneous advice more prudently, and are able to achieve improved performance when the advice is accurate, a notion called consistency, while maintaining reasonable worst-case guarantees when it is not, a notion called robustness. We refer the reader to [Rou21] for a survey in beyond worst-case analysis, and [MV20] for a survey in learning-augmented algorithms.

Online covering problems. One such line of work studies learning-augmented algorithms in the context of online covering problems with linear programming (LP) formulations. Bamas, Maggiori, and Svensson [BMS20] devised a learning-augmented algorithm for online set cover, using the primal-dual framework of Buchbinder and Naor [BN09a]. By adapting these algorithms and the results of Elad, Kale, and Naor [EKN16], Grigorescu, Lin, Silwal, Song and Zhou [GLS^+22a] solve general online covering LPs and semidefinite programs (SDPs). Their techniques involve solving the covering LP and the dual packing LP simultaneously, while fine-tuning the growth rate of each covering variable carefully with the use of the advice provided to the algorithm.

The switching approach. It was noted in [GLS^+22b](Appendix B)^3, however, that there exists a simple learning-augmented algorithm that outperforms their arguably sophisticated primal-dual algorithm, for all parameter choices. The algorithm involves a switching strategy, where it starts by following the solution provided by any state-of-the-art online algorithm, and then switches to the solution implied by the advice, once the cost of the online solution surpasses that of the advice. It is remarkably easy to implement and analyze. In addition, it uses the subroutine online algorithm as a black-box, absolving the algorithm’s designer of the need to understand the possibly sophisticated methodology employed by prior literature.

When is switching optimal? Designing simple solutions to natural problems of wide general interest is an ultimate goal of both theory (as they can be taught even in undergraduate courses!) and practice (as they can be implemented with a few lines of code, and would have strong provable guarantees!). However, while the study of learning-augmented algorithm is currently flourishing (see [LM22] for an archive of relevant works), many solutions and formulations are often somewhat ad-hoc, and hence there is a need for general frameworks, techniques, and paradigms. Here we raise a basic question:

Can one characterize the space of online problems augmented with advice, for which one may use classical online algorithms as a black-box to obtain optimal solutions?

In particular, what are the necessary and sufficient conditions for the simple switching strategy above to be close to being optimal? What features should a problem exhibit that would allow it to be solvable in a black-box fashion in the advice setting? We believe that a better understanding of this conceptual direction may lead to a unifying framework in the study of algorithms with advice.

3Attributed to subsequent private communication with Roie Levin.

In this work, we make progress on sufficient conditions for the question above. In particular, we study a general class of online packing problems with advice and show that the switching framework is close to being optimal.

Packing problems. Packing problems are a class of maximization problems dual to the general online covering problems. Concretely, we consider problems of the following form:

maximize f(x) over x ∈ R^n_{≥0} subject to Ax ≤ b. (1)

Here, A := {a_{ij} }_{i∈[m],j∈[n]} ∈ R^{m×n}_{≥0} , f : R^n_{≥0} → R_{≥0} is a concave and monotone function such that f(δx + (1 − δ)y) ≥ δf(x) + (1 − δ)f(y) for all x, y ∈ R^n_{≥0} and δ ∈ [0, 1], f(x) ≥ f(x^′) for any x ≥ x^′, and f(0) = 0, and b ∈ R^m_{>0} denotes an upper bound vector for the linear constraints. We use i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n] to denote the row and column index of A, respectively.

In the online packing problem, the values in b and the number of constraints m are given in advance. In each round j ∈ [n], a new packing variable x_j is introduced, along with all the associated coefficients a_{ij} for all i ∈ [m] (the j-th column of A). The number of packing variables, n might be unknown, and each packing constraint is gradually revealed column-wise to the algorithm. In round j ∈ [n], the algorithm can only irrevocably assign a value for x_j . The goal is to approximately minimize f(x) by assigning values to the variables online and maintaining (approximate) feasibility.

Online decision making with advice. In the learning-augmented online packing problem, we are also given advice x^′ ∈ R^n_{≥0} , in an online fashion. In round j ∈ [n], the advice x^′_j is revealed, suggesting what the magnitude of the arriving online packing variable x_j should be. A learning-augmented online algorithm can incorporate the advice to maximize the objective f(x) by irrevocably assigning the values of x_j , potentially outperforming any traditional online algorithm.

To measure the performance of a learning-augmented algorithm, we compare the value of its proposed solution to that of both the advice and the offline optimal solution. A solution from a learningaugmented algorithm is C-consistent if it is at least^1_C the value of the advice, and is R-robust if it is at least^1_R the value of the optimal offline solution. We consider a relaxation of the packing constraints, allowing a solution to approximately violate some or all of them by some factor V , i.e., Ax ≤ V · b. In this case, we say that x is V -feasible. Note that scaling a V -feasible solution by a factor of^1_V returns a feasible solution. A learning-augmented algorithm is (C, V )-consistent if its solution x is C-consistent when x is V -feasible. Let OPT denote the optimal objective of an offline problem. The following measures the performance of a learning-augmented online algorithm.

Definition 1. A learning-augmented online algorithm for the packing problem (1) which takes x^′ as the advice is (C, V_C )-consistent, R-robust, and V -feasible if it generates x such that

f(x) ≥ max { f(x^′) C , OPT R }

when x^′ is V_C -feasible, f(x) ≥ OPT/R when x^′ is not V_C -feasible, and x is V -feasible.

Our contributions. Our main result is a general framework for devising learning-augmented algorithms for online packing problems. We present a simple algorithm utilizing a switching strategy, which uses any state-of-the-art classical online algorithm as a black-box subroutine, and obtains a solution that matches both the value of the advice and the value of the subroutine online algorithm asymptotically:

Theorem 2. For the packing problem (1), there exists a learning-augmented online algorithm that takes an α-competitive β-feasible online algorithm as a subroutine and an advice x^′ ∈ R^n_{≥0} . The algorithm is (2, β)-consistent, 2α-robust, and 3β/2-feasible.

We formally state our algorithm and its analysis in the proof of Theorem 2 in Section 2.

We remark that our algorithm is a general-purpose framework, and does not rely on any specific classical online algorithm. As hinted above, this result absolves users of our framework from the responsibility of understanding potentially sophisticated online algorithm used as a black-box subroutine. In addition, future advancements in the field of classical online problems would immediately imply advances in their variants augmented by advice. Problems that fall under the packing maximization problems with concave objective functions for which our framework may apply includes network utility maximization [SZOL15, CST22], compressed sensing [Don06, SFF^+19], channel transmission [JS05], biological inference [DMDM18], low-rank matrix recovery [RFP10, CLC19], auction mechanisms [ZN01, KRTV13], associative Markov networks [TCK04], etc.

We explicitly study the application of our algorithm to some well-motivated online packing problems including knapsack [MSV95], resource management benefit [LMS95], throughput maximization [BN06], network utility maximization [CST22], and optimization with inventory constraints [LYP^+19] in Section 3.

Our advice model on the packing variables also generalizes many prior models (e.g., [IKMQP21, SZL^+20] in context of online knapsack problems), since any form of advice that suggests a course of action can be simulated by our linear program formulation by setting the advice packing variable to an appropriate value. The exact values of the advice variables depend on the exact problem and advice formulation: We give some examples of these reductions in Section 3.1.1 for online knapsack.

Our empirical evaluations show that our theoretical framework is applicable in practice. For online packing LPs, the switching algorithm guarantees robustness and consistency and outperforms both the online algorithm and the advice when the advice only provides a little information.

We stress that while our algorithm and analysis is extremely simple compared to that of prior works on learning-augmented algorithms, to the best of our knowledge, the community at large appears to have overlooked the applicability of such simple, and perhaps folklore, algorithms. Thus, we explicitly bring forth the problem of formalizing and solving the unifying questions raised in the introduction. Solutions to these would be a significant conceptual contribution to the area of online learning-augmented algorithms.

Additional Prior Works Learning-augmented algorithms have been extensively studied for problems such as set cover [BMS20], frequency estimation [HIKV19], clustering [EFS^+22], scheduling [LLMV20], and facility location [JLL^+21]. Towards learning-augmented algorithms for general online packing problems, [TD21] followed the learning-augmented primal-dual framework of [BN09a], and presented an algorithmic solution. Their model however generalized the objective function to work with multilinear extensions of monotone functions, which incurred a loss in generality. Their advice model is also integral, while our advice allows for fractional predictions.

Other works have studied problems that can be formulated as online packing problems, such as online knapsack [IKMQP21], online matching [JM22], online bounded allocation and adauction [ET23], and secretary problem [DLPLV21]. The problem and advice models between these works varies in many aspects, and does not allow a consistent and unifying theme to be found. We remark that our work focuses on general online concave packing problems, which generalizes all of the aforementioned problems, while our form of advice on the value of the packing variables emcompasses all forms of advice which suggests a course of action.

Organization In Section 2, we present our algorithm and its analysis. In Section 3, we present and discuss several applications. In Section 4, we present our experimental evaluations on real and synthetic data sets.

2 The Switching Algorithm

We present a simple, possibly folklore, learning-augmented online algorithm for online packing. Let O be an α-competitive β-feasible online algorithm for the packing problem (1), for some α, β ≥ 1.

The algorithm keeps track of two candidate solutions, one from the advice x^′, and one from the non-learning-augmented online algorithm O, and combines them. Let x^O_j be its solution for the j-th packing variable. Whenever a column of A arrives online, the algorithm obtains a value for x_j from both the online algorithm and the advice and sets x_j to half of their sum, (x^O_j + x^′_j )/2. Once the algorithm finds out that the advice violates any constraint by a factor of β, it discards the advice for this round and follows the online algorithm only. The algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 A Simple Learning-Augmented Online Algorithm for the Packing Problem (1) Input: An online packing problem (1), the algorithm O, and the advice x^′. Output: The online solution x.

1: for j = 1, 2, ... do ▷ each arriving row or constraint 2: Update A by adding a new column j. 3: Run O for round j and obtain x^O_j .

4: if Ax^′ ≤ βb then ▷ The advice is approximately feasible 5: x_j ←^1_2 (x^O_j + x^′_j ). 6: else 7: x_j ← x^O_j .

Proof of Theorem 2. We use Algorithm 1 with the α-competitive and β-feasible online algorithm for O. Recall that we wish to prove that Algorithm 1 is (2, β)-consistent, 2α-robust, and 3β/2-feasible.

The value of the packing solution found by Algorithm 1 is f(x) ≥ f(x^O/2 + x^′_{trim}), where x^′_{trim} is half of the advice x^′/2 with all entries discarded by the algorithm set to 0 instead. It immediately holds that f(x) ≥ f(x^O/2) ≥ f(x^O)/2 ≥ OPT/(2α), where the second inequality follows by f(0) = 0 and the concavity of f. If x^′ violates each constraint by at most a multiplicative factor of β, no entries of x^′ will be trimmed, and thus f(x) ≥ f(x^′/2) ≥ f(x^′)/2 holds as well.

We observe that Ax^′_{trim} ≤ βb/2 and Ax^O ≤ βb, which implies that Ax ≤ 3βb/2.

Remark 3. We note that depending on the problem of interest, β might not be a fixed parameter. For online packing LPs, β is a conditional number non-decreasing over time, which depends on A, so it is not necessarily the case that the advice is only used in earlier rounds. See Section 3.1 for a more detailed discussion. If β is a fixed parameter, the advice is used only in the earlier rounds until it is not β-feasible. Besides, one can tweak the constant terms of lines 4, 5, and 7 in Algorithm 1 to obtain other (O(1), O(β))-consistent, O(α)-robust, and O(β)-feasible algorithms.

3 Applications

In this section, we present several direct applications of general interest where Theorem 2 immediately gives non-trivial results, in some cases even optimal, up to constant factors.

3.1 Online Packing Linear Programming

The online packing linear programming (LP) problem is a special case of (1) where the objective f(x) is the linear function ∑_n j=1 x_j = 1^T x. Here, 1 denotes a vector of ones.

maximize 1^T x over x ∈ R^n_{≥0} subject to Ax ≤ b. (2)

The seminal work by Buchbinder and Naor [BN09a] presents the following theorem. Theorem 4 ([BN09a]). For any B > 0, there exists a B-competitive algorithm for online packing LP (2) such that for each constraint i ∈ [m] it holds: n∑ j=1 a_{ij} x_j = c_i · O ( log mκ_i B ) , where κ_i = a_i(max)/a_i(min), a_i(max) = max^n_{j=1}{a_{ij} }, and a_i(min) = min^n_{j=1}{a_{ij} |a_{ij} > 0}.

For impossibility results, it is further shown in [BN09a] that for any B > 0, there exists a singleconstraint instance for the online packing LP problem, such that any B-competitive algorithm must violate the constraint by a factor of ω(log mκ/B).

The following corollary holds by Theorems 2 and 4. Here, κ := max^m_{i=1}{κ_i}. Corollary 5. There exists a (2, O(log mκ/B))-consistent, 2B-robust, and O(log mκ/B)-feasible learning-augmented online algorithm for online packing LP (2) that takes parameter B > 0.

Corollary 5 is optimal in consistency, robustness, and feasibility, up to constant factors. We note that the parameter κ is non-decreasing over time. It is possible that Algorithm 1 enters line 6 in earlier rounds and then enters line 4 in later rounds when β = Θ(log mκ/B) increases.

Below we present other specific applications for learning-augmented online packing LP.

3.1.1 Online Knapsack

In this section, we apply Algorithm 1 to the classical online knapsack problem. In the most basic formulation of this problem, a sequence of n items arrive online, and each item j has value v_j and weight w_j . Our goal is to pack a selected set of items with as much value as possible into a knapsack of capacity C, deciding irrevocably whether to include each item as soon as it arrives online, without the total weight exceeding the capacity. Formulated as an online packing linear program, we obtain

maximize 1^T x over x ∈ R^n_{≥0} subject to n∑ j=1 w_j x_j v_j ≤ C. (3)

in which the elements x_j together with it’s value v_j and weight w_j arrive online.

As a corollary to Theorem 2, it follows that our simple algorithm can be applied to the knapsack problem to obtain asymptotically optimal performance in both consistency and robustness.

Corollary 6. Given any α-competitive algorithm O for the online knapsack problem, Algorithm 1 using O as a subroutine implies a (2, 1)-consistent, 2α-robust, and 3/2-feasible learning-augmented online algorithm.

The knapsack problem is regarded as one of the most fundamental packing problems in computer science and operations research along with its many variants. It has been extensively studied in the offline setting [KPP^+04, MT87] (see [SDK75] for a survey) and the online setting [MSV95, ZCL08, MSLZ19]. Recent work in the learning-augmented setting includes [SZL^+20, DKL^+23, IKMQP21, BFL22], which are studying the online knapsack problems with learning augmentation from many angles, such as frequency predictions, threshold predictions, and unit profit settings.

We point out that our advice model on the values of the arriving dual variables generalizes most, if not all, forms of advice studied in prior literature. For any advice suggesting a course of action, such as taking an arriving item into the knapsack (or doing so with some probability, in the case of randomized algorithms), we can process such advice by setting the corresponding entry in y^′ to its value (resp. some fraction of its value).

Another line of work focuses on the advice complexity of online knapsack problems [BKKR14, BKKR12], analyzing in fine-grained fashions the amount of information needed about the future online inputs required to devise algorithm that achieves optimality or certain competitive ratios. We point out that advice complexity concerns trusted and accurate predictions, while the study on learning-augmented algorithms focuses on untrusted, possibly erroneous advice. Thus, the literature on advice complexity is not directly comparable with ours.

3.1.2 Online Resource Management Benefit

In this section, we apply Algorithm 1 to the online resource management benefit problem [LMS95]. For this problem, we have n distinct resources. Each resource i ∈ [m] can be assigned a maximum capacity c_i. Here, m and each c_i are given in advance. A sequence of n jobs is presented online, one job at a time, where n can be unknown. Job j ∈ [n] has a benefit of w_j and can be scheduled with r_j different alternatives. We use a^k_{ij} for k ∈ [r_j ] to denote the amount of resource i necessary to schedule job j with alternative k. Upon the arrival of job j, w_j , r_j , and a^k_{ij} are revealed, and one must schedule job j to different alternatives irrevocably. This problem has the following LP formulation:

max_x n∑ j=1 r_j∑

k=1 x^k_j

subject to n∑ j=1 r_j∑

k=1 a^k_{ij} x^k_j w_j ≤ c_i ∀i ∈ [m], r_j∑

k=1 x^k_j w_j ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [m], x^k_j ≥ 0 ∀j ∈ [n], k ∈ [r_j ].

(4)

Here, x^k_j denotes the fraction of job j assigned to alternative k. Upon the arrival of job j ∈ [n], the decision x^k_j is irrevocable.

In [LMS95], it is assumed that the benefit of each job w_j ∈ [1, W ] with W ≥ 1 and for every nonzero coefficient a^k_{ij} , the ratio a^k_{ij} /c_i ∈ [1/P, 1] with P ≥ 1. [LMS95] presents an O(log mW P )- competitive algorithm and shows it is the best possible. As a corollary, it follows that with advice, we can achieve the best outcome either obtained from an online algorithm or the advice by losing a constant factor, in a black box manner.

Corollary 7. Given any α-competitive algorithm O for the online resource management problem, Algorithm 1 using O as a subroutine implies a (2, 1)-consistent, 2α-robust, and 3/2-feasible learning-augmented online algorithm.

3.1.3 Online Throughput Maximization

In the Online Throughput Maximization problem [BN06, AAP93], we are given a directed or undirected graph G = (V, E). Each edge has a capacity c : E → R_{≥0} . A set of requests (s_j , t_j ) ∈ V ×V arrive online, one at a time. Upon the arrival of request i, the algorithm irrevocably chooses (fractionally) an s_j -t_j path and allocates a total bandwidth of one unit. The objective is to maximize the throughput. The following packing LP describes this problem.

max_x ∑ j ∑ P ∈P_j x_{j,P} subject to ∑ P ∈P_j x_{j,P} ≤ 1 ∀j, ∑ j ∑ P ∈P_j :e∈P x_{j,P} ≤ c(e) ∀e ∈ E, x_{j,P} ≤ 0 ∀j ∀P ∈ P_j ,

(5)

where P_j denotes the set of all the s_j -t_j paths. Here, x_{j,P} indicates the amount of flow on the path P . The first set of constraints captures that each request requires a unit of bandwidth. The second set of constraints captures that the load on each edge does not exceed the edge capacity. An O(1)-competitive O(log |V |)-feasible online algorithm is presented in [BN06], which together with our result implies the following.

Corollary 8. There exists a (2, O(log |V |))-consistent, O(1)-robust, and O(log |V |)-feasible learning-augmented algorithm for the online throughput maximization problem.

3.2 Online Network Utility Maximization

In the online network utility maximization (ONUM) problem [CST22], we are given a directed or undirected graph G = (V, E). Each edge has a capacity of one unit. A set of requests (s_j , t_j ) ∈ V × V arrive online one at a time. Each request j is associated with a budget b_j ∈ R_{>0} , a monotone concave utility function g_j : R_{≥0} → R_{≥0} with g(0) = 0, and a specified s_j -t_j path P_j . Upon the arrival of request j, one must decide irrevocably its allocation rate without exceeding the budget b_j . The goal is to approximately maximize the total utility under the online allocation requirement. This problem has the following packing formulation.

maximize ∑ j g(x_j ) over x_j ∈ [0, b_j ] ∀j subject to ∑ j:e∈P_j x_j ≤ 1 ∀e ∈ E. (6) In [CST22], a sufficient condition of having a roughly linear (in |E|) competitive algorithm for ONUM is presented. Together with our results, this implies the following corollary.

Corollary 9. Given any α-competitive algorithm O for ONUM, Algorithm 1 using O as a subroutine implies a (2, 1)-consistent, 2α-robust, and 3/2-feasible learning-augmented online algorithm.

3.3 Online Optimization under Inventory Constraints

The online optimization with inventory constraints (OOIC) problem is introduced in [LYP^+19]. In this problem, a decision maker sells inventory across an interval of T discrete time slots to maximize the total revenue. At time t ∈ [T ], the decision maker observes the revenue function g_t : R_{≥0} → R_{≥0} and makes an irrevocable decision on the quantity x_t. Upon choosing x_t, the decision maker receives revenue g_t(x_t). The goal is to approximately maximize the total revenue, while respective the inventory constraint ∑ t∈T x_t ≤ Δ with a given parameter Δ > 0. It is further assumed that for all t ∈ [T ], g_t has the following nice properties: (1) g_t is concave, increasing, and differentiable over [0, Δ], (2) g_t(0) = 0, and (3) g^′_t(0) > 0 and g^′(0) ∈ [m, M] for some M ≥ m > 0. OOIC has the following packing formulation:

maximize ∑ t∈[T ] g_t(x_t) over x_t ≥ 0 ∀t ∈ [T ] subject to ∑ t∈[T ] x_t ≤ Δ. (7)

The work [LYP^+19] presents a tight π-competitive algorithm for OOIC, where π ∈ [log(M/m) + 1, η(log(M/m) + 1)] and η := sup_{g,x∈[0,Δ]}{g^′(0)x/g(x)}. Together with our results, this implies the following corollary.

Corollary 10. Given any α-competitive algorithm O for OOIC, Algorithm 1 using O as a subroutine implies a (2, 1)-consistent, 2α-robust, and 3/2-feasible learning-augmented online algorithm.

4 Empirical Evaluations

In this section, we present the applicability of our simple switching algorithm on real and synthetic data sets. Our focus will be on online packing LPs due to their simplicity which is sufficient to capture the key insights of our overall framework.

Datasets. For our synthetic data sets, we set the constraint matrix A ∈ ({0} ∪ [ℓ, 1])^{n×n} and the upper bound matrix b ∈ (0, 1]^n with entries drawn independently and uniformly at random from (0, 1]. Here, ℓ ∈ (0, 1) is a lower bound parameter which ensures that A is well-conditioned. Entries in A are drawn uniformly at random from [0, 1]. If a_{ij} < ℓ, we round it to zero. We set n = 500, ℓ = 0.01, and B = 1 to run our switching algorithm. All experiments are done in a 2018 HP Envy Laptop Model 17t-bw000 with 16 gigabytes of RAM and implemented in Matlab R2021a.

Predictions. We consider two types of predictions: (1) first, find the optimal offline solution x by solving the full packing LP and then noisily corrupt the entries of x by setting the entries to be 0 independently with probability p. This is the same as the replacement rate strategy in [BMS20, GLS^+22a]. (2) We consider related problem instances over time steps where the constraint matrix A perturbs over time while b is fixed. We have matrices A_0, A_1, . . . where A_t is the constraint matrix at time t. A_0 is the starting synthetic data and A_{t+1} updates A_t by replacing 2n random entries with new entries. Three types of predictions are used: the batch prediction which denotes the optimal solution when the constraint matrix is A_0, the online prediction which denotes the optimal solution obtained from A_{t−1} when the time is t, and the partial online prediction which follows the online prediction by using the replacement rate strategy with p = 0.5. A similar style of predictions, although not in an online context, has been employed in [CEI^+22, EFS^+22, DIL^+21, CSVZ22].

Results. Our results are shown in Figure 1. Recall that our switching algorithm might generate an infeasible solution for packing LPs. We use the competitive ratio after scaling to evaluate the performance of an online solution. Suppose the online solution x is such that Ax = b^′. We scale down x by dividing max^n_{i=1}{b^′_i/b_i} so that x becomes feasible. We compute the competitive ratio w.r.t. the scaled online solution, which evaluates the variable distribution performance of the online algorithm. Figure 1a shows the competitive ratios after scaling with different replacement rates p. Figure 1b shows the competitive ratios after scaling when the constraint matrix A changes over time. For both settings, we consider 1000 online instances of the synthetic dataset and take the average of the competitive ratios after scaling.

In Figure 1a, the competitive ratio of the advice is not after scaling because, with a large corruption rate, Ax^′ might have zero entries, where scaling is not desirable. The figure shows a smooth trade-off in the competitive ratio after scaling and the replacement rate. The switching algorithm outperforms the online algorithm and the advice when the replacement rate is high. With a low replacement rate, the switching algorithm heavily relies on the advice, resulting in a worse constant factor for the competitive ratio. The best type of advice is with a replacement rate of roughly 0.5.

In Figure 1b, the performance ranked from the worst to the best is as follows: the switching algorithm with the batch prediction, the switching algorithm with the online prediction, the pure online algorithm, and the switching algorithm with the partial online prediction. The partial online prediction advice intuitively is the best one based on the observation from Figure 1a.

(a) Competitive Ratio and Replacement Rate (b) Competitive Ratio over Time Steps

Figure 1: Results on our synthetic data sets.

Summary. We summarize our experimental results: (a) Our theory is experimentally predictive and qualitatively validates the robustness and consistency of the switching algorithm. (b) The switching algorithm is efficient to carry out in a black-box manner and execute in practice. (c) The switching algorithm can be applied to dynamic datasets varying over time.

5 Further Discussion

In this work, we demonstrated how a possibly folklore algorithm has wide applicability to the general problem of online algorithms augmented with advice, for packing problems with concave objectives. This work is motivated by the fact that a similar algorithm was initially missed when considering the dual problem to packing, namely covering problems, in the online settings augmented by advice [BMS20, GLS^+22a]. Below we include some comparisons between the two dual online LP problems and approaches, which may help in a better understanding of the space of problems solvable by algorithms that use classical online algorithms as black-boxes.

General online covering LPs take the following form:

minimize c^T x over x ∈ R^n_{≥0} subject to Ax ≥ 1. (8)

where A ∈ R^{m×n}_{≥0} consists of m covering constraints, 1 is a vector of all ones, and c ∈ R^n_{>0} denotes the positive coefficients of the linear cost function. In the online setting, the cost vector c is given offline, and each of the covering constraints, corresponding to rows of the constraint matrix A, is presented one-by-one online. The goal is to update the covering variables x in a non-decreasing manner so that all constraints are satisfied on arrival, and the objective c^T x is approximately minimized. A learning-augmented algorithm in this setting receives an advice x^′ ∈ R^n_{≥0} on the suggested values of the covering variables.

The simple switching algorithm in [GLS^+22b](Appendix B) follows the online solution initially, and switches to the advice once the online cost surpasses that of the advice, taking the coordinatewise maximum between the two candidate solutions to preserve the monotonicity of the covering variables. We remark that their algorithm “switches” between the advice and the online algorithm in a subtly different sense than ours. Algorithm 1 takes the average between the advice and the online solution initially, “switching” to using only the online solution when the advice becomes infeasible; [GLS^+22b]’s learning-augmented algorithm follows strictly the online solution before “switching” to the advice once the online cost is higher.

Nonetheless, [GLS^+22b]’s setting and ours share several features. In particular, the switching strategy preserves consistency, robustness, and feasibility for both online covering and packing LPs. We hypothesize that features such as monotonicity, Lipschitz continuity, smoothness, convexity, or concavity of the objective, may be relevant to answering the main conceptual question raised by our work (see Section 1).

Acknowledgements We are grateful to Kent Quanrud, Sandeep Silwal, Paul Valiant, and Samson Zhou for helpful discussions.

References

[AAA^+09] Noga Alon, Baruch Awerbuch, Yossi Azar, Niv Buchbinder, and Joseph Naor. The online set cover problem. SIAM Journal on Computing, 39(2):361–370, 2009.

[AAP93] Baruch Awerbuch, Yossi Azar, and Serge Plotkin. Throughput-competitive on-line routing. In Proceedings of 1993 IEEE 34th Annual Foundations of Computer Science, pages 32–40. IEEE, 1993.

[BFL22] Joan Boyar, Lene M Favrholdt, and Kim S Larsen. Online unit profit knapsack with untrusted predictions. In 18th Scandinavian Symposium and Workshops on Algorithm Theory (SWAT 2022). Schloss-Dagstuhl-Leibniz Zentrum für Informatik, 2022.

[BG19] Santiago R Balseiro and Yonatan Gur. Learning in repeated auctions with budgets: Regret minimization and equilibrium. Management Science, 65(9):3952–3968, 2019.

[BKKR12] Hans-Joachim Böckenhauer, Dennis Komm, Richard Královič, and Peter Rossmanith. On the advice complexity of the knapsack problem. In Latin American Symposium on Theoretical Informatics, pages 61–72. Springer, 2012.

[BKKR14] Hans-Joachim Böckenhauer, Dennis Komm, Richard Královič, and Peter Rossmanith. The online knapsack problem: Advice and randomization. Theoretical Computer Science, 527:61–72, 2014.

[BMS20] Etienne Bamas, Andreas Maggiori, and Ola Svensson. The primal-dual method for learning augmented algorithms. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:20083–20094, 2020.

[BN06] Niv Buchbinder and Joseph Naor. Improved bounds for online routing and packing via a primal-dual approach. In 2006 47th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS’06), pages 293–304. IEEE, 2006.

[BN09a] Niv Buchbinder and Joseph Naor. Online primal-dual algorithms for covering and packing. Mathematics of Operations Research, 34(2):270–286, 2009.

[BN09b] Niv Buchbinder and Joseph Seffi Naor. The design of competitive online algorithms via a primal–dual approach. Foundations and Trends® in Theoretical Computer Science, 3(2–3):93–263, 2009.

[CEI^+22] Justin Y. Chen, Talya Eden, Piotr Indyk, Honghao Lin, Shyam Narayanan, Ronitt Rubinfeld, Sandeep Silwal, Tal Wagner, David P. Woodruff, and Michael Zhang. Triangle and four cycle counting with predictions in graph streams. In The Tenth International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR, 2022.

[CLC19] Yuejie Chi, Yue M Lu, and Yuxin Chen. Nonconvex optimization meets lowrank matrix factorization: An overview. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 67(20):5239–5269, 2019.

[CST22] Ying Cao, Bo Sun, and Danny HK Tsang. Online network utility maximization: Algorithm, competitive analysis, and applications. IEEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, 10(1):274–284, 2022.

[CSVZ22] Justin Y. Chen, Sandeep Silwal, Ali Vakilian, and Fred Zhang. Faster fundamental graph algorithms via learned predictions. In International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML, pages 3583–3602, 2022.

[DIL^+21] Michael Dinitz, Sungjin Im, Thomas Lavastida, Benjamin Moseley, and Sergei Vassilvitskii. Faster matchings via learned duals. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 34: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NeurIPS, pages 10393–10406, 2021.

[DKL^+23] Mohammadreza Daneshvaramoli, Helia Karisani, Adam Lechowicz, Bo Sun, Cameron N Musco, and Mohammad Hajiesmaili. Online fractional knapsack with predictions. 2023.

[DLPLV21] Paul Dütting, Silvio Lattanzi, Renato Paes Leme, and Sergei Vassilvitskii. Secretaries with advice. In Proceedings of the 22nd ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, pages 409–429, 2021.

[DMDM18] Andrea De Martino and Daniele De Martino. An introduction to the maximum entropy approach and its application to inference problems in biology. Heliyon, 4(4), 2018.

[Don06] David L Donoho. Compressed sensing. IEEE Transactions on information theory, 52(4):1289–1306, 2006.

[EFS^+22] Jon C. Ergun, Zhili Feng, Sandeep Silwal, David P. Woodruff, and Samson Zhou. Learning-augmented k-means clustering. In The Tenth International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR, 2022.

[EKN16] Noa Elad, Satyen Kale, and Joseph Seffi Naor. Online semidefinite programming. In 43rd International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming (ICALP 2016). Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik, 2016.

[ET23] Kevi Enikő and Nguyen Kim Thang. Primal-dual algorithms with predictions for online bounded allocation and ad-auctions problems. In Algorithmic Learning Theory, 2023.

[GLS^+22a] Elena Grigorescu, Young-San Lin, Sandeep Silwal, Maoyuan Song, and Samson Zhou. Learning-augmented algorithms for online linear and semidefinite programming. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:38643–38654, 2022.

[GLS^+22b] Elena Grigorescu, Young-San Lin, Sandeep Silwal, Maoyuan Song, and Samson Zhou. Learning-augmented algorithms for online linear and semidefinite programming, 2022.

[HIKV19] Chen-Yu Hsu, Piotr Indyk, Dina Katabi, and Ali Vakilian. Learning-based frequency estimation algorithms. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2019.

[HSLZ21] Steven CH Hoi, Doyen Sahoo, Jing Lu, and Peilin Zhao. Online learning: A comprehensive survey. Neurocomputing, 459:249–289, 2021.

[IKMQP21] Sungjin Im, Ravi Kumar, Mahshid Montazer Qaem, and Manish Purohit. Online knapsack with frequency predictions. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:2733–2743, 2021.

[JLL^+21] Shaofeng H-C Jiang, Erzhi Liu, You Lyu, Zhihao Gavin Tang, and Yubo Zhang. Online facility location with predictions. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.

[JM22] Billy Jin and Will Ma. Online bipartite matching with advice: Tight robustnessconsistency tradeoffs for the two-stage model. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 35:14555–14567, 2022.

[JS05] Mathias Johansson and Mikael Sternad. Resource allocation under uncertainty using the maximum entropy principle. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 51(12):4103–4117, 2005.

[KMMO94] Anna R Karlin, Mark S Manasse, Lyle A McGeoch, and Susan Owicki. Competitive randomized algorithms for nonuniform problems. Algorithmica, 11(6):542–571, 1994.

[KPP^+04] Hans Kellerer, Ulrich Pferschy, David Pisinger, Hans Kellerer, Ulrich Pferschy, and David Pisinger. Multidimensional knapsack problems. Springer, 2004.

[KRTV13] Thomas Kesselheim, Klaus Radke, Andreas Tönnis, and Berthold Vöcking. An optimal online algorithm for weighted bipartite matching and extensions to combinatorial auctions. In European symposium on algorithms, pages 589–600. Springer, 2013.

[LLMV20] Silvio Lattanzi, Thomas Lavastida, Benjamin Moseley, and Sergei Vassilvitskii. Online scheduling via learned weights. In Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual ACM- SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, pages 1859–1877. SIAM, 2020.

[LM22] Alexander Lindermayr and Nicole Megow. Algorithms with predictions. https://algorithms-with-predictions.github.io/, 2022. Accessed: 2024-05-22.

[LMS95] Stefano Leonardi and Alberto Marchetti-Spaccamela. On-line resource management with applications to routing and scheduling. In International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, pages 303–314. Springer, 1995.

[LV21] Thodoris Lykouris and Sergei Vassilvitskii. Competitive caching with machine learned advice. Journal of the ACM (JACM), 68(4):1–25, 2021.

[LYP^+19] Qiulin Lin, Hanling Yi, John Pang, Minghua Chen, Adam Wierman, Michael Honig, and Yuanzhang Xiao. Competitive online optimization under inventory constraints. Proceedings of the ACM on Measurement and Analysis of Computing Systems, 3(1):1– 28, 2019.

[MSLZ19] Will Ma, David Simchi-Levi, and Jinglong Zhao. The competitive ratio of threshold policies for online unit-density knapsack problems. arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.08735, 2019.

[MSV95] Alberto Marchetti-Spaccamela and Carlo Vercellis. Stochastic on-line knapsack problems. Mathematical Programming, 68(1):73–104, 1995.

[MT87] Silvano Martello and Paolo Toth. Algorithms for knapsack problems. North-Holland Mathematics Studies, 132:213–257, 1987.

[MV20] Michael Mitzenmacher and Sergei Vassilvitskii. Algorithms with predictions, 2020.

[PSK18] Manish Purohit, Zoya Svitkina, and Ravi Kumar. Improving online algorithms via ml predictions. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 31, 2018.

[RFP10] Benjamin Recht, Maryam Fazel, and Pablo A Parrilo. Guaranteed minimum-rank solutions of linear matrix equations via nuclear norm minimization. SIAM review, 52(3):471–501, 2010.

[Rou21] Tim Roughgarden. Beyond the worst-case analysis of algorithms. Cambridge University Press, 2021.

[SDK75] Harvey M Salkin and Cornelis A De Kluyver. The knapsack problem: a survey. Naval Research Logistics Quarterly, 22(1):127–144, 1975.

[SFF^+19] Liyan Sun, Zhiwen Fan, Xueyang Fu, Yue Huang, Xinghao Ding, and John Paisley. A deep information sharing network for multi-contrast compressed sensing mri reconstruction. IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, 28(12):6141–6153, 2019.

[SZL^+20] Bo Sun, Ali Zeynali, Tongxin Li, Mohammad Hajiesmaili, Adam Wierman, and Danny HK Tsang. Competitive algorithms for the online multiple knapsack problem with application to electric vehicle charging. Proceedings of the ACM on Measurement and Analysis of Computing Systems, 4(3):1–32, 2020.

[SZOL15] Yuanming Shi, Jun Zhang, Brendan O’Donoghue, and Khaled B Letaief. Large-scale convex optimization for dense wireless cooperative networks. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 63(18):4729–4743, 2015.

[SZS^+13] Christian Szegedy, Wojciech Zaremba, Ilya Sutskever, Joan Bruna, Dumitru Erhan, Ian Goodfellow, and Rob Fergus. Intriguing properties of neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1312.6199, 2013.

[TCK04] Ben Taskar, Vassil Chatalbashev, and Daphne Koller. Learning associative markov networks. In Proceedings of the twenty-first international conference on Machine learning, page 102, 2004.

[TD21] Nguyen Kim Thang and Christoph Durr. Online primal-dual algorithms with predictions for packing problems, 2021.

[ZCL08] Yunhong Zhou, Deeparnab Chakrabarty, and Rajan Lukose. Budget constrained bidding in keyword auctions and online knapsack problems. In Proceedings of the 17th international conference on world wide web, pages 1243–1244, 2008.

[ZN01] Edo Zurel and Noam Nisan. An efficient approximate allocation algorithm for combinatorial auctions. In Proceedings of the 3rd ACM conference on Electronic Commerce, pages 125–136, 2001.