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Abstract. This paper investigates the linkage model building for genetic
algorithms. By assuming a given quality of the linkage model, an ana-
lytical model of time to convergence is derived. Given the computational
cost of building the linkage model, an estimated total computational
time is obtained by using the derived time-to-convergence model. The
models are empirically verified. The results can be potentially used to
decide whether applying a linkage-identification technique is worthwhile
and give a guideline to speed up the linkage model building.

1 Introduction

Holland [1] suggested that operators learning linkage information to recombine
alleles might be necessary for genetic algorithm (GA) success. Many such meth-
ods [2] have been developed to solve the linkage problem. The linkage model
can be implicit (e.g. LLGA [3]) or explicit (e.g. LINC [4]), probabilistic (prob-
abilistic model building GAs [5], or estimation of distribution algorithms [6])
or deterministic (e.g. DSMGA [7]). Those methods have different strength in
identifying linkage and consume different computational time. Because some of
the linkage-identification methods are computationally expensive, recently there
is a trend of applying speedup techniques on those linkage-identification meth-
ods including parallelism [8]. Another possible speedup technique is the evalu-
ation relaxation scheme [9]. In a unified point of view, a linkage-identification
method with the evaluation relaxation technique applied can be considered as
another linkage-identification method which is more efficient and possibly less
accurate. With the same idea, a simple GA (sGA) can be thought as a GA with a
linkage-identification method which does not consume additional computations
and always reports tight linkages.

Two questions might frequently come into a GA researcher’s mind: (1) On
which classes of problems does a specific GA design have strength and weak-
ness, and (2) is a speedup technique worthwhile to use? Take the Bayesian op-
timization algorithm (BOA) as an example. BOA works well on problems with

K. Deb et al. (Eds.): GECCO 2004, LNCS 3103, pp. 367–378, 2004.
c© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2004

Verwendete Distiller 5.0.x Joboptions
Dieser Report wurde automatisch mit Hilfe der Adobe Acrobat Distiller Erweiterung "Distiller Secrets v1.0.5" der IMPRESSED GmbH erstellt.
Sie koennen diese Startup-Datei für die Distiller Versionen 4.0.5 und 5.0.x kostenlos unter http://www.impressed.de herunterladen.

ALLGEMEIN ----------------------------------------
Dateioptionen:
     Kompatibilität: PDF 1.3
     Für schnelle Web-Anzeige optimieren: Nein
     Piktogramme einbetten: Nein
     Seiten automatisch drehen: Nein
     Seiten von: 1
     Seiten bis: Alle Seiten
     Bund: Links
     Auflösung: [ 2400 2400 ] dpi
     Papierformat: [ 595 842 ] Punkt

KOMPRIMIERUNG ----------------------------------------
Farbbilder:
     Downsampling: Ja
     Berechnungsmethode: Bikubische Neuberechnung
     Downsample-Auflösung: 300 dpi
     Downsampling für Bilder über: 450 dpi
     Komprimieren: Ja
     Automatische Bestimmung der Komprimierungsart: Ja
     JPEG-Qualität: Maximal
     Bitanzahl pro Pixel: Wie Original Bit
Graustufenbilder:
     Downsampling: Ja
     Berechnungsmethode: Bikubische Neuberechnung
     Downsample-Auflösung: 300 dpi
     Downsampling für Bilder über: 450 dpi
     Komprimieren: Ja
     Automatische Bestimmung der Komprimierungsart: Ja
     JPEG-Qualität: Maximal
     Bitanzahl pro Pixel: Wie Original Bit
Schwarzweiß-Bilder:
     Downsampling: Ja
     Berechnungsmethode: Bikubische Neuberechnung
     Downsample-Auflösung: 2400 dpi
     Downsampling für Bilder über: 3600 dpi
     Komprimieren: Ja
     Komprimierungsart: CCITT
     CCITT-Gruppe: 4
     Graustufen glätten: Nein

     Text und Vektorgrafiken komprimieren: Ja

SCHRIFTEN ----------------------------------------
     Alle Schriften einbetten: Ja
     Untergruppen aller eingebetteten Schriften: Nein
     Wenn Einbetten fehlschlägt: Warnen und weiter
Einbetten:
     Immer einbetten: [ /Courier-BoldOblique /Helvetica-BoldOblique /Courier /Helvetica-Bold /Times-Bold /Courier-Bold /Helvetica /Times-BoldItalic /Times-Roman /ZapfDingbats /Times-Italic /Helvetica-Oblique /Courier-Oblique /Symbol ]
     Nie einbetten: [ ]

FARBE(N) ----------------------------------------
Farbmanagement:
     Farbumrechnungsmethode: Farbe nicht ändern
     Methode: Standard
Geräteabhängige Daten:
     Einstellungen für Überdrucken beibehalten: Ja
     Unterfarbreduktion und Schwarzaufbau beibehalten: Ja
     Transferfunktionen: Anwenden
     Rastereinstellungen beibehalten: Ja

ERWEITERT ----------------------------------------
Optionen:
     Prolog/Epilog verwenden: Ja
     PostScript-Datei darf Einstellungen überschreiben: Ja
     Level 2 copypage-Semantik beibehalten: Ja
     Portable Job Ticket in PDF-Datei speichern: Nein
     Illustrator-Überdruckmodus: Ja
     Farbverläufe zu weichen Nuancen konvertieren: Ja
     ASCII-Format: Nein
Document Structuring Conventions (DSC):
     DSC-Kommentare verarbeiten: Ja
     DSC-Warnungen protokollieren: Nein
     Für EPS-Dateien Seitengröße ändern und Grafiken zentrieren: Ja
     EPS-Info von DSC beibehalten: Ja
     OPI-Kommentare beibehalten: Nein
     Dokumentinfo von DSC beibehalten: Ja

ANDERE ----------------------------------------
     Distiller-Kern Version: 5000
     ZIP-Komprimierung verwenden: Ja
     Optimierungen deaktivieren: Nein
     Bildspeicher: 524288 Byte
     Farbbilder glätten: Nein
     Graustufenbilder glätten: Nein
     Bilder (< 257 Farben) in indizierten Farbraum konvertieren: Ja
     sRGB ICC-Profil: sRGB IEC61966-2.1

ENDE DES REPORTS ----------------------------------------

IMPRESSED GmbH
Bahrenfelder Chaussee 49
22761 Hamburg, Germany
Tel. +49 40 897189-0
Fax +49 40 897189-71
Email: info@impressed.de
Web: www.impressed.de

Adobe Acrobat Distiller 5.0.x Joboption Datei
<<
     /ColorSettingsFile ()
     /AntiAliasMonoImages false
     /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
     /ParseDSCComments true
     /DoThumbnails false
     /CompressPages true
     /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
     /MaxSubsetPct 100
     /EncodeColorImages true
     /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
     /Optimize false
     /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
     /EmitDSCWarnings false
     /CalGrayProfile ()
     /NeverEmbed [ ]
     /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.5
     /UsePrologue true
     /GrayImageDict << /QFactor 0.9 /Blend 1 /HSamples [ 2 1 1 2 ] /VSamples [ 2 1 1 2 ] >>
     /AutoFilterColorImages true
     /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
     /ColorImageDepth -1
     /PreserveOverprintSettings true
     /AutoRotatePages /None
     /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
     /EmbedAllFonts true
     /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
     /StartPage 1
     /AntiAliasColorImages false
     /CreateJobTicket false
     /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
     /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
     /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.5
     /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
     /DetectBlends true
     /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
     /PreserveEPSInfo true
     /GrayACSImageDict << /VSamples [ 1 1 1 1 ] /QFactor 0.15 /Blend 1 /HSamples [ 1 1 1 1 ] /ColorTransform 1 >>
     /ColorACSImageDict << /VSamples [ 1 1 1 1 ] /QFactor 0.15 /Blend 1 /HSamples [ 1 1 1 1 ] /ColorTransform 1 >>
     /PreserveCopyPage true
     /EncodeMonoImages true
     /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
     /PreserveOPIComments false
     /AntiAliasGrayImages false
     /GrayImageDepth -1
     /ColorImageResolution 300
     /EndPage -1
     /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
     /MonoImageDepth -1
     /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
     /EncodeGrayImages true
     /DownsampleGrayImages true
     /DownsampleMonoImages true
     /DownsampleColorImages true
     /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.5
     /MonoImageDict << /K -1 >>
     /Binding /Left
     /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated (SWOP) v2)
     /MonoImageResolution 2400
     /AutoFilterGrayImages true
     /AlwaysEmbed [ /Courier-BoldOblique /Helvetica-BoldOblique /Courier /Helvetica-Bold /Times-Bold /Courier-Bold /Helvetica /Times-BoldItalic /Times-Roman /ZapfDingbats /Times-Italic /Helvetica-Oblique /Courier-Oblique /Symbol ]
     /ImageMemory 524288
     /SubsetFonts false
     /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
     /OPM 1
     /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
     /GrayImageResolution 300
     /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
     /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
     /ColorImageDict << /QFactor 0.9 /Blend 1 /HSamples [ 2 1 1 2 ] /VSamples [ 2 1 1 2 ] >>
     /ASCII85EncodePages false
     /LockDistillerParams false
>> setdistillerparams
<<
     /PageSize [ 595.276 841.890 ]
     /HWResolution [ 2400 2400 ]
>> setpagedevice



368 T.-L. Yu and D.E. Goldberg

linkages; however, for problems where linkage is not important, like OneMax, a
sGA would perform better since building a Bayesian network is computation-
ally time-consuming [10]. A linkage-identification method with the evaluation
relaxation techniques is more efficient but possibly less accurate. The lower ac-
curacy might elongate the convergence time, and speeding up the model-building
process might result in a slower GA convergence. Although the above two ques-
tions seem loosely related, they boil down to the following more basic question:
Given two different model builders with different accuracies and different com-
putational costs, should one use a more accurate, but more computationally
expensive model builder or a less accurate, but less computationally expensive
model builder?

The purpose of this paper is to answer the above question, and by doing this,
the results lead us toward a better understanding of the relationship between
building linkage models and GA convergence. The paper first defines the errors
of a linkage model, and then time to convergence is derived for a given number
of errors of the linkage model. The time-to-convergence model is then used to
derive the total computational time. A number of experiments are done to verify
the models derived in the paper. Finally, discussions of the contributions and
possible future work conclude this paper.

2 Time to Convergence for Linkage Model Building

This section derive the time-to-convergence model of GA by assuming a given
linkage model quality. All derivations done by assuming an infinite population
size and prefect mixing by population-wise crossover. For simplicity, we further
assume that the problem contains a unique global optimum.

2.1 The Errors of a Linkage Model

The term “linkage” is widely used in GA field, but defining linkage is not an
easy task. In this paper, the linkage can be loosely defined as follows. If linkage
exists between two genes, recombination might result in lowly fit offspring with
high probability if those two genes are not transferred together from parents to
offspring. A group of highly linked genes forms a linkage group, or a building
block (BB) in [2].

A linkage model is a model telling which genes form linkage groups. For
instance, the boolean flags in LEGO [11], the genetic ordering in LLGA [12], the
clustering model in eCGA [13], and the DSM clustering in DSMDGA [7] are all
linkage models. Two different types of errors can happen when a linkage model
is adopted to describe the genetic linkage. One is that the linkage model links
those gene which are not linked in reality. The other is that the linkage model
does not link those gene which are linked in reality. The first type of error does
not disrupt correct BBs but they slow down BB mixing. Since perfect mixing
(in short, BBs are uniformly distributed over the population on each particular
position) is one of the presumptions of the time-to-convergence model used later
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in the paper, this paper only focuses on the second type of error and leaves the
first type of error as future work.

The quality of a linkage model can be quantified by the number of errors
it makes. For example, consider a problem with four BBs, where {BB1, BB2,
BB3, BB4}={{1,2,3}, {4,5,6} , {7,8,9}, {10,11,12}}, and a linkage model {BB′

1,
BB′

2 ,BB′
3, BB′

4, BB′
5}={{1,2}, {3,4,5,6}, {7,8}, {9,10,11}, {12}}. By ignoring

the first type of errors, the linkage model can be re-expressed as {{1,2}, {3},
{4,5,6}, {7,8}, {9}, {10,11}, {12}}. As a result, the linkage model produces 3
errors and only BB2 is correctly identified.

2.2 Building Block Disruptions

According to [2], effectively mixing BBs is critical for a GA success. In most
traditional GAs, BB mixing is done by performing crossover. However, if BBs are
not correctly identified, crossover will also disrupt BBs (addressed in Holland’s [1]
schema theory). This subsection derives the upper bound of the expected number
of BB disruptions given the number of errors of the linkage model.

Before derivations, it is convenient to define two terms, a correct BB and an
incorrect BB. If the genes in a BB have the same values as those genes at the
same locations of the globally optimal solution, the BB is called a correct BB;
otherwise, it is called an incorrect BB. A BB disruption occurs when a correct
BB becomes an incorrect BB after crossover.

By the assumption, after crossover is performed, a misidentified BB is recom-
bined by two portions which come from two different BBs. When one portion
comes from a correct BB and the other portion comes from an incorrect BB, a
BB disruption probably occurs. To be conservative, we assume that recombining
a portion of a correct BB with a portion of an incorrect BB always results in
an incorrect BB. That happens when the most competitive incorrect BB is ex-
actly the compliment of the correct BB. Likewise, we assume that recombining
incorrect BBs always produces incorrect BBs.

Assume that there is a proportion p of correct BBs in the current population.
For a randomly chosen BB, a BB disruption occurs when (1) it is misidentified,
(2) it is a correct BB, and (3) it is going to be recombined with an incorrect BB.
Therefore, the probability of a BB disruption occurrence is given by(

1 − (1 − 1
m

)e

)
p(1 − p), (1)

where m is the number of BBs in a chromosome. When the number of errors e
is much smaller than the number of BBs m, it is valid to assume that only one
errors occurs for each misidentified BB. The above equation can be approximated
as

e

m
p(1 − p). (2)

In a population of size N , there are total Nm BBs. The expected number of BB
disruptions is then Nep(1 − p).
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2.3 Time-to-Convergence Model

Mühlenbein and Schlierkamp-Voosen [14] gave the following time-to-convergence
model for OneMax problem by assuming a infinite population size and prefect
mixing.

tconv =
(π

2
− arcsin(2p0 − 1)

) √
l

I
, (3)

where p0 is the initial proportion of ones, I is selection intensity, and l is the
length of chromosome. The time-to-convergence model can be derived from the
following equation [14,15].

pt+1 − pt =
I√
l

√
pt(1 − pt), (4)

where pt is the proportion of ones at generation t.
Miller [16] extended the time-to-convergence model to problems with uni-

formly scaled BBs. If the linkage model successfully identifies every BB, by
treating correct BBs as 1’s and incorrect BBs as 0’s, the problem is then similar
to the OneMax problem. The only difference is that the growth of correct BBs
are slower. The reason is that a chromosome with more correct BBs does not
always have a higher fitness value. For example, {0” 0” 1} might have a lower
fitness value than {0’ 0’ 0’}, where 1 represents a correct BB, 0’ represents an
incorrect BB with a high fitness value, and 0” represents another incorrect BB
with a low fitness value. The growth of correct BBs is then modelled as follows.

pt+1 − pt =
I ′

√
m

√
pt(1 − pt), (5)

where I ′ ≤ I, and pt is the proportion of correct BBs at generation t.
When the linkage model has some errors, the growth of correct BBs is slowed

down. After selection, the growth of correct BBs is still governed by Equation 5,
pt,selected = pt + I′√

m

√
pt(1 − pt). The proportion of disrupted BBs is given by

e

m
pt,selected(1 − pt,selected). (6)

Hence, the proportion of correct BBs for the next generation is

pt+1 = pt,selected − e

m
pt,selected(1 − pt,selected). (7)

By approximating the BB disruption in Equation 6 as e
mpt(1 − pt) (the pro-

portion of disrupted BBs is calculated according to the proportion of correct
BBs before selection) and adopting p(1 − p) ≤ 1

2

√
p(1 − p) for 0 ≤ p ≤ 1, the

proportion of disrupted BBs can be approximated as:

e

2m

√
pt(1 − pt). (8)
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The proportion of correct BBs in the next generation is then given by

pt+1 − pt = (
I ′

√
m

− e

2m
)
√

pt(1 − pt). (9)

Following a similar procedure in [14] and [15], one can derive the time-to-
convergence model.

tconv =

(
π
2 − arcsin(2p0 − 1)

)
I′√
m

− e
2m

. (10)

The dimensionless model can be obtained as

tconv(e = 0)
tconv

= 1 − e

2I ′√m
. (11)

The above equation also suggests that when e ≥ 2I ′√m, BB disruptions are
severer than BB growths; the behavior of the GA is then like a random search
and difficult to converge. Therefore, defining the critical number of errors ecritial

as the largest number of BBs that a linkage model could misidentify while a
(m − 1)-BB convergence is still possible, the following relation between ecritial

and m can be expressed as

ecritial = 2I ′√m. (12)

Since I ′ is only loosely related to the problem, the key idea of the above equation
is that ecritial = O(

√
m).

3 Overall Computational Time

This section models the overall computational time using the time-to-
convergence model in the previous section. The overall computational time is
then used to derive an optimal decision of which linkage model should be used.
A similar methods of modelling in this section can be found in [9].

Assuming the GA operators consume α computational time each generation,
if a linkage model on average misidentifies e BBs and consumes β computational
time, the overall computation time is then

T = tconv(e)(α + β). (13)

Suppose we have two linkage-identification methods, M1 and M2, which
misidentifies e1 and e2 BBs, and consumes α1 and α2 computational time, re-
spectively. The ratio of the overall computational time of GAs which adopt those
two linkage-identification methods is given by

TM1

TM2

=
2I ′√m − e2

2I ′√m − e1
· α + β1

α + β2
. (14)
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If the ratio is smaller than 1, method M1 should be used, and vice versa.
The above equation is difficult to use in practice mainly because the the

number of BBs that a linkage model misidentifies is not easy to estimate. Nev-
ertheless, the equation gives some insights and mathematical foundation to the
following observations.

1. When the fitness function evaluation is computationally expensive (α >> β),
the first term ( 2I′√m−e2

2I′√m−e1
) dominates the decision, and a time-consuming,

but more accurate linkage-identification method is favored.

2. On the contrary, when the fitness function evaluation is relatively com-
putationally inexpensive (α << β), the second term (α+β1

α+β2
) dominates

the decision, and a less accurate, but computational efficient linkage-
identification method is favored.

When errors are few (e1, e2 <<
√

m) and the computational cost of the link-
age model builder is relatively cheap compared to the GA operators (β1, β2 <<
α), the above equation can be approximately simplified as

TM1

TM2

= 1 +
e1 − e2

2I ′√m
+

β1 − β2

α
. (15)

The above equation suggests the following definitions: The quality of a linkage
model is Q = 1− e

2I′√m
and the relative cost of a linkage model is c = β

α . For any
linkage model with Q < 0 or e > 2I ′√m, the GA is difficult to converge. Given
two linkage-identification methods M1 and M2 with qualities Q1, Q2 and their
relative costs c1, c2 respectively, by defining �Q = Q1 − Q2 and �c = c1 − c2,
the decision ratio becomes

TM1

TM2

= 1 + (�c − �Q). (16)

Therefore, if �c < �Q, M1 is better; otherwise, M2 is better. Consider M2 as
an evaluation relaxation version of M1: M2 is more computationally inexpensive
but less accurate than M1 (�c > 0 and �Q > 0). The evaluation relaxation is
worthwhile only when �c > �Q, or in other words, when the save of relative
cost is greater than the loss of quality.

4 Empirical Results

This section presents the experiments that empirically verify our models. This
section first describes the design of the experiments, and then it shows the em-
pirical results followed by discussions.
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4.1 Experiment Design

The test function should be carefully chosen to fulfill the worst-case analysis:
If a BB is misidentified, most likely it will be disrupted by crossover. Based on
the reason, a MaxTrap function is used (for more details and analysis of a trap
function, see [17]). A correct BB in a 5-bit trap is 11111, and its most competing
BB is 00000. If the BB is misidentified, any crossover would result in incorrect
BBs with some ones and zeros in them. By the nature of the trap function, those
incorrect BBs would then tend to become the most competing BB, 00000.

In addition, two assumptions used in the time-to-convergence model deriva-
tions should be satisfied: (1) Infinite population-sizing and (2) perfect mixing.
In implementation, a large-enough population size is used and uniform crossover
is performed to ensure high mixing rate. In particular, a pair-wise BB-specific
uniform crossover is used, the main difference between a population-wise BB-
specific uniform crossover and the pair-wise BB-specific uniform crossover is that
the amount of BB disruptions predicted in Equation 6 is reduced by a factor of
2, because the swap at any cross-site only is performed with a probability 0.5.

A 5 × 50 and a 5 × 100 MaxTrap are tested. The 5-bit trap is defined as:

trap5(u) =
{ 4−u

5 , u = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4
1, u = 5 , (17)

where u denotes the number of ones in the input 5-bit block.
A linkage model without any error (e = 0) gives the following BB information:

{{1, 2, 3, 4, 5},{6, 7, 8, 9, 10},· · · }. For e > 0, first, e BBs are randomly selected,
their genes are randomly shuffled, and then those selected BBs are randomly
split into two parts. For example, a randomly selection BB {6, 7, 8, 9, 10}
might be shuffled as {6, 9, 10, 7, 8} and then split into {6, 9} and {10, 7, 8}.
The processed BB information is then used to perform a pair-wise BB-specific
uniform crossover. Tournament selection with tournament size s = 2 is used.
According to Blickle and Thiele [18], the selection intensity I � 0.5763. Assuming
I ′ is a constant, I ′ can be then estimated by comparing the estimation of time
to convergence given by Equation 10 and the empirical time to convergence for
e = 0. As a result, I ′ � 0.752I � 0.4334. All experiments are averaged over 100
independent runs.

To approximate the asymptotic behavior of the time-to-convergence model,
four times of the population size estimated by the gambler’s ruin model [12] are
used. For example, a population size of 1539 should supply enough BBs for GAs
to process the 5 × 100 MaxTrap function. In the experiments, the population
size is set to 6156.

4.2 Results and Discussions

The relationship between the number of BB disruptions and the correct BB
proportion for different linkage model errors for the 5×100 MaxTrap is presented
in Figure 1. The figure shows that the derived model (Equation 6) is more
accurate when e is small. The reason is that Equation 6 is an overestimate which
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ignores the possibility that correct BBs might be produced from the combination
of two incorrect BBs. When e is larger, the crossover of 11111 and 00000 gives
more incorrect BBs with some ones and zeros in them. The recombination of
those BBs then has a higher probability to reproduce the correct BB, 11111.
Note that the model indeed bounds the empirical data.
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Fig. 1. Numbers of BB disruptions for the 5×100 MaxTrap. The BB disruption is severe
in the middle of the GA run, and mild when the GA is merely or nearly converged.

It is easily seen that BB disruption is severe when roughly half of the BBs in
the population are correct; Only few BB disruptions occur when the proportion
of correct BBs is close to either 0 or 1. The observation suggests the following
possible adaptive speedup scheme. Instead of recalculating the linkage model
every generation, the linkage model is only updated every several generations at
the beginning and the end of the GA run. Of course, it is non-trivial to estimate
the degree of convergence of the GA for any given generation, and that leaves a
room for the future work.

The time to convergence for different linkage model error e is shown in Fig-
ures 2 and 3. The convergence condition is that on average, there are (m − 1)
correct BBs in each individual, where m is the number of BBs of the problem.
As expected, since the number of BB disruptions is overestimated, the predicted
time to convergence is also longer than the actual number of generations that
the GA needs to converge. For a smaller e (compared with

√
m), the model

predicts better. The empirical data agree better with the model for the 5 × 100
MaxTrap than the the 5 × 50 one, because for the same value of error, the error
is relatively smaller compared to

√
m for a larger m.

Finally, Equation 12 predicts that the GA could hardly converge for e >
2I ′√m. In the experiments, because a pair-wise crossover is used and the swap
is performed with a probability 0.5 on every cross-site, the number of BB dis-
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Fig. 2. Time to convergence for the 5x50 MaxTrap. The model overestimates the time
to convergence. For a relatively smaller e, the model predicts better.
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Fig. 3. Time-to-convergence for the 5x100 MaxTrap. The model predicts better than
that for 5x50 because then number of errors e is relatively smaller compared with

√
m.

ruptions is only half as modelled in section 2, and hence ecritial = 4I ′√m. If the
linkage model contains more errors than ecritial, BB disruption rate is higher
than BB growth rate, and the GA is difficult to converge. The critical number of
errors versus the number of BBs is plotted in Figure 4. As shown in the figure,
the results basically agree with the model: The critical number of error ecritical

grows proportionally to the square root of the number of BBs (
√

m). Since the
number of BB disruptions is overestimated, the estimation of ecritical should
be a underestimation. However, due to the finite population size, the empirical
ecritical is smaller than predicted.
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Fig. 4. The critical number of errors versus the number of BBs. Roughly ecritical =
O(

√
m).

5 Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper, by assuming a infinite population size and perfect mixing, the
time to convergence was derived for a given number of misidentified BB of the
linkage model. The derivations gave several insights about the model-building
for GAs:

1. The BB disruptions is severe when roughly half of the BBs are converged.
The BB disruptions are mild when the GA is merely or fully converged.

2. Speedup might be achieved by applying evaluation relaxation techniques on
the model-building techniques at the beginning and at the end of the GA run.

3. The critical number of errors (the largest number of BBs that a link-
age model could misidentify while a (m − 1)-BB convergence is still
possible) grows proportional to the square root of the number of BBs
(ecritical = O(

√
m)).

As future work, we would like to integrate the the first type of errors discussed
in section 2.1 into our models. Also, we are investigating how to estimate the
number of errors of a linkage model. The number of errors might be estimated
by observing the convergence behavior of the GA. If that is doable, we could
perform the linkage-identification algorithm only when the number of errors
exceeds some predefined threshold. By doing that, a speedup is obtained while
the quality of solution is maintained.
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