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Abstract

New algorithms are devised for finding the maxima of multidireional point samples, one of the very first
problems studied in computational geometry. The algoritlame very simple and easily coded and modified
for practical needs. The expected complexity of some measetated to the performance of the algorithms is
analyzed. We also compare the efficiency of the algorithntls ifew major ones used in practice, and apply
our algorithms to find the maximal layers and the longest comaubsequences of multiple sequences.
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1 Introduction

A pointp € R?is said todominateanother pointy € R¢ if the coordinatewise differenge—q has only nonnegative
coordinates angp — q is not identically a zero vector, where the dimensionality 1. For convenience, we write

q < p orp > q. The non-dominated points in a sample are callednbgimaor maximal pointsof that sample.
Note that there may be two identical points that are both maxaccording to our definition of dominance. Since
there is no total order for multidimensional points when- 1, such a dominance relation among points has been
one of the simplest and widely used partial orders. We camelefiially the correspondimginimaof the sample

by reversing the direction of the dominance relation.

1.1 Maxima in diverse scientific disciplines

Daily lives are full of tradeoffs or multi-objective deaisi problems with often conflicting factors; the numerous
terms appeared in different scientific fields reveal the irtgsace and popularity of maxima in theory, algorithms,
applications and practice: maxima (or vector maxima) ameetimes referred to asondominancerecords outer
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layers efficiency or noninferiority but are more frequently known &areto optimalityor Pareto efficiency{with

the natural derivativd’areto fron) in econometrics, engineering, multi-objective optintiaa, decision making,
etc. Other terms used with essentially the same denotat@ndeadmissibilityin statistics,Pareto front(and the
corresponding notion dlitism) in evolutionary algorithms, arskylinein database language; s€e16, 22, 23] and

the references therein and the bookS, PO, 26] for more information. They also proved useful in many comepu
algorithms and are closely related to several well-knovwablams, including convex hulls, tapqueries, nearest-
neighbor search, largest empty rectangles, minimum irtgee dominating set in permutation graphs, enclosure
problem for rectilinear-gon, polygon decomposition, visibility and illuminatioshortest path problem, finding
empty slimplices, geometric containment problem, datapgivey, grid placement problem, and multiple longest
common subsequence problem to which we will apply our algos later; seell6, 46] for more references.

We describe briefly here the use of maxima in the contexts tabdae language and multi-objective optimiza-
tion problems using evolutionary algorithms.

Skylines in database queries are nothing but minima. A &@ituation where the skyline operator arises is
as follows; seel4] for details. Travelers are searching over the Internecfaap hotels that are near the beach
in, say Cote d’Azur. Since the two criteria “lower price”dafshorter distance” are generally conflicting with each
other and since there are often too many hotels to choose wom is often interested in those hotels that are
non-dominated according to the two criteria; here domirdaaefined using minima. Much time will be saved if
the search or sort engine can automatically do this and diltethose that are dominated for database queriers (by,
say clicking at the skyline operator). On the other handjdemt spreadsheet users would also appreciate such an
operator, which can find the maxima, minima or skyline of mlirhensional data by simple clicks.

In view of these and many other natural applications such@srenerce, multivariate sorting and data visual-
ization, the skylines have been widely and extensively eskird in recent database literature, notably for low- and
moderate-dimensional data, following the pioneering p&p4]. In addition to devising efficient skyline-finding
algorithms, other interesting issues include topepresentatives, progressiveness, absence of falsdahitess,
incorporation of preference, and universality. A large bemof skyline-finding algorithms have been proposed for
various needs; see, for examplg, 14, 31, 42, 45, 50] and the references therein.

Onthe other hand, an area receiving even much more recentiatt is the study of multi-objective evolutionary
algorithms (MOEAS), where the idea of maxima also appeaggdrally in the form of non-dominated solutions
(or elites). MOEAs provide a popular approach for multiesttive optimization, which identify the most feasible
solutions lying on the Pareto front under various (ofterflicting) constraints by repeatedly finding non-dominated
solutions based on biological evolutionary mechanism®seé&halgorithms have turned out to be extremely fruitful
in diverse engineering, industrial and scientific areag;amsbe witnessed by the huge number of citations many
papers on MOEA have received so far. Some popular scheméssiadntext suggested the maintenance of an
explicit archive/elite for all non-dominated solutionsifa so far; see below andT, 40, 51, 52] and the references
therein. See alsdlB] for an interesting historical overview.

Finally, maxima also arises in a random model for river neksdsee 8, 10]) and in an interesting statistical
estimate called “layered nearest neighbor estimate” (58 [

1.2 Maxima, maximal layers and related notions

Maxima are often used for some ranking purposes or used as@Eoc@nt problem for more sophisticated situations.
Whatever the use, one can easily associate such a notiorine deultidimensional sorting procedures. One of
the most natural ways is to “peel off” the current maxima,are@d as the first-layer maxima, and then finding
the maxima of the remaining points, regarded then as thenddeger maxima, and so on until no point is left.
The total number of such layers gives rise to a natural natiogepth which is referred to as thieightof the
corresponding random, partially ordered setslig.[ Such a maximal-layer depth is nothing but the length of the



longest increasing subsequences in random permutatioss tivl points are selected uniformly and independently
from the unit square, a problem having attracted widespirgadests, following the major breakthrough papér [

On the other hand, the maximal layers are closely conneoteldiains (all elements comparable) and antichains
(all elements incomparable) of partially ordered set ireotttieory, an interesting result worthy of mention is the
following dual version of Dilworth’s theorem, which statiémt the size of the largest chain in a finite partial order
is equal to the smallest number of antichains into which #tigd order may be partitioned; see, for examp8s] [
for some applications.

In addition to these aspectsiaximal layershave also been widely employed in multi-objective optirticra
applications since the concept was first suggested in Gagjdbkook B2]. Based on identifying the maximal
layer one after another, Srinivas and DdB][proposed the non-dominated sorting genetic algorithmGNpto
simultaneously find multiple Pareto-optimal points, whiehs later on further improved ir2]], reducing the time
complexity fromO(dn?) to O(dn?). (This paper has soon become highly-cited.) Jen3&htfien gave a divide-
and-conquer algorithm to find the maximal layers with timenptexity (n(logn)?~!); see Sectiors for more
details.

In the contexts of multi-objective optimization problenaditism usually refers to the mechanism of storing
some obtained non-dominated solutions into an externdliverauring the process of MOEAs because a non-
dominated solution with respect to its current data is naessarily non-dominated with respect to the whole
feasible solutions. The idea of elitism was first introdusefb2] and is regarded as a milestone in the development
of of MOEAs [18]. Since the effectiveness of this mechanism relies on thee @i the external non-dominated set,
an elite archive with limited size was suggested to stordrtiecated non-dominated se#0[ 52], so as to avoid
the computational costs of maintaining all non-dominatets.sNevertheless, restricting the size of archive reduces
the quality of solutions; more efficient storages and athors are thus studied for unconstrained elite archives; see
for example 27, 37, 44)].

1.3 Aim and organization of this paper

Due to the importance of maxima, a large number of algoritfiondinding them in a given sample of points
have been proposed and extensively studied in the literatnd many different design paradigms were introduced
including divide-and-conquer, sequential, bucket or xinlg, selection, and sieving; segq] for a brief survey.
Quite naturally, practical algorithms often merge morenthae of the design paradigms for better performance.

Despite the huge number of algorithms proposed in the litezathere is still need of simpler and practically
efficient algorithms whose performance does not detegdai quickly in massive point samples as the number of
maximal points grows, a property which we simply refer tossalable”. This is an increasingly important property
as nowadays massive data sets or data streams are becongjuigouis in diverse areas.

Although for most practical ranking and selecting purppshe notion of maxima is most useful when the
number of maxima is not too large compared with the sampks, sifften there is no a priori information on the
number of maxima before computing them.

Furthermore, a general-purposed algorithm may in pra¢sice the situation of data samples with very large
standard deviation for their maxima. From known probatidlisheory of maxima (seel] and the references
therein), the expected number of maxima and the correspgndiriance can in two typical random models grow
either inO((logn)%~') when the coordinates are roughly independent apin'~'/?) when the coordinates are
roughly negatively dependent, bofirterms here referring to large, the sample size, and fixet] the dimen-
sionality. In particular, in the planar case, there can/enumber of maxima on average for roughly negatively
correlated coordinates, in contrastiég »n for independent coordinates; see al§p33] for the “gap theorem” and
[24] for a similar/n vslog n effect (reflecting dependence or independence) on randotestan trees. Since the
maximal points can be very abundant with large standardatiems, more efficient and more uniformly scalable



algorithms are needed.

We propose in this paper two new techniques to achieve sliglathe first technique is to reduce the maxima-
finding to a two-phase records-finding procedure, giving tesa no-deletion algorithm, which largely simplifies
the design and maintenance of the data structure used. Thedseechnique is the introduction of bounding box
in the corresponding tree structure for storing the curmesaixima, which reduces significantly the deterioration of
efficiency in higher dimensions. The combined use of bothrigpies ork-d trees turns out to be very efficient,
easily coded and outperforms many known efficient algorgh®ome preliminary results on the useked trees
for finding maxima of appeared id7].

This paper is organized as follows. In the next section, viefligrdescribe some existing algorithms proposed
in the diverse literature, focusing on the two most poputad eepresentative paradigms: divide-and-conquer and
sequential. SectioBgives details of the new techniques, implementatiok-atrees, and diverse aspects of further
improvements. A comparative discussion will also be giveth wajor known algorithms. Analytic and empirical
aspects of the performance of the algorithms will be dissti$s Section4. Finally, we apply our new algorithm
to the problems of finding maximal layers and that of findindtiple longest common subsequence in Secbpn
where the efficiency of our algorithm is tested on severa dats.

Throughout this papeiMax(p) always denotes the maxima of the sequence of ppiats(p1,...,pn}-

2 Known maxima-finding algorithms—a brief account

In view of the large amount of algorithms with varying chaeais appeared in the literature, it is beyond the scope
of this paper to provide a full description of all existinggatithms. Instead, we give a brief account here on
divide-and-conquer and sequential algorithms; 4&kdnd the references there for other algorithms.

2.1 Divide-and-conquer algorithms

Divide-and-conquer algorithms were first proposed by Kunhgle[43] with the worst-case time complexity of
ordern(logn)?%*+%.2 for dimensionalityd > 2, wheren is the number of points ant}, , denotes the Kronecker
delta function. Bentleyd] schematized a multidimensional divide-and-conquer gligra, which in particular is
applicable to the maxima-finding problem with the same woaste complexity. Gabow et ak9)] later improved
the complexity toO(n(logn)?3loglogn) for d > 4 by scaling techniques. Output-sensitive algorithms with
complexity of ordem (log(M + 1))%~2+%.2 were devised in39], where M denotes the number of maxima.

The typical pattern of most of these algorithms is as follow.

Algorithm Divide-and-conquer
Nnput: A sequence of pointp = {p1,...,p,} iN R?
/[Output: Max(p)

begin
if n <1thenreturn({p1,...,pPn})
else return Filter-out-false-maxima(Divide-and-conquer({p1, - . . , P|n/2| });
Divide-and-conquer({p,/2j+1;- - - s Pn})
end

HereFilter-out-false-maxima(p, q) drops maxima iy that are dominated by maxima jn

These divide-and-conquer algorithms are generally cheniaed by their good theoretic complexity in the
worst case, simple structural decompositions in concejpiolucompetitiveness in practical and typical situations
with sequential algorithms, although it is known that magid#-and-conquer algorithms have linear expected-time
performance under the usual hypercube random model, or gemrerally when the expected number of maxima
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is of ordero(n'~¢); see P2, 28]. Variants of them have however been adapted in the skylmkexolutionary
computation contexts; see for exampié][for skylines and $7] for MOEAs.

2.2 Sequential algorithms

The most widely-used procedure for finding non-dominateidtpan multidimensional samples has the following
incremental, on-line, one-loop pattern (s€g43)).

Algorithm Sequential
/Ninput: A sequence of pointp = {p1,...,p,} iN R?
/[Output: Max(p)
begin
M :={p:} //M : a data structure for storing the current maxima
for i := 2ton do
if no point inM dominateg, then /lupdatingM
delete{q e M : q < p;} fromM
insertp; into M
end

The algorithm is a natural adaptation of the one-dimensioraimum-finding loop, which represents the very
first algorithm analyzed in details in Knuth&rt of Computer Programmingooks B1]. It runs by comparing
points one after another with elements in the data strudiliyevhich stores the maxima of all elements seen so far,
calledleft-to-right maximaor records it moves on to the next poin;_; if the new pointp; is dominated by some
element inM, or it removes elements IN dominated by the new poimi; and accepts the new poipt into M.

For dimensiongl > 2, such a simple design paradigm was first proposed3h(jvith an additional pre-sorting
stage for one of the coordinates) and the complexity wag/aedlford = 2 andd = 3. To achieve optimal worst-
case complexity forl = 3, they used AVL-tree (a simple, balanced variant of binaryrcle tree). The simpler
implementation using a linear list (and without any pretisgrprocedure) was discussed first in the little known
paper B5] and later in greater detail ir9], in particular with the move-to-front self-adjusting histic.

The Sequential algorithm, also known as block-nested-loop algoritt# [is most efficient when the number
of maxima is a small function of such as powers of logarithm, but deteriorates rapidly whemtmber of maxima
is large. In addition to list employed i®[35] to store the maxima for sequential algorithms, many viesedf tree
structures were also proposed in the literature: quad tref&5, 44], R-trees in f12], and d-ary trees in 47]; see
also |5]. But these algorithms become less efficient (in time boumdlia space utilization) as the dimensionality
of data increases, also the maintenance is more complicdfedvill see that the use @f-d trees is preferable in
most cases; see alsbqg for the use of binary search trees tor= 2.

3 A two-phase sequential algorithm based ok-d trees using bounding boxes

We present our new algorithm based on the ideas of multidsinaal non-dominated records, bounding boxes, and
k-d trees. Further refinements of the algorithm will also sedssed. We then compare our algorithm with a few
major ones discussed in the literature.

3.1 The design techniques

We introduce in this subsection multidimensional non-dwated recordsk-d trees and bounding boxes, and will
apply them later for finding maxima. In practice, each of ¢heschniques can be incorporated equally well into
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other techniques for finding maxima.

3.1.1 Multidimensional non-dominated records

Except for simple data structures such as list, the delgienformed in algorithnSequential is often the most
complicated step as it requires a structure re-organizatfter the removal of the dominated elements. It is then
natural to see if there are algorithms avoiding or reducielgtbns.

Note that in the special case whén= 1, the two steps “deletion” and “insertion” in algorith8equential
actually reduce to one, and the inserted elements are gadbirithe records (or record-breaking elements, left-to-
right maxima, outstanding elements, etc.). Recall thalementp, in the sequence of rea{p, ..., p,} is called
arecord ifp; is not dominated by any element{p;,...,p;_1}.

The crucial observation is then based on extending the onergional records to higher dimensions.

Definition (d-dimensional non-dominated records).A point p; in the sequence of points R {py1,...,pn}is
said to be al-dimensional non-dominated recood the sequencgp;, ..., p,} if p; is not dominated by, for all
1 <i < j. We also defing; to be a non-dominated record.

Such non-dominated records are called “weak records3@h put this term seems less informative; see also
[23] for a different use of recordd-or simplicity, we write, throughout this paper, recordsn@an non-dominated
records when no ambiguity will arise.

For convenience, writRec(p) as the set of records @ = {p1,...,pn}

Lemma 1. For any given set of pointsp1, ..., pn},

Max({p1,.-.,pPn}) = Rec(Rec({p1,---,Pn}));

where{qy,...,qr} := {ax, ..., a1} denotes the reversed sequence.

Inwords, if{q1, ..., qx} represents the records of the sequefee . . ., p, }, then the maxima ofps, ..., pn}
is equal to the records of the sequekeg, qx—1, ..., d1}-

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Assume that there are two pgn@ndp; in the set

Rec(Rec({p1,.-.,pPn}))

such thap; > p;. If i < j, thenp; cannot be a record and thus cannot be a member of theesdf{p,...,pn}),
a contradiction. On the other hand;if> j, thenp; is a record and is included in the ec({p1,...,p»r}), but
then after the order being reversed, it cannot be a recoce diils dominated by;, again a contradiction. O

Another interesting property regarding the connectionvbeh records and maxima is the following.

Corollary 1. In algorithm Sequential for finding maxima, the pointg; to be inserted in the for-loop are neces-
sarily the records, while those deleted are records but restima.

3.1.2 Atwo-phase sequential algorithm

Lemmal provides naturally a two-phase, no-deletion algorithmfifeding maxima: in the first phase, we identify
the records, and in the second phase, we find the records céwbiesed sequence of the output of the first phase
(so as to remove the records that are not maxima); an examgkeven planar points is given in Figuie In
other terms, we perform only the insertion in algorit@aquential in the first phase, postponing the deletion to be
carried out in the second.
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Figure 1: The maxima of the point sampl&,7), (3,9), (4, 3), (5,8),(7,5), (6,4),(8,6),(9,2)} are marked by
circles. After Phase 12,7), (4,3) and(7,5) are still left in the list though they are not maximal poirBt after
Phase 2, the resulting list contains all maximal points.

The precise description of the algorithm is given as follolNste that in the algorithm a lid. is used to store
the records and has to preserve their relative orders.

Algorithm Two-Phase
/Nnput: A sequence of pointp = {p1,...,pPn}
/IOutput: Max(p)

begin
/ Phase 1
R:={p1} /I R stores the non-dominated records
k=1 Il k counts the number of records
for i := 2tondo
if p; is not dominated by any point iR then
k=k+1
insertp; at the end oR // so as to retain the input order
Il After the for-loop,R = {pj,,...,pj.}, Wherej; < jo < --- < jj.
/l Phase 2
M = {p;,} /I M stores the maxima
for i := k — 1 downto 1 do
if p;, is not dominated by any point iNI then insertp;, in M
end

The correctness of Algorithiwo-Phase is guaranteed by Lemnia

While the two-phase procedure may increase the total nuoflsemparisons made, the real scalar comparisons
made can actually be simplified since we need only to detéot iincoming element is dominated by some element
in the listR, and there is no need to check the reverse direction thantioening element dominates some element
in R. Thus the code for the detection of dominance or non-donsmasimpler than that of algorithms performing
deletions. Furthermore, for each vector comparison, ibtsnecessary to check all coordinates unless one element
is dominated by the other. Briefly, the two-phase algoritiplitssthe comparisons made for checking dominance
between elements in two directions.



3.1.3 Thek-d trees

The data structuré-d tree (or multidimensional binary search tree) is a natextension of binary search tree for
multidimensional data, wheredenotes the dimensionality. For more notational convemieand consistency, we
also write, throughout this papetf,as the dimensionality (but still used tree instead ofl-d tree). It was first
invented by Bentleyq]. The idea is to use each of tlkcoordinates cyclically at successive levels of the tree as
thediscriminatorand direct points falling in the subtrees. If a node holdimg pointr = (r4,...,r4) in ak-d tree

has the/-th coordinate as the discriminator, then, for any nodeihglthe pointw = (w,...,wy) in the subtrees

of r, we have the relation, < r, if w lies in the left-subtree of, w, > r, if w lies in the right-subtree af. The
children ofr then move on to thé/ modd) + 1-st coordinate as the discriminator. A two-dimensionalnegi is
given in Figure2.

P2

P2

Figure 2: The stepwise construction of-@ tree of four points.

3.1.4 Bounding-boxes

Bounding boxes are simple techniques in improving the perdmce of many algorithms, especially those dealing
with intersecting geometric objects, and have been wideddun many theoretical and practical situations.

The application of bounding boxes is straightforward. ©et= (uq, ..., us), wherey; is the maximum among
all thei-th coordinates of points in the subtree rooted.afhenu, is defined to be thapper bouncof the subtree
rooted atr or simply the upper bound of the node Similarly, definev, = (v1,...,v4) to be thelower boundof

the subtree rooted at wherev; is the minimum among all theth coordinates of points in the subtree rooted.at
A simple example of three-dimensional points is given inurg. For simplicity, we also use the upper (or lower)
bound of a node . The upper and lower bounds of a node coestitobunding box for that subtree.

Now if a pointp is not dominated by, then obviouslyp is not dominated by any point in the subtree rooted
atr. This means that all comparisons betwgeand all points in the subtree rootedratan be avoided. Similarly,
when searching for points in the subtree rooted thiat are dominated by, we can first compare it witkr,., and
all comparisons betwegmwith each node of that subtree can be savad is not dominated by.

Note that although additional comparisons and spaces @@edefor implementing the bounding boxes in
maxima-finding algorithms, the overall performance is gelteimproved, especially, when dealing with samples
with a large number of maxima.
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Figure 3: Consider the subtree containing the pojiMs3, 2), (9, 5,4), (7,2, 1), (5,6,3),(8,9,6),(2,7,9), (6,2,8)}.
Then(9,9,9) and(2, 2, 1) are the upper bound and the lower bound of the subtree, tasggc
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Figure 4: Consider thé-d tree with six pointq,po,. .., pg and a new point. The upper bounds of the trees
rooted atp,, po andps areu;, us andug, respectively. To check iff is dominated by some point in the tree, the
comparisons betweaand subtrees rooted pt andps can all be skipped sinagis not dominated by, andus.

3.2 The proposed algorithm

We give in this subsection our two-phase maxima-finding rilgm usingk-d trees and bounding boxes. In this
algorithm, we need only the upper bounds of the bounding dskece in each phase we only detect if the new-
coming element is dominated by existing records. An ilaisie example is given in Figurg

For implementation details, the records are stored, duhiadirst phase, not only in/a-d tree but also in a list
to preserve the order of the records.

Algorithm Maxima

/Nnput: A sequence of pointp = {p1,...,pPn}

//Output: ak-d tree rooted at consisting ofMax(p)

begin
r:= Ppi;Ur = P1
qi := p1 II' R := {1}, the sequence of the records.
k=1 Il k counts the number of records



for i := 2ton do
if (Dominated(r, p;) = 0) then
Insert(r, 1, p;);
k:=k+1,qr:=p;
IR ={qi,...,qr} wheni =n
release the tree rootedmat
I = qg; Uy = Qg;
for i := k — 1 downto 1 do
if (Dominated(r,q;) = 0) thenInsert(r, 1, q;)
end

Dominated(r, p)

/lInput: A noder in ak-d tree and a poinp

/IOutput: 0, ifpis pot dominated by any point in the subtree rooted at
1, otherwise

begin

if (p < r)thenreturn 1
if (r.left # () andp < u,jet) then
if (Dominated(r.left,p) = 1) then return 1
if (r.right # 0 andp < uy right) then
if (Dominated(r.right, p) = 1) then return 1
return O
end

Insert(r, ¢, p)
begin
u, := max{u,,p} // update the upper bound
compare thé-th component op and that ofr
Case 1:p,; > r, andr.right # ()
Insert(r.right, 1 + ¢ mod d, p)
Case 2:p,; > r, andr.right = ()
r.right := p; Uy right :== p
Case 3:p; < ry andr. left # ()
Insert(r.left, 1 + ¢ modd, p)
Case 4:p; < ry andr. left =0
r.left ;= p; urlert ;= p
end

Note that the upper bound of a subtree is updated after a nenipinserted. In the proceduBBominated, the
“filtering role” played by the upper bounds may quickly redunany comparisons. In practice, if a popts not
dominated byu, eft (Or ur rignt), thenp is not dominated by any point in the subtree and the comp@ibetween
p and the points of the subtree are all skipped.

10



3.3 Further improvements: sieving and pruning

The algorithmMaxima is not on-line in nature since it requires two passes thrahghnput. In this section, we
discuss sieving and periodic pruning techniques, and pteseon-line algorithm.

Sieving The idea is to select an element (or several elements) aschsie (or “keeper”), so as to dominate as
many as possible in-coming points, thus reducing the tatadlver of comparisons made. This was first introduced
in[9].

For our algorithmMaxima, many of the points inserted into tied tree may have limited power of dominating
in-coming points. We can improve further Algorithiaxima by choosing the input point with the largest-norm
(which is the sum of the absolute values of all coordinate$)etthe sieve and incorporate such a procedure as part
of algorithmMaxima. The resulting implementation is very efficient, notablysamples with only a small number
of maxima.

A simple way to incorporate the maximufi-norm point is to replace the line

for i := 2ton do
in algorithmMaxima by the following

S:=p1 /I s = sieve
for i :=2tondo
if (p; 4 s) then
:{ s, i |s|y > [paf;;
pi, i sy <ps;,

where|-|, denotes thd.!-norm. Thus the sieving process is carried out only durirgfitst phase. Other sieves
can be considered similarly.

Pruning Inthe first phase of AlgorithriMaxima, thek-d tree may contain some nodes that are dominated by other
nodes in the tree, and will only be removed in the second pbha#ee algorithm. In particular, if the dominated
nodes are close to the root, then more comparisons may be ritdde¢hus more efficient to carry out an initial
pruning of thek-d tree by removing dominated points in the tree after a seffity large number of records have
been inserted (and still small compared with the total samsjze). Such an early pruning idea can be implemented
by running the following procedure.

Algorithm Prune
// only called once in the firgor-loop of Algorithm Maxima
/I AssumeR = {q1,...,q9x}
begin

release thé-d tree

r:=dqg;ur :=dg

for j := K — 1 downto 1

if (Dominated(r, q;) = 0) then Insert(r, 1,q;)

end

We can callPrune when, sayi = |n/\] ori = |n’|, wherei is the index in the firsfor-loop of algorithm
Maxima. For example, we can take = 10 andd = 2/3. Which choice is optimal is an interesting issue but
depends on the practical implementations. Also one mayidenge use of periodic pruning, but since pruning is
a costly operation, we chose to apply it only once in our satioihs.
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An on-line algorithm  On-line maxima-finding algorithms always retain the maxih#he all input points read
so far and are often needed in many practical situations.mflsi means to convert our algorithibaxima into

an on-line one is to add a procedure to delete the dominagedesits in theé-d tree. The deletions can be made
immediately after comparison with each in-coming elemesich results in restructuring the whoted tree and
may be very costly if the elements deleted are not near tHerhaf a large tree. A simple way to perform the
deletion of a node is to re-insert all its descendant nodesbgrone, in the order inherited from the original input
sequence. However, the procedure can be time-consumintpamesulting tree may be quite imbalanced.

We introduce an on-line implementation by storing the aurneaxima in an extra list. In each iteration, we look
for all points in thek-d tree that are dominated by the in-coming pgnmark them, and delete the corresponding
elements from the extra list. The lower bounds of the bounthoxes are useful here. Recall = (vq,...,vq),
whereuv; is the minimum among all théth coordinates of points in the subtree rooteda.atWhen searching for
those points irfM that are dominated by, we can skip checking the subtreeraf v, is not dominated by.

The on-line algorithm is given as follows.

Algorithm On-Line-Maxima
/Nnput: A sequence of pointp = {p1,...,pPn}
//Output: M := the list containingVlax(p)
begin
I = pi;Uy = P1; Vr := P1
M := {p:}
for i := 2tondo
if (Dominated(r, p;) = 0) then
Delete(r, p;)
Insert(r, 1, p;)
M:=MuU {pi}
end

Delete(r, p)
/lInput: A noder of ak-d tree and a poinp
//Output: a more compadv (all dominated points are removed)
begin
if (r < p) then
if (r is unmarked}hen /I The set of unmarked nodes is exadiify
deleter from M
markr
if (r.left # () andv, et < p) then Delete(r.left, p)
if (r.right # () andv, right < p) then Delete(r.right, p)
end

Note that the only difference between the procednsert of algorithmOn-Line-Maxima and that of algorithm

Maxima is that we need to update both the upper bounds and the lowerdbadn the procedurmsert(r, j, p) of
algorithmOn-Line-Maxima.

12



3.4 Comparative discussions

We ran a few sequential algorithms and tested their perfocemainder several types of random data, each with
1000 iterations; the average values of the results are givenliie$d and2. The points are generated uniformly
and independently at random from a given regidywhich is either a hypercube or a simplex.

e list: a sequential algorithm using a linked list (s&9;

e (d-tree: a sequential algorithm using tthary tree proposed ird[7];
e quadtree: a sequential algorithm using quadtree Ggelp, 44));
e 2-phase: algorithnMaxima;

e +prune: algorithmMaxima with an early pruning foi = n/10;

e +sieve: algorithmMaxima with the maxL'-norm sieve;

e +prune&sieve: algorithnMaxima with pruning fori = n/10 and the maxt!-norm sieve.

Table 1 shows evidently that our two-phase maxima-finding algorgh whether coupling with sieving and
pruning techniques, perform very well under random inpramfthed-dimensional hypercubes. They are efficient
and uniformly scalable since the average number of scalapadsons each point involved is gradually rising, in
contrast to the fast increase of other algorithms. Note #iatording to a result by Devroy@4], we expect that
the average number of scalar comparisons each point irs/tdvels eventually t@d in each case. This is visible for
d = 3 but less clear for higher values @f as the convergence rate is very slow. Also the numbers im @alomn
first increases as increases and then decreases.

On the other hand, although the asymptotic growth rate oé#pected numbers of maxime, 4 in such cases
are approximatelylog n)41/(d — 1)! for largen and fixedd, the real values ofi,, ; for moderatel soon become
large; for example, whed = 10

{h10 10 }im2,..8 ~ {94,765,4947,25 113,103 300, 357 604, 1 076 503}.

These values were computed by the recurrence (§ge [

fna =1 3 HE Dy (d22),
1<j<d
with 1, 1 = 1 forn > 1, where therLj) =D i<i<n 1/#/ are Harmonic numbers. They can also be estimated by
the asymptotic approximations given i o
The situation is very similar (see Tab® when the random samples are generated fromdtdenensional
simplex,D = {x : z; > 0,3,z < 1} for which the expected numbers of maximga, are of ordem'~1/4

instead of(log n)?~1; see L]. In such casesy, 4 grows even faster tham, 4. For example, whed = 6,
{110i 6}i=2,..s ~ {95,863, 7281,57 858,439 110, 3223 774,23 121 832}.

These values were computed by the exact formula

. d—1\, T +1)/d)
i = OZd< VTR ey @2
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Table 1: The average numbers of scalar comparisons perpomnitwhenD = [0, 1], whered € {3, 4,6, 10}.

d=3
n list d-tree quadtree 2-phase +prune +sieve +pruneé&sieve
102 | 11.40 19.38 13.58 24.72 23.23 19.10 18.82
10% | 11.01  15.01 11.38 24.29 20.81 13.23 12.43
10* | 8.28 12.02 9.41 23.30 17.70 8.44 7.69
105 | 6.36  11.21 8.50 23.31 1570  5.78 5.30
108 | 5.01 11.40 8.07 23.05 13.75 4.40 4.09
107 | 4.24 11.51 7.91 23.76 12.50 3.73 3.54
108 | 3.88 12.02 7.67 24.11 11.39 3.36 3.25
d=14
n list d-tree quadtree 2-phase +prune +sieve +pruneé&sieve
102 [ 26.96 47.28 30.29 50.22 50.05  44.28 44.78
103 | 37.41 49.48  31.53 53.28 51.07  38.43 37.76
10* | 32.48 40.62 26.80 48.34 43.94  25.73 24.79
105 | 22.36  34.32 22.60 44.30 37.75 16.65 15.78
105 | 14.69 32.36 20.66 42.69 33.00 11.32 10.61
107 | 10.08 32.46 19.47 42.74 29.87 8.40 7.80
108 | 8.40 33.04  19.05 52.22 28.88  6.83 6.08
d=6
n list d-tree quadtree 2-phase +prune +sieve +prune&sieve

102 | 75.44 139.19 74.32 129.85 13141 126.53 128.20
103 | 228.69 284.69  130.37 | 193.84 193.27 177.23 177.44
10 | 384.86 343.69  149.75 | 194.56 194.05 163.10 163.17
10° | 404.74 298.21  131.41 162.01 161.27 116.86 117.40

108 | 310.75 222.30 104.53 | 133.34 131.66  77.55 78.68
107 | 190.08 166.02  86.63 118.09 112.34 52.13 52.65
108 | 100.77 136.69  74.97 109.50  98.93  36.46 36.36
d=10
n list d-tree guadtree 2-phase +prune  +sieve  +prune&sieve
102 | 137.56 296.70 132.72 | 267.90 270.67  269.49 272.22
103 | 1048.73  1496.07  458.30 | 774.85  777.16  769.01 771.42

10* | 5392.57  4916.40 1190.22 | 1526.83 1528.66 1498.47 1499.93
10° | 17779.34 11463.01 2201.99 | 2126.49 2132.18 2062.42 2067.98

108 | 38552.96 18775.90 — 2221.26 2234.51 2121.11 2132.94
107 | 59207.23 20769.36 — 2023.64 1844.68 1931.37 1750.01
108 — 19226.26 — 1544.68 1387.00 1429.45 1261.90
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Table 2: The average numbers of scalar comparisons per fpomitwhenD is thed-dimensional simplex, where
d = 3,4 and6.

d=3
n | list d-tree quadtre¢ 2-phase +prune +sieve +prune&sieve
10% | 40.96 62.81 30.50 57.68 58.00  57.87 58.26
103 | 134.05  112.71 43.98 82.03 80.78  81.34 80.24
10* | 357.25  203.97 55.91 95.20 92.37  93.78 91.23
10° | 858.65  402.18 76.19 105.64 100.79 104.10 99.59

105 | 1957.22  835.16 126.45 | 11742 107.53 117.11 107.60
107 | 4334.09 1678.73  161.25 | 129.18 106.81 130.72 108.50
108 | 9417.80 3543.73  331.25 | 142.22 116.74 142.73 116.98

d=4
n list d-tree quadtree 2-phase +prune +sieve +prune&sieve
102 81.74 123.95 57.61 107.18 108.36  108.37 109.55
103 | 441.09 368.00 117.09 | 199.20 199.35 199.70 199.87
10% | 1917.26 910.44 208.67 287.21  286.60 287.09 286.49
10° | 7316.79 2230.39 356.48 373.86 371.80 373.60 371.60
105 | 25786.00 5948.65  614.88 | 474.28 460.27 474.84 461.06
107 | 86609.63 17071.62 1302.10 | 532.85 487.16 534.66 489.15

108 — 53140.49 4696.73 | 651.13 698.55 646.59 693.70
d=206
n list d-tree quadtree 2-phase +prune  +sieve  +pruneé&sieve
102 126.37 221.77 91.42 17593  177.77  177.79 179.63
103 | 1096.21 1175.40 268.67 | 467.27  468.87  468.96 470.56
10* | 8284.26 5660.90 758.05 | 993.25  995.64  994.77 997.16

10° | 55200.49  24332.05 2178.38 | 1849.37 1856.49 1850.86 1858.01
108 | 331776.01  93275.52  6825.69 | 3153.92 3125.31 3155.81 3127.10
107 — 368306.29  8418.26 | 5090.63 5029.78 5092.54 5031.71
108 — — — 7996.92 7403.24 7998.93 7405.39
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which follows from

Un,d = nP(x1 is a maxima

_ d!n/D (1 - (1- Zlﬁiédxi)d> -
=dn /01 (1 - (1- y)d>n_1 y*dy,

by straightforward calculations, wheredenotes the Gamma function. For similar details, 4¢e [

Unlike hypercubes where sieving is seen to be very helpiid,dain of sieving for random samples whose
coordinates are roughly negatively correlated is margamate there is no “omnipotently powerful” point; see
[6, 33].

A feature of the quadtree algorithm is that by its large amafibranching factorsX! — 2), the position of a
point in the tree is quickly identified, often after a few caaripons, and the bounding boxes are thus not helpful
here. We also testetiphase quadtree arxdphased-tree algorithms, the improvement over the original aliponis
is much more significant id-trees than in quadtrees. In contrast, sihadtrees are binary, the use of the bounding
boxes plays a crucial role in accelerating the performamdeecalgorithm.

Note that the data collected in these two tables do not reflesttly the running time of each program. In terms
of running time, our algorithms perform much better thandtieers.

Simulations also suggested that our on-line algorithmse a¢asonably efficient when compared with other
algorithms.

4 Average-case analysis of algorithnMaxima

We derive in this section a few analytic results in connectigth the performance of the algorithms we proposed
in this paper. In general, probabilistic analysis of sedjaéalgorithms for finding the maxima of random samples
is very difficult due to the dynamic nature of the algorithrese 5, 34] and the references therein.

4.1 How many non-dominated records are there?

The performance oMaxima depends heavily on the number of records, which in turn isetforelated to the
number of maxima.

Theorem 1. Let R,, denote the number of non-dominated records in a sequfpgce . ., p, } of independent and
uniformly distributed points from some regidhin R?. Let M, denote the maxima dfp, ..., p,}. Then

n

E(Ry) = E(dM:) (1)

4 7
i=1
Proof. By assumption,
P(pn € Max({p1,...,Pn})) = =P (pn € Max({p1,...,Pn})) .
Thus

E(M,) = Z]P’(pi € Max({p1,...,pPn})) = nP(p, € Max({p1,.-.,Pn}))-
i=1
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Then we have

E(Rn) = Z IEdll(pl- is a record
=1

— ZIP)(pZ- € Max({p1,...,pi}))
i=1

" E(M;
:Z; (Z_ ).

O

SinceE(M,,) is usually of orden® or (log n)? for somea, 3 > 0 (see [, 2, 23)), if we assume thak(M,,) ~
en®(logn)?, wherec, 3 > 0 anda € [0, 1], then, by (),

E(M, .
gno‘(logn)ﬁ ~ (a ), if0<a<l,
E(Bn) ~ c B(M,)
logn) ! ~ ——121 if o =
B+1(ogn) 311 ogn, ifa=0,

wherea,, ~ b, means that,, /b,, — 1 asn — co.

In the special case when the regidhis the d-dimensional hypercub, 1]¢, then it is also easily seen that
the number of non-dominated records in random samples fiom? is identically distriouted as the number of
maxima in random samples frof, 1]%+1; see BQ).

Whichever the case, we always have

E(R,) <E(M,))_ =~ = O(E(M,)logn).
=1
This partly explains why our two-phase algorithm does netmsich more comparisons and runs reasonably effi-
cient. Also we see that the expected additional memory usethé k-d tree (and possibly the array) is at most a
log n factor more than the expected number of maxima.

4.2 Expected cost of the sieve algorithm

Assume thap, ..., p, are sampled independently and uniformly at random ff@r|?. Lets,, be the point with
the maximumZ'-norm. Letl = (1,...,1).
N——

Lemma 2. Foranyc > 0,

P (Hsn — 1], < (ed)4n"Y4(log n)l/d) >1—-n"¢
for sufficiently largen.
Proof. For0 <e <1

P(lsn —1]; <€) =1-P(|pil; <d —&,1 <i<n)

d n
g
:1_<1_E>

> 1 _ e—adn/d!
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Takinge = (cd!)Y/4n~4(logn)'/?, we see that the last expression is equal to n—¢. Note thats < 1 if n is
large enough. Indeed,/ log n > cd! suffices. O

Theorem 2. If the n points {p1,...,p,} are sampled independently and uniformly at random fform]<, then
the expected number of scalar comparisons used by our sigetam satisfiesin + O(n!~1/4(log n)*+1/4).

Proof. The number of scalar comparisons used for the sieve is atdnodi/e claim that the expected number of
the extra comparisons is ony(n!~1/4(log n)*/4). Leta; = (2d!)"/¢i~/4(log i)'/¢. Fori large enough

P(lsi — 1), <a;) >1—i2

by Lemma2. If p; 41 € [0,1—a;]¢ and|s; — 1|, < a; both hold, therp; 1 < s;, thatis,p;; is filtered out. Thus,
additional comparisons are required only when eifyer ¢ [0,1 — a;]? or |s; — 1|, > a;. If pip1 € [0, 1 — a;]%,
then the additional comparisons used is bounded abo¥ By); if |s; — 1|, > a;, then the extra comparisons are
at mostO(7). Note thatp,;; andR; are independent. Thus, the expected number of the extraastsops required
in the for-loop ofp; 1 is less than

P (pe1 # 0,1 - al’) O(E(R)) + P (Isi = 1], = a) O(3)
= 0@~ Y log )™/ + O™

sinceE(R;) = O ((logd)?). Summing over ali = 2,...,n, we obtain the required bound. O

4.3 Expected performance oMaxima when all points are maxima

To further clarify the “scalability” ofMaxima, we consider in this subsection the expected cost usddayma
under the extreme situation when tti&imensional input points are sampled independently arfdmmy from
the the(d — 1)-dimensional simplexD = {x : z; > 0, ,_,,2; = 1}. Note that in the skyline context, an
anti-correlated sample is often discussed, which i#he 1)-dimensional simplex with a specified error range. In
that case, most but not necessarily all points are maximeceSio deletion is involved in our algorithmaxima,
the difference between random samples from (he- 1)-dimensional simplex and the anti-correlated sample is
minor.

WhenD is the(d — 1)-dimensional simplex, all points are maxima, and the tinmaglexity of most algorithms
such as the list algorithm (se@]J is of orderO(M?2) = O(n?). We show that the expected time complexity of
Maxima is O(n logn) whend = 2.

Theorem 3. Assume that thé-dimensional point{p,--- ,p,} are independently and uniformly distributed in
the (d — 1)-dimensional simplex. The expected number of compariseeden by algorithnMaxima for random
samples is bounded above ©yn log n) whend = 2.

We leave open the analysis for the case wiien 3.

Proof. Since all points in the sample are maxima, the expected nuailm®mparisons used in the first phase and
that in the second phase are the same. Thus, we focus on thghfise.

Assume thafp, ..., p,} have been stored infad tree. We consider the number of comparisons phat ;
may involve inside the two procedures of the for-lodpsert andDominated. The expected number of compar-
isons used innsert is of order

O(the expected depth of thed treg = O(logm),
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since thek-d tree is essentially a binary search tree (5e [

We now estimate the expected number of comparisons udedririnated. Since at most three vector compar-
isons are involved in the procedub®mminated, we analyze the number of timé&s, the procedur®ominated is
called. To complete the proof, we show tlAt’,,) = O(log m).

Obviously,Dominated(r, p,,+1) is called wherp,,,+1 < u,. Thus, the number of timd3ominated is called
is equal to the number of nodessuch thatp,,.1 < u,. Let D, C D be the region thati, covers. Then the
probability of the evenp,,,+1 < u, conditioning on the:-d tree built from{ps, ..., pm} equals D,/ |D|. Thus

E(T,) = ﬁE (Z !Dr\> :

where the summation runs over all nodes and the expectattaken with respect to thied tree for{p+,...,pm}-
To estimate) . | D, |, we considetd, C D, the possible ranges induced by the nodes of the subtret=dratr.
The precise definition is as follows. Defidg := D whenr is the root. Ifr.left (r.right) represents the point at
the root node of the left (right) subtree nfrespectively, then

Aplefe := Ar N[0,11771 x [0, ) x [0,1]477, (G=1,....,d
Ar.right = AN [07 1]j—1 % [wj7 1] % [07 1]d_j’ J sy d),

whered = 2, thej-th coordinate is the discriminator of nodendr = (z1, z2,...,z4).
Since the union ofl, in the same level of thé-d tree is at mosD and D, C A, (see Figuré), we have

E(T,,) < ﬁE (Z |Ar|> < the expected depth of thed tree= O(log m).

Note thatA, is determined by and its ancestors; in contragd,. is determined by and its offsprings.

Figure 5: A possible configuration of. andD,. for d = 2.

Ford > 3, the expected time-complexity remains open. However, Isitioms suggest that for fixed the
expected time be of ordé?(n(logn)¢) for somec > 0; see Figures. On the other hand, for fixed and increasing
d, the expected number of comparisons appears to be of Or@ét log n).

One way of seeing why our algorithm suffers less from the ated “curse of dimensionality” than other
algorithms in such extreme cases is as follows. As is obvimm the proof of Theoren3, the time complexity
is proportional to the order dD,|/|A,|. The more slendeA, is, the largeiD,|/| A,| becomes. All four possible
patterns ofA, for d = 3 are shown in Figur&. The slenderness does not seem to worsen rapidly as thenmés s
sort of counter-balancing process at play; see Figure
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Figure 6: Simulation results of the total number of times pghecedureDominated is called for in the first phase
ford =3,4,5,...,10 andn = 2 for k from 10 to 20. Here we pIotZi:1 T againstc = log, n.

nlogyn

VY Wy

Figure 7: Herel = 3. All four possible configurations ofl, are shown on the left (the four smaller, We can see
how A, tends to keep from getting too slender by the interaction-akis, y-axis andz-axis. Take the leftmost
region (graphy;) for instance. Wheneved,. is split less evenly by:-axis (graphgs), later splittings along-axis

or alongz-axis tend to counterbalance the effect causea-byis (graphys).

5 Applications

In this section, we apply algorithmlaxima to find successively the maximal layers and to search forahgdst
common subsequence of multiple sequences, respectivelyoth cases, our algorithms generally achieve better
performance.

5.1 Maximal layers

The problem is to split the input set of pointsinto layers according to maxima. LB, denote the:-th maximal
layer ofp. ThenL; = Max(p) and

Ly:=Max [p\ [ J L |, fork>2
1<i<k
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Maximal layers have been widely applied in multi-objectyimization problems, and algorithms with(n log n)-
time complexity were known for finding the two- and three-dimional maximal layers; se&Z, 15].

By identifying the first few layers of maxima to preserve toecslled elitism, Srinivas and Deld§] proposed
a multi-objective evolutionary algorithm, called non-doated sorting genetic algorithm (NSGA). This algorithm
was later improved and called NSGA-B], which reduces the worst-case time complexity frorain?) to O (dn?)
and soon became extremely popular. Omitting the detaileftbrresponding genetic algorithms, the NSGA-II
algorithm R1] for finding the maximal layers can be extracted and sumradrna the following two steps.

Step 1: For each pointp;, compute the number of points that dominatevit:= |{p; : p; < p;}| (n; will be
referred to as the rank of the poipf) and the set of points dominated bySit := {p; : p; < p;}.

Step 2: Then the maximal layers can be determinedibgndsS; as follows. The first layek; contains the points
with zero rank. Fok > 2, removeL;_; and update the rank; by usingS;. Then,L;. is the set of the points
with zero rank among all points that remain.

The running time is obviousl(dn?) since all pairs of points are compared.

A straightforward way to compute the maximal layers is to #udcessively the maxima after the removal of
each layer.

Algorithm Peeling
/Nnput: A sequence of pointéps, ..., p,}
//Output: Maximal layersLq, Lo, . ..

begin
k:=0;q9:={p1,---,Pn}
while (|q| > 0)
k=k+1
L := Find-Maxima (q)
q:=q— L
end

Algorithm Peeling is simple and efficient in average situations, even thoughwhbrst-case complexity is
O(n?). Any maxima-finding algorithm can be used for the procedkirel-Maxima(q). To study the average
behavior of algorithmPeeling, we compare two procedures feind-Maxima: algorithmMaxima and algorithm
Naive. Algorithm Naive finds maxima using pairwise comparisons.

Algorithm Naive
MNnput: A set of pointsq = {q1,...,qn}
//Output: M = Max(q).
begin
M :={}
for i := 1tondo
for j:=1tondo
if (i # j andq;< q, ) then break
if (j = n) theninsertq; into M
end
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#(comparisons) #(comparisons) #(comparisons)

Deb Deb
3.0e 4 04 1 2.0e 4 06 - 2.0e + 08 -
A
2.5¢ 4 04 1 A
X Deb 1.5¢ + 06 Naive 1.5¢ + 08
2.0e 4 04 1 Naive
A .
1.5e + 04 Naive 1.0e + 06 A 1.0e + 08 4
A
A
1.0e +04 4 4 A a A
o 5.0e + 05 - a 5.0e + 07 4
5.0e + 03 A a—4&
A—A—A—A
A A A—b—~
0.0e + 00 dprrrrprrerreerrreeereeeree——ree———— 0.0e + 00 Lrrrrrrrrerrreeeereere————re————— 0.0e 4 00 rrrrrrrerrrrrrrerrr—rre——e—
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(n = 100) d (n = 1000) d (n = 10000) d

Figure 8: Simulation of Deb’s algorithm, and the peeling moet with algorithmNaive and algorithmMaxima,
respectively. We compare the number of scalar comparissed in the algorithms. Here the sample size-
102,103, 10* and the points are generated uniformly fréomi]? for d = 2,3, ..., 10.

Theorem 4. If p1, . .., p, are independently and uniformly sampled from any giveroregi R¢, then the expected
running time of algorithmPeeling using algorithmNaive is O (n2 log(K + 1)), conditioned on the number of
maximal layersk.

Proof. Consider the event that the total number of layer& iand the number of points in thieh layerL; is ¢; for
1<i<K.
We now fixk. Atthe moment of computini;, the total number of remaining points is equalNp := Zfik ;.
If a point p is in thei-th layer fori > k, then the number of points that domingids at leasti — k. Thus, the
expected number of comparisons tpahvolves in the loop for computing theth layer maxima is upper bounded
by
<

N, if i = k,
Nu/(i— k), ifi>k,

since the remaining points preserve the randomness. Sugrovér allp andk, we obtain the upper bound for the
expected number of comparisons used

i—1

K K K 0N, K izl
DNkt Y D S <ntn) Y
k=1i=k+1 i=2 k=1

k=1

<n?+n?(1+logK).
This completes the proof. O

Note that the proof also extends to more general non-uniftistnibutions.

We compare the numbers of scalar comparisons used by tbheiied three algorithms for finding the maximal
layers: Deb et al.'s algorithm2[l], algorithm Peeling using Maxima, and algorithmPeeling using Naive. The
simulation results are shown in Figue Note that we reverse the order of the remainder after a layfeund to
make the algorithm more efficient. It is clear that algoritReeling usingMaxima outperforms generally the other
two, especially for higher dimensional samples in larga dats.

5.2 The multiple longest common subsequence problem

Given two or more strings (or sequences), the longest consmosequence (LCS for short) problem is to determine
the longest common subsequence obtained by removing zenore symbols from each string. For example, if
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s1 = aabbc andsy = abac thenLC S(sy,s2), the LCS ofs; andsy, is abe. The LCS of sequences is widely used
in computational biology, notably in DNA and protein sequernalysis.

Various algorithms for computing an LCS between two stringse derived in the literature, but much fewer
algorithms are devoted to the LCS of more than two stringkakéaand Imai 36] proposed a method for solving
efficiently the multiple LCS problem. The method is esséigtiaased on minima-finding.

Lets; = ajas---a, andsy = biby - - - by, be two strings. We say that, j) is amatchif a; = b;. Given two
matchegiq, j1) and(iz, j2). If i1 < iy andj; < ja then

LCS(ay -~ iy, b1 -+ bj,) < LCS(ay - - - gy, by - - by ).

Thus, finding the LCS can be roughly regarded as finding themedxayers of all possible matches. However,
the number of matches is usually too large. The approachopeapin B€] is to find the layers one after another
as follows. Assume we have found theh layer, Cy, then the(k + 1)-st layer is the minima of all successors of
C, where a matchiis, j2) is called asuccessoof another matchiy, j;) if i1 < i3 andj; < jo and there is no
match between them. The minima-finding algorithm proposef@] is an improvement over algorithiNaive.
The algorithm runs as follows.

Algorithm Hakata-Imai
MNnput: A set of pointsq = {q1,...,qn}
//Output: M contains minima ofy
begin
M := {}
for i := 1tondo
if q; is unmarkedhen
for j:=1tondo
if q; is unmarkedhen
if (@;< q;) then markq;
if (a,;< q;) then markq;
if q; is unmarkedhen insertq; into M
end

This algorithm is similar to the list algorithm if we considsode-marking as a substitute of node-deletion.
We compare the performance ldékata-Imai andMaxima for the number of string8, 5, 7 and alphabet sizes
4,20. See the experimental results in Fig@rehere the improvement achieved by our algorithm is visible.

References

[1] Z.-D. Bai, L. Devroye, H.-K. Hwang and T.-H. Tsai, Maxinwa hypercubesRandom Structures and Algo-
rithms 27 (2005), 290-309.

[2] z.-D. Bai, H.-K. Hwang, W.-Q. Liang and T.-H. Tsai, Limiheorems for the number of maxima in random
samples from planar regionSlectronic Journal of Probability6 (2001), paper no. 3, 41 pages.

[3] Z. D. Bai, S. Lee and M. D. Penrose, Rooted edges of a minitinacted spanning tree on random points.
Advances in Applied Probability8 (2006), 1-30.

[4] J. Baik, P. Deift and K. Johansson, On the distributionhef length of the longest increasing subsequence of
random permutationgournal of the American Mathematical Societ (1999), 1119-1178.

23



15 1

10 1

ratio

15 1

10 4

ratio

<

o

60 75

50 58

(d=3s=4) n (d=5,s=4) n d="7s5=4) n

15 15 15

10 A1 10 A1 10 o

ratio ratio ratio

5 5 5

0 “r T T T y 0 “r T T T J 0 T T T n
300 400 500 600 700 120 158 195 232 270 100 120 140 160 180
(d = 3,s = 20) n (d=5,s=20) n (d=7s=20) n

Figure 9: A plot of the ratio between the running timerdkata-Imai [36] and that ofMaxima when the numbers

of stringsd = 3,5, 7, the alphabet size = 4,20, andn is the length of the strings. All strings are uniformly
generated at random.

[5] I. Bartolini, P. Ciaccia and M. Patella, Efficient soréded skyline evaluatiodCM Transactions on Database
Systems33(2008), Article 31, 49 pages.

[6] Yu. Baryshnikov, On expected number of maximal pointspolytopes, 2007 Conference on Analysis of
Algorithms,DMTCS ProcAH, 2007, 227-236.

[7] J. L. Bentley, Multidimensional binary search treesdigar associative searchinfqommunications of the
ACM, 18(1975), 509-517.

[8] J. L. Bentley, Multidimensional divide-and-conqu&@pmmunications of the ACN3 (1980), 214—-229.

[9] J. L. Bentley, K. L. Clarkson and D. B. Levine, Fast lineapected-time algorithms for computing maxima
and convex hullsAlgorithmicg 9 (1993), 168—-183.

[10] A. G. Bhatt and R. Roy, On a random directed spanning #elwances in Applied Probabilityd6 (2004),
19-42.

[11] G. Biau and L. Devroye, On the layered nearest neighlestimate, the bagged nearest neighbour estimate
and the random forest method in regression and classificagifeprint, (2008).

[12] H. Blunck and J. Vahrenhold, In-place algorithms fomguting (layers of) maximalgorithmicg to appear.

[13] B. Bollobas and P. Winkler, The longest chain amongloam points in Euclidean spaceroceedings of the
American Mathematical Societ¥03(1988), 347—-353.

24



[14] S. Borzsonyi, D. Kossmann and K. Stocker. The skybperatorProceedings 17th International Conference
on Data Engineeringpp. 421-430, 2001.

[15] A. L. Buchsbaum and M. T. Goodrich, Three-dimensiomsgiers of maximaAlgorithmicg 39 (2004), 275—
286.

[16] W.-M. Chen, H.-K. Hwang and T.-H. Tsai, Efficient maxiffinding algorithms for random planar samples,
Discrete Mathematics and Theoretical Computer Scie6¢2003), 107-122.

[17] W.-M. Chen and W.-T. Lee, An efficient evolutionary atigbm for multiobjective optimization problems, in
IEEE Pacific Rim Conference on Communications, ComputedsSagmal Processing2007, pp. 30-33.

[18] C. A. Coello Coello, Evolutionary multi-objective aptalization: a historical view the fieldEEE Computa-
tional Intelligence Magazing-ebruary 2006, pp. 28—36.

[19] C. A. Coello Coello, D. A. Van Veldhuizen and G. B. LampBwolutionary Algorithms for Solving Multi-
objective Problems2nd Ed., Springer, New York, 2007.

[20] K. Deb,Multi-Objective Optimization using Evolutionary Algdrhs John Wiley & Sons, 2001.

[21] K. Deb, A. Pratap, S. Agarwal and T. Meyarivan, A fast afitist multiobjective genetic algorithm: NSGA-II,
IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computatj@(2002), 182—-197.

[22] L. Devroye, Moment inequalities for random variablescomputational geometrgzomputing 30 (1983),
111-119.

[23] L. Devroye, Records, the maximal layer, and uniforntriisitions in monotone set§omputers and Mathe-
matics with Applications25 (1993), 19-31.

[24] L. Devroye, On random Cartesian treBandom Structures and Algorithns(1994), 305-327.

[25] L. Devroye, A note on the expected time for finding maxitmalist algorithms,Algorithmicg 23 (1999),
97-108.

[26] M. Ehrgott, Multicriteria Optimization Berlin, Springer, 2000.

[27] J. Fieldsend, R.M. Everson and S. Singh, Using uncaim&d elite archives for multi-objective optimisation,
IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computatjan(2003), 305-323.

[28] P. Flajolet and M. Golin, Exact asymptotics of dividedaconquer recurrencekecture Notes in Computer
Science700, pp. 137-149, Springer, Berlin, 1993.

[29] H. N. Gabow, J. L. Bentley and R. E. Tarjan, Scaling arldtesl techniques for geometry problerRsoceed-
ings of the 16th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Compuyimgl35-143, 1984.

[30] A. V. Gnedin, The chain recordglectronic Journal of Probabilityl2 (2007), 767—786 (electronic).

[31] P. Godfrey, R. Shipley and J. Gryz, Algorithms and asily{for maximal vector computatiof,he VLDB
Journal 16 (2007), 5-28.

[32] D. E. Goldberg,Genetic Algorithms in Search, Optimization and Machinerhes, Addison-Wesley Pub-
lishing Company, Reading, Massachusetts, 1989.

25



[33] M. J. Golin, Maxima in convex regions, iRroceedings of the Fourth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on
Discrete AlgorithmgAustin, TX, 1993), 352-360, ACM, New York, 1993.

[34] M. J. Golin, A provably fast linear-expected-time nra&-finding algorithmAlgorithmicg 11 (1994), 501—
524.

[35] W. Habenicht, Quad trees, a datastructure for disaetéor optimization problems, iBssays and Surveys on
Multiple Criteria Decision Making: Proceedings on the Fifinternational Conference on Multiple Criteria
Decision Making, 1982op. 136145, Springer (1983).

[36] K. Hakata and H. Imai, Algorithms for the longest comnsubsequence problem for multiple strings based
on geometric maxima)ptimization Methods and Softwatk0 (1998), 233—-260.

[37] M. Jensen, Reducing the run-time complexity of mulgmtive EAs: The NSGA-Il and other algorithms,
IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computatjgn2003), 503-515.

[38] A. Kaldewaij, Some algorithms based on the dual of Difths theorem Science of Computer Programming
9(1987), 85-89.

[39] D. G. Kirkpatrick abd R. Seidel, Output-size sensitilgorithms for finding maximal vectors, Proceedings
of the first Annual Symposium on Computational Geom&885, 89-96.

[40] J. D. Knowles and D.W. Corne, Approximating the nondoatéd front using the Pareto archived evolution
strategyEvolutionary Computatior8 (2000), 149-172.

[41] D.E. Knuth,The Art of Computer Programming, Volume 1: Fundamental Atigms, Third Edition, Addison-
Wesley, Reading, Massachusetts, 1997.

[42] D. Kossmann, F. Ramsak and S. Rost, Shooting stars iskjte An online algorithm for skyline queries,
Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on Vergé®ata Basespp. 275-286, 2002.

[43] H.T. Kung, F. Luccio and F. P. Preparata, On finding theima of a set of vectors]ournal of the ACM22
(1975), 469-476.

[44] S. Mostaghim, J. Teich and A. Tyagi, Comparison of datacsures for storing Pareto sets in MOEASp-
ceedings World Congress on Computational IntelligehE&EE Press, pp. 843-849, 2002.

[45] D. Papadias, Y. Tao, G. Fu and B. Seeger, Progressingslgomputation in database systerAE&M Trans-
actions on Database Syster3§ (2005), 41-82.

[46] F. P. Preparata and M. |I. Sham@pmputational Geometry. An IntroductioBpringer-Verlag, New York,
1985.

[47] O. Schiitze, A new data structure for the nondominamoblpm in multiobjective optimization, iBvolution-
ary Multicriterion Optimization Edited by C. M. Fonseca, P. J. Fleming, E. Zitzler, K. Delj BnThiele,
Lecture Notes in Computer Science, Vol. 2632, SpringediBeBermany, pp. 509-518, 2003.

[48] N. Srinivas and K. Deb, Multiobjective function optimaition using nondominated sorting genetic algorithms,
Evolutionary Computatior2 (1995), 221-248.

[49] M. Sun and R. E. Steuer, Quad-trees and linear listdfemtifying nondominated criterion vectotBlFORMS
Journal on Computing8 (1996), 367-375.

26



[50] K. Tan, P. Eng and B. Ooi, Efficient progressive skylimenputation,Proceedings of the 27th International
Conference on Very Large Data Baspp. 301-310, 2001.

[51] E. Zitzler, K. Deb, and L. Thiele, Comparison of multjebtive evolutionary algorithms: Empirical results,
Evolutionary Computatior (2000), 173 — 195.

[52] E. Zitzler and L. Thiele, Multiobjective evolutionalgorithms: A comparative case study and the strength
Pareto approachiEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computati@(1999), 257— 271.

27



	Introduction
	Maxima in diverse scientific disciplines
	Maxima, maximal layers and related notions
	Aim and organization of this paper

	Known maxima-finding algorithms—a brief account
	Divide-and-conquer algorithms
	Sequential algorithms

	A two-phase sequential algorithm based on k-d trees using bounding boxes
	The design techniques
	Multidimensional non-dominated records
	A two-phase sequential algorithm
	The k-d trees
	Bounding-boxes

	The proposed algorithm
	Further improvements: sieving and pruning
	Comparative discussions

	Average-case analysis of algorithm Maxima
	How many non-dominated records are there?
	Expected cost of the sieve algorithm
	Expected performance of Maxima when all points are maxima

	Applications
	Maximal layers
	The multiple longest common subsequence problem


