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Abstract

The multi-task learning (MTL) paradigm can be traced back to an early paper of Caruana (1997)

in which it was argued that data from multiple tasks can be used with the aim to obtain a better

performance over learning each task independently. The rationale underlying this approach is

that strong dependencies are “hidden” among seemingly unrelated tasks due to the shared data

generating process. A natural way is to design a set of parametrized hypotheses that share some

parameters across tasks which are learned solving an optimization problem that minimizes a

weighted sum of the empirical risk for each task. Multi-task learning is a very common situation.

For instance, in a recommender system, not only the accuracy of the rating prediction, but also

the novelty and coverage of the recommendations should be optimized. Most recent Machine

Learning (ML) applications require to optimize the ML algorithm’s hyperparameters not just for

accuracy but also for fairness, interpretability, and energy consumption. For instance, tuning a

Deep Neural Network’s hyperparameters depends on accuracy but also on latency and deployability

on specific device (i.e., limited hardware resources of the target device on which making inference).

Minimizing independently the empirical risks related to different tasks is the correct solution only

when tasks are not competing with each other, which is rarely the case. “Naive” solutions like

a linear combination of the single tasks are computationally expensive and lack credible metrics

for evaluating the quality of the results. A solution of MTL with conflicting objectives requires

modelling the trade-off among them which is generally beyond what a straight linear combination

can achieve. Although constrained approaches, which optimize one single task while accounting the

others as constraints, have been recently and successfully proposed to overcome these drawbacks in

implementing specific real-life applications, a theoretically principled and computationally more

effective strategy is finding solutions which are not “dominated” by others as it is addressed in the

Pareto analysis. Multi-objective optimization problems arising in the multi-task learning context

have specific features and require ad hoc methods. The analysis of these features, also in some

specific instances, and the proposal of a new computational approach represent the focus of this work.

Multi-objective evolutionary algorithms (MOEAs), specifically Non Sorting Dominated Genetic

Algorithms (NSGAs) can easily include the concept of dominance and therefore the Pareto analysis.

The major drawback of MOEAs is a low sample efficiency with respect to function evaluations

which makes them hardly feasible when the evaluation of the objective functions is computationally

very expensive. The key reason for this drawback is that most of the evolutionary approaches do

not use models (surrogate models or metamodels) for approximating the objective function and

therefore cannot make predictions over new candidate solutions. Bayesian Optimization (BO) takes

a radically different approach based on a surrogate model, usually probabilistic, such as a Gaussian

Process (GP).



Most multi-objective BO approaches maintain different GPs, one for each task or objective: in

general, the tasks show some underlying structure and cannot be treated as unrelated objectives.

By making use of this structure, one might benefit significantly by learning the tasks simultaneously

as opposed to learning them independently. In this thesis a different approach is considered. The

solutions in the Input Space are represented as probability distributions encapsulating the knowledge

contained in the function evaluations. The focus is on discrete distributions and in particular

histograms. These distributions are analyzed according to their distance. Among several distances

the Wasserstein (WST) distance has been used. In this space of probability distributions, endowed

with the metric given by the Wasserstein distance, a new algorithm MOEA/WST can be designed

in which the model is not directly on the objective function but in an intermediate Information

Space where the objects from the input space are mapped into histograms and the genetic operators

are built on the WST distance. Computational results show that both the sample efficiency and the

quality of the Pareto set provided by MOEA/WST, as measured by the Hypervolume metric, are

significantly better than in the standard MOEA implementation.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In this chapter the Multi-Task Learning paradigm is introduced with a particular focus to optimiza-

tion problems. In the following the main motivations are explained that lead to Multi-Objective

Optimization and some of the principal strategies for solving it.

1.1 Motivations

The multi-task learning (MTL) paradigm can be traced back to an early paper of Caruana [1] in

which it was argued that data from multiple tasks can be used with the aim to obtain a better

performance over learning each task independently. The rationale underlying this approach is that

strong dependencies are “hidden” among seemingly unrelated tasks due to the shared data generating

process. A natural way is to design a set of parametrized hypothesis that share some parameters

across tasks which are learned solving an optimization problem that minimizes a weighted sum of

the empirical risk for each task. Multi-task learning is a very common situation. For instance, in

a recommender system, not only the accuracy of the rating prediction, but also the novelty and

coverage of the recommendations should be optimized. In general, hyperparameters should be

optimized not just for accuracy but also for fairness, interpretability [2] and energy consumption [3, 4].

The mitigation of the “contamination” risk in networks, both physical and informational, depends

both on detection time and its variance [5]. Tuning a Deep Neural Network’s hyperparameters

depend on accuracy but also on latency and deployability [6, 7].

Minimizing independently the empirical risks related to different tasks is the correct solution only

when tasks are not competing with each other, which is rarely the case. “Naive” solutions like a

linear combination of the single tasks are computationally expensive and lack credible metrics for

evaluating the quality of the result. A solution of MTL with conflicting objectives requires modelling

the trade-off between them which is generally beyond what a straight linear combination can achieve.

A theoretically principled and computationally more effective strategy is finding solutions which are

not “dominated” by others as it is addressed in the Pareto analysis. This solution has been recently

1



advocated in several papers [8, 9].

In this thesis the objective of multi-task learning is cast in terms of finding Pareto optimal solutions.

The problem of finding Pareto optimal solutions given multiple criteria is called Multi-Objective

Optimization (MOO). Multi-objective optimization problems arising in the multi-task learning

context have specific features and require ad hoc methods [10, 11, 12]. The analysis of these features,

also in some specific instances, and the proposal of a new computational approach represent the

focus of this work.

There are three main strategies to deal with multi-objective optimization problems occurring in

MTL.

The first are gradient based methods [8, 13]. These algorithms are quite effective but require the

computation of gradients for each task which is not an easy task since the loss functions are usually

black box and multimodal.

An alternative are evolutionary algorithms (EAs). EAs have developed over the last two decades

along different approaches, which will be analyzed in Chapter 2. Their set-up is relatively simple,

there are many software resources and do not require derivative information. Moreover, multi-

objective evolutionary algorithms (MOEAs), specifically Non-dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithms

(NSGAs) can easily include the concept of dominance and therefore the Pareto analysis. The

major drawback of MOEAs is a low sample efficiency with respect to function evaluations which

makes them hardly feasible when the evaluation of the objective functions is computationally very

expensive, as it happens in machine learning problems in the case of large datasets and in simulation

and optimization problems which is often the case in real word application as will be shown in

Chapter 4. The key reason for this drawback is that most of the evolutionary approaches do not

use models (surrogate models or metamodels) for the objective function and therefore cannot make

predictions over new candidate solutions.

Bayesian Optimization (BO) takes a radically different approach based on a surrogate model usually

a Gaussian Process [14, 15, 16, 17, 18]. Most multi-objective BO approaches maintain different

Gaussian Processes (GPs), one for each task or objective: in general, the tasks show some underlying

structure and cannot be treated as unrelated objects. By making use of this structure, one might

benefit significantly by learning the tasks simultaneously as opposed to learning them independently.

An important line of research has been investigating the use of metamodels in MOEAs using

in particular neural networks and gaussian processes. An early method is ParEGO [19, 20]

which use the uncertainty estimation allowed by GP to manage the exploration/exploitation (or

diversification/intensification) trade-off. The importance of this issue, which is at the very basis of

BO, has been recently recognized also in MOEAs in [21].

In this thesis a different approach is considered. The solutions in the input space are represented

as probability distributions encapsulating the knowledge containing the function evaluations. The

focus is on discrete distributions and in particular histograms. These distributions are analyzed

2



according to their distance. Among several distances the Wasserstein (WST) distance has been

used. In this space of probability distributions, endowed with the metric given by the Wasserstein

distance, a new algorithm MOEA/WST can be designed in which the model is not directly on

the objective function but in an intermediate information space where the objects from the input

space are mapped into histograms and the genetic operators are built on the WST distance between

histograms. Computational results show that both the sample efficiency and the quality of the

Pareto set, as measured by the Hypervolume, are significantly better than in the standard MOEAs.

1.2 Structure of the thesis

The content of this work is organized as follows.

Chapter 2 “Pareto Analisys and Evolutionary Learning” is devoted to the Pareto model and to the

basic methods in MOEAs, analysing their structures and performance metric.

Chapter 3 “Bayesian Optimization” provides background material about Bayesian optimization

methods focusing on their basic components: the surrogate model (metamodel) based on Gaussian

processes and the acquisition function.

Chapter 4 “Instances of Multi-Task Learning on Networks” outlines the real world problems which are

instances of learning on networks and have been inspirational for this work. They are contamination

detection and resilience assessment in a Water Distribution Network (WDN), detection of fake-news

in the blogosphere and recommender systems. These problems have a shared structure and have

been targeted for computational experiments. All the problems considered are NP-hard so that

solution methods are approximate metaheuristics.

Chapter 5 “The Wasserstein Distance” introduces the key concept in this work: solutions in the

input space are mapped into a space of probability distributions. Among several distances between

distributions, the Wasserstein distance is introduced. The focus is on discrete distributions and in

particular histograms.

Chapter 6 “MOEA with Wasserstein” analyses MOEA/WST, an entirely new concept in which the

model is not on the objective function but in an intermediate information space where the objects

from the input space are mapped into histograms and the genetic operators are built on the WST

distance between histograms.

Chapter 7 “Water Distribution Networks” reports the experimental setting in the WDN target

problems, a new data structure and the computational results.

Chapter 8 “Recommender Systems” reports the experimental setting in the recommender target

problems, and the computational results of MOEA/WST.

Chapter 9 “Software resources” describes the software used in this work.

Chapter 10 “Conclusions” contains a critical evaluation of the results along with indications of

perspectives for future work.
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1.3 Contributions

One of the key contributions of this work is the definition of a mapping from the search space

(where each solution can be represented by a real, integer or binary vector) into an information

space whose elements are probability distributions. This characterization of an information space

enables the introduction of probabilistic distances, in particular the Wasserstein distance. In this

way, it is possible to compute the distance between elements in the information space which are

represented as histograms.

Another contribution of this thesis is the introduction of a novel data structure for archiving results

of simulation in an efficient way and monitoring dynamical processes in networks.

The overall contribution is the formulation of a new evolutionary method called MOEA/WST in

which combination operators are enabled by WST distance. Finally, it is proposed a critical analysis

of the computational results obtained on target problems with MOEA/WST and other standard

MOEAs, namely NSGA-II and ParEGO.
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Chapter 2

Pareto Analisys and Evolutionary

Learning

Evolutionary learning refers to a set of algorithms and learning methods which draw inspiration

from the process of natural evolution. The fundamental metaphor relates to an environment which

is filled with a population of individuals that strive for survival and reproduction. The fitness of

these individuals is determined by the environment and relates to how well they succeed in achieving

their goals. In other words, it represents their chances of survival and of multiplying. In the context

of learning, the environment is represented by the problem that has to be solved and the data

available. The individuals refer to a set of candidate solutions and their quality determines the

chance that they will be kept and used as seed for generating further candidate solutions.

This chapter considers the particular case of multi-objective optimizations and describes the two

main evolutionary strategies used to solve this kind of problems.

2.1 Pareto analysis

Multi-Objective Optimization problem (MOO) can be stated as follows (Equation 2.1):

minF (x) = (f1(x), . . . , fm(x)) (2.1)

Pareto rationality is the theoretical framework to analyse multi-objective optimization problems

where m objective functions f1(x), . . . , fm(x), have to be simultaneously optimized in the search

space Ω ⊆ R.

Let u, v ∈ Rm, for a minimization problem, u is said to dominate v if and only if ui ≤ vi ∀i = 1, . . . , n

and uj ≤ vj for at least one index j. The goal in multi-objective optimization is to identify the

Pareto frontier of F (x). A point x∗ is Pareto optimal for the problem in Equation 2.1 if there is no

point x such that F (x) dominates F (x∗). The set of all Pareto optimal points is the Pareto set (PS)
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(Figure 2.1a) and the set of all Pareto optimal objective vectors is the Pareto front (PF) (Figure

2.1b).

(a) The search space with the Pareto set. (b) The objective space with the Pareto front.

Figure 2.1: An example of Pareto Set and Pareto Front.

The interest in finding locations x having the associated F (x) on the Pareto frontier is clear: all of

them represent efficient trade-offs between conflicting objectives and are the only ones, according to

the Pareto rationality, to be considered by the decision maker. This implies that any improvement

in a Pareto optimal point in one objective leads to a deterioration in another.

A fundamental difference between single and multi-objective optimization is that it is not obvious

which metric to use to evaluate the solution quality. Moreover, the decision maker, post-optimization,

must chose a point in the Pareto set according to his/her preference.

To measure the progress of the optimization, a natural and widely used metric is the Hypervolume

(HV) indicator that measures the objective space between an approximate Pareto front and a

predefined reference vector (Figure 2.2).

A marginally or largely dominant Pareto set will result into a respectively low or high hypervolume

value; thus, hypervolume is a reasonable measure for evaluating the quality of the optimization

process. The hypervolume can be used also to guide the selection of solutions with good convergence

and diversity properties [22, 23]. These advantages come at a computational cost as hypervolume

calculation can be very expensive for many objective problems.

Another metric to compare different approximations of the Pareto front is the C-metric, also called

coverage. Let A and B be two approximations of the PF, C(A,B) gives the fraction of solutions in

B that are dominated by at least one solution in A. Hence, C(A,B) = 1 means that all solutions in

B are dominated by at least one solutions in A while C(A,B) = 0 implies that no solution in B is

dominated by a solution in A.
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Figure 2.2: An example of hypervolume. Adding the point A to the approximate Pareto front, leads
to an improvement of the hypervolume.

2.2 Multi-Objective Evolutionary Learning

Multi-Objective Evolutionary Algorithms (MOEAs) developed over the last two decades along

different strategies. The main two approaches are the non-dominated sorting based, as NSGA-II or

NSGA-III, and the decomposition-based, as MOEA/D [24]. Trivedi et al., [25] gives a comprehensive

review of the developments of MOEAs. The question of which strategy works better does not admit

an easy answer: it depends on problem features like the shape of Pareto sets, disconnection, or

degeneracy [26]. A recent contribution to the decomposition approach is [27] where a clustering

approach method is used to learn the Pareto optimal set structure. Recently it has been recognized

the criticality of the exploration/exploitation dilemma in MOEAs [20] which is widely studied in

Bayesian optimization and whose solution is based on the predictive uncertainty enabled by the

GP model. Most of the evolutionary approaches do not use models for the objective functions and

therefore cannot make predictions about unevaluated designs: as a consequence, a large number of

function evaluations is usually required.

A first solution to mitigate the problem of low sample efficiency of EA is the development of problem

specific operators. Deb and Myburgh [28] proposed problem specific recombination and repair

operators [22]. Li et al., [26] introduces new test problems with difficult problem features as objective

scalability, complicated Pareto sets, bias, disconnection, and degeneracy. In [29] the authors move

from the observation that the impact of the shape of Pareto sets has not been properly considered

and introduce a set of test instances in order to compare the ability of algorithms to cope with

complicated Pareto sets shapes. The issue of comparing and evaluating solution sets provided by

different algorithms has been extensively analyzed also in [30].

Another solution is to endow the evolutionary strategy with a surrogate model usually a GP. A
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benchmark method is ParEGO [19] which combines the evolutionary approach with Gaussian based

Bayesian optimization. ParEGO is based on the well-known EGO [31] algorithm which is an early

industrial strength implementation of BO. ParEGO uses as acquisition function, the Expected

Improvement, which is optimized by EA. A similar GP based approach is in [32] which uses Gaussian

random fields metamodels to predict the values of the objective functions [20].

2.3 Dominance

Non-dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm (NSGA-II) is a well-known evolutionary algorithm based

on the concept of Pareto dominance proposed in [33]. NSGA-II is based on two key elements:

• An elitist principle, i.e., the elites of a population are given the opportunity for their genes to

be carried to the next generation.

• An explicit mechanism to preserve the diversity (crowding distance).

To identify the elites of a population, NSGA-II rank each individual considering the dominance of

a solution on the others. Through the non-dominated sorting, NSGA-II defines different frontiers

F1, . . . , Fn as follow: first all the non-dominated individuals are assigned to F1, then all the

individuals that are dominated only by solutions in F1 are assigned to F2; this process is repeated

until all the individuals belong to one frontier as showed in Figure 2.3.

(a) The different frontier identified by the non-
dominated sorting procedure.

(b) A visual representation of the crowding distance
of a point i.

Figure 2.3: The non-dominated sorting and the crowding distance in NSGA-II.

At each generation, the new population is created by picking the individuals in the best frontiers

until the size of the original population is reached. To choose between individual with the same rank,

8



the crowding distance (CD) is used. Considering an individual i the crowding distance is defined as

the perimeter of the cuboid defined by its neighbors (i− 1) and (i+ 1) as shown in Equation 2.2.

CD(i) =
m∑
j=1

fj(i+ 1)− fj(i− 1)

maxx∈F fj(x)
(2.2)

Only the individuals with higher crowding distance will belong to the new population. The general

framework of NSGA-II can be schematized as in Figure 2.4.

Figure 2.4: The general framework of NSGA-II.

2.4 Decomposition

Reduction to a single-objective problem is largely used. This can be done in different ways, for

instance considering convex combinations of the objective functions [34]. The scalarization approach

is also followed by some evolutionary algorithms. For example, [24] leads to the optimization

of several single-objective problems. There are many approaches for converting the problem of

approximation of the Pareto Front into a number of scalar optimization problems. In the following,

two strategies are introduced.

Weighted Sum Approach

This approach considers a convex combination of the different objectives. Let λ = (λ1, ..., λm)T be

a weight vector, i.e., λi ≥ 0 for all i− 1, ...,m and
∑m

i=1 λi = 1. Then, the optimal solution to the
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following scalar optimization problem (Equation 2.3):

max gws(x|λ) =
m∑
i=1

λifi(x)

subject to x ∈ Ω

(2.3)

is a Pareto optimal point, where gws(x|λ) is used to emphasize that λ is a coefficient vector in this

objective function, while x is the variables to be optimized. To generate a set of different Pareto

optimal vectors, one can use different weight vectors λ in the above scalar optimization problem. If

the PS is concave (convex in the case of minimization), this approach could work well. However,

not every Pareto optimal point can be obtained by this approach in the case of non-concave PSs.

To overcome these shortcomings, some effort has been made to incorporate other techniques into

this approach [35].

Chebyshev Approach

In this approach, the scalar optimization problem is in the form (Equation 2.4):

min gte(x|λ, z∗) = max
1≤i≤m

{λi|fi(x)− z∗i |}

subject to x ∈ Ω

(2.4)

where z∗ = (z∗1 , ..., z
∗
m)T is the reference point (similarly to the hypervolume computation), i.e.,

z∗i = max{fi(x)|x ∈ Ω} for each i = 1, ...,m. For each Pareto optimal point x∗ there exists a

weight vector λ such that x∗ is the optimal solution of Equation 2.4 and each optimal solution of

Equation 2.4 is a Pareto optimal solution of Equation 2.1. Therefore, one is able to obtain different

Pareto optimal solutions by altering the weight vector. One weakness with this approach is that its

aggregation function is not smooth for a continuous MOP. However, it can still be used in the EA

framework proposed in this thesis since the algorithm does not need to compute the derivative of

the aggregation function.

MOEA/D

Multi-Objective Evolutionary Algorithm based on Decomposition (MOEA/D) is a genetic algorithm

proposed in [24]. MOEA/D decomposes the multi-objective problem into a number N of single

objective problems associated to an aggregation weight vector and to different points of Pareto

Set (Front). Neighbourhood relations among sub-problems are based on the distance between

aggregation vectors. As previously mentioned, there are several approaches for converting the

problem of approximation of the Pareto front into a number of scalar optimization problems. Let

λ1, . . . , λN be a set of even spread weight vectors and z∗ be the reference point. The problem of
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approximation of the PF can be decomposed into N scalar optimization sub-problems by using the

Chebyshev approach and the objective function of the j-th sub-problem is (Equation 2.5):

min gte(x|λj , z∗) = max
1≤i≤m

{λji |fi(x)− z∗i |} (2.5)

where λj = (λj1, . . . , λ
j
m)T . MOEA/D minimizes all these N objective functions simultaneously in a

single run.

The general framework can be summarized as follows:

1. Initialization:

• Compute the Euclidean distances between any two weight vectors and then work out the T

closest weight vectors to each weight vector. For each i = 1, . . . , N , set B(i) = i1, . . . , iT ,

where λ(i1), . . . , λ(iT ) are the T closest weight vectors to λi.

2. Update:

• Reproduction: randomly select two indexes k,l from B(i), and then generate a new

solution y from xk and xl by using genetic operators. Two solutions have a chance to

mate only when they are from neighboring sub-problems.

• Improvement: apply a problem-specific repair/improvement heuristic on y to produce y′.

This process is repeated until a termination criteria is satisfied, such as the number of generations

or the number of function evaluations. In initialization, B(i) contains the indexes of the T closest

vectors of λi. The Euclidean distance is used to measure the closeness between any two weight

vectors. Therefore, λi’s closest vector is itself, and then i ∈ B(i). If j ∈ B(i), the j-th sub-problem

can be regarded as a neighbor of the i-th sub-problem.

MOEA needs to maintain diversity in its population for producing a set of representative solutions.

Most, if not all, of non-decomposition MOEAs such as NSGA-II use crowding distances among

the solutions in their selection to maintain diversity. However, it is not always easy to generate

a uniform distribution of Pareto optimal objective vectors in these algorithms. In MOEA/D, a

multi-objective problem is decomposed into several scalar optimization sub-problems. Different

solutions in the current population are associated with different sub-problems. The “diversity”

among these sub-problems will naturally lead to diversity in the population.
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Chapter 3

Bayesian Optimization

Bayesian Optimization (BO) is a sequential strategy for global optimization of black-box functions

(i.e., functions whose analytical form is unknown). Surrogate models are a key component of BO, in

this thesis are considered the Gaussian Processes. Gaussian Processes are a powerful formalism for

implementing both regression and classification algorithms. While most of the regression algorithms

provides a deterministic output, GPs also offer a reliable estimate of uncertainty. This chapter

presents the basic mathematics underlying this powerful tool.

3.1 Gaussian Process Regression

One way to interpret a Gaussian process (GP) regression model is to think of it as defining a

distribution over functions, and with inference taking place directly in the space of functions (i.e.,

function-space view) [36]. A GP is a collection of random variables, any finite number of which have

a joint Gaussian distribution. A GP is completely specified by its mean function µ(x) (Equation

3.1) and covariance function cov(f(x), f(x′)) = k(x, x′) (Equation 3.2):

µ(x) = E[f(x)] (3.1)

cov(f(x), f(x′)) = k(x, x′) = E[(f(x)− µ(x))(f(x′)− µ(x′))] (3.2)

and will write the Gaussian process as (Equation 3.3):

f(x) ∼ GP (µ(x), k(x, x′)) (3.3)

The covariance function assumes a critical role in the GP modelling, as it specifies the distribution

over functions. To see this, consider samples from the distribution of functions evaluated at any

number of points; in detail, a set of input points X1:n = (x1, . . . , xn)T is chosen and then the

corresponding covariance matrix elementwise is computed. This operation is usually performed by
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using predefined covariance functions allowing to write covariance between outputs as a function of

inputs (i.e., cov(f(x), f(x′)) = k(x, x′)). Finally, a random Gaussian vector can be generated as

(Equation 3.4):

f(X1:n) ∼ N (0,K(X1:n, X1:n) (3.4)

This is basically known as sampling from prior. The following is an example (Figure 3.1) of five

different GP samples drawn from the GP prior: the covariance function used is known as the

Squared Exponential (SE) kernel.

Figure 3.1: Five different samples from the prior of a GP with Squared Exponential kernel as
covariance function.

Usually, the primarily interest is not in drawing random functions from the prior but is to incorporate

the knowledge about the function obtained through the evaluations performed so far. Such a

knowledge will be then used by the acquisition function in order to associate an informational utility

to each point x ∈ X. Often, the function values are noisy and so consider y = f(x) + ε. Assuming

additive independent and identically distributed Gaussian noise ε with variance λ2, the prior on the

noisy observations becomes (Equation 3.5):

cov(f(x), f(x′)) = k(x, x′) + λ2δxx′ (3.5)

where δxx′ is a Kronecker delta which is equal to 1 if and only if x = x′. Thus, the covariance over

all the function values y = (y1, . . . , yn) is (Equation 3.6):

cov(y) = K(X1:n, X1:n) + λ2I (3.6)

Therefore, the predictive equations for GP regression, that are µ(x) and k(x, x′), can be easily

updated, by conditioning the joint Gaussian prior distribution on the observations (Equations 3.7
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and 3.8):

µ(x) = E[f(x)|D1:n, x] = k(x,X1:n)[K(X1:n, X1:n) + λ2I]−1y (3.7)

σ2(x) = k(x, x)− k(x,X1:n)[K(X1:n, X1:n) + λ2I]−1k(X1:n, x) (3.8)

It follows a simple example (Figure 3.2) of five different samples drawn from a GP prior and posterior,

respectively. Posterior is conditioned to six function observations.

(a) Sampling from prior. (b) Sampling from posterior.

Figure 3.2: Sampling from prior vs sampling from posterior (for the sake of simplicity, the noisy-free
setting is considered).

These figures shows that even removing the noise, as it’s often assumed, the problem is still of

“structural uncertainty”. For instance, considering three noise-free evaluations of f(x), D1:3 =

{(xi, yi)}i=1,...,3, there still are an infinite number of functions with different minima and minimizers,

compatible with D1:3, as depicted in Figure 3.3.

It is easy to show that the mean prediction is a linear combination of n functions, each one centered

on an evaluated point. This allows to write µ(x) as (Equation 3.9):

µ(x) =
n∑
i=1

αik(x, xi) (3.9)

where the vector α = [K(X1:n, X1:n) + λ2I]−1y and αi is the i-th component of the vector α, given

by the product between the i-th row of the matrix [K(X1:n, X1:n) + λ2I]−1 and the vector y. This

means that, to make a prediction at a given x, it is necessary only to consider the (n+1)-dimensional

distribution defined by the n function evaluations performed so far and the new point x to evaluate.

Covariance functions are referred to in BO as kernels and some of the most widely used of them

will be presented in the following section.
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Figure 3.3: Different function compatible with the function observations D1:3.

Every kernel has some hyperparameters to be set up, defining shape features of the GP, such as

smoothness and amplitude. The values of the hyperparameters are usually unknown a priori and

are approximated using maximum likelihood estimators on the basis of the observations D1:n.

3.2 Kernel: the data geometry of BO

A covariance function is the crucial ingredient in a GP predictor, as it encodes assumptions about

the function to approximate. From a slightly different viewpoint, it is clear that, in learning, the

notion of similarity between data points is crucial; it is a basic assumption that points which are

close in x are likely to have similar target values y, and thus function evaluations that are near to a

given point should be informative about the prediction at that point. Under the GP view it is the

covariance function that defines nearness or similarity.

A general name for a function k of two arguments mapping a pair of inputs x and x′ into a scalar is

kernel. For a kernel to be a covariance function the following conditions must be satisfied:

• The kernel has to be symmetric k(x, x′) = k(x′, x).

• The matrix K with entries Kij = k(xi, xj), also known as Gram matrix, must be positive

semidefinite.

In the following, some examples of covariance (aka kernel) functions.

Squared Exponential kernel (Equation 3.10):

kSE(x, x′) = exp−
||x−x′||2

2`2 (3.10)
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with ` known as characteristic length-scale. This kernel is infinitely differentiable, meaning that the

GP’s sample functions are very “smooth”.

Matérn kernels (Equation 3.11):

kMat(x, x
′) =

21−v

Γ(v)

(
|x− x′|

√
2v

`

)v
Kv

(
|x− x′|

√
2v

`

)
(3.11)

with two hyperparameters v and `, and where Kv is a modified Bessel function. Note that for

v →∞ it is equivalent to the Squared Exponential kernel. The Matérn covariance functions become

especially simple when v is half-integer: v = p+ 1
2 , where p is a non-negative integer. In this case

the covariance function is a product of an exponential and a polynomial of order p. The most widely

adopted versions, specifically in the Machine Learning community, are v = 3
2 (Equation 3.12) and

v = 5
2 (Equation 3.13).

kv= 3
2
(x, x′) =

(
1 +
|x− x′|

√
3

`

)
exp−

|x−x′|
√
3

` (3.12)

kv= 5
2
(x, x′) =

(
1 +
|x− x′|

√
5

`
+

(x− x′)2

3`2

)
exp−

|x−x′|
√
5

` (3.13)

Rational Quadratic Covariance function (Equation 3.14):

kRQ(x, x′) =

(
1 +

(x− x′)2

2α`2

)−α
(3.14)

where α and ` are two hyperparameters. This kernel can be considered as an infinite sum (scale

mixture) of Squared Exponential kernels, with different characteristic length-scales.

Figure 3.4 summarizes how the value of the four kernels decreases with x moving away from

x′ = 0 (Figure 3.4a) and which are possible resulting samples with different shape properties (Figure

3.4b).
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(a) Value of four different kernels with x moving away
from x′ = 0.

(b) Four samples from GP prior, one for each kernel
considered.

Figure 3.4: The value of the characteristic length-scale is ` = 1 for all the four kernels; α of the RQ
kernel is set to 2.25.

3.3 The Acquisition Function

The acquisition function is the mechanism to implement the trade-off between exploration and

exploitation in Bayesian Optimization (BO). More precisely, any acquisition function aims to guide

the search of the optimum towards points with potentially low values of objective function either

because the prediction of f(x), based on the probabilistic surrogate model, is low or the uncertainty,

also based on the same model, is high (or both). Indeed, exploitation means to consider the area

providing more chance to improve over the current solution (with respect to the current surrogate

model), while exploring means to move towards less explored regions of the search space where

predictions based on the surrogate model are more uncertain, with higher variance.

Probability of Improvement

Probability of Improvement (PI) was the first acquisition function proposed in the literature [37].

One of the drawbacks of PI is that it is biased towards exploitation. To mitigate this effect, it can

be introduced the parameter ξ which modulates the balance between exploration and exploitation.

The resulting equation is (Equation 3.15):

PI(x) = P (f(x) ≤ f(x+) + ξ) = Φ

(
f(x+)− µ(x)− ξ

σ(x)

)
(3.15)
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More precisely, ξ = 0 is towards exploitation, while ξ > 0 is more towards exploration.

Finally, the next point to evaluate is chosen according to Equation 3.16.

xn+1 = argmax
x∈X

PI(x) (3.16)

Figure 3.5 shows that the value of PI in x3, given the best y value obtained in x+ corresponds to

the area depicted in green.

Figure 3.5: An example of how PI selects the new point.

However, a weak point of PI is to assign a value to a new point irrespectively of the potential

magnitude of the improvement. This is the reason why the next acquisition function was proposed.

Expected Improvement

Expected Improvement (EI) was initially proposed in [38] and then made popular in [31] which

measures the expectation of the improvement on f(x) with respect to the predictive distribution of

the probabilistic surrogate model (Equation 3.17).

EI(x) =

{
(f(x+)− µ(x))Φ(Z) + σ(x)φ(Z) if σ(x) > 0

0 if σ(x) = 0
(3.17)
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In the equation φ(Z) and Φ(Z) represent the probability distribution and the cumulative distribution

of the standardized normal, respectively, where (Equation 3.18):

Z =

{
f(x+)−µ(x)

σ(x) if σ(x) > 0

0 if σ(x) = 0
(3.18)

EI is made up of two terms: the first is increased by decreasing the predictive mean; the second

by increasing the predictive uncertainty. Thus, EI, in a sense, automatically balances, respectively,

exploitation and exploration. It is possible to actively manage the trade-off between exploration and

exploitation, introducing the parameter ξ. When exploring, points associated to high uncertainty

of the probabilistic surrogate model are more likely to be chosen, while when exploiting, points

associated to low value of the mean of the probabilistic surrogate model are selected.

Finally, the next point to evaluate is chosen according to Equation 3.19.

xn+1 = argmax
x∈X

EI(x) (3.19)

EI has been largely used since 1998 and specialized to specific contexts. Astudillo and Frazier [39]

propose a version for composite functions (EI-CF) which leads to a multi-output GP: the authors also

note that constrained optimization can be regarded as a special case of the optimization of composite

functions and that EI-CF reduces to the expected improvement for constrained optimization.

Upper/Lower Confidence Bound

Confidence Bound, where Upper and Lower are used, respectively for maximization and minimization

problems, is an acquisition function that manage exploration-exploitation by being optimistic in the

face of uncertainty, in the sense of considering the best-case scenario for a given probability value

[40]. For the case of minimization, LCB is given by Equation 3.20:

LCB(x) = µ(x)− ξσ(x) (3.20)

where ξ ≥ 0 is the parameter to manage the trade-off between exploration and exploitation (ξ = 0

is for pure exploitation; on the contrary, higher values of ξ emphasizes exploration by inflating the

model uncertainty). For this acquisition function there are strong theoretical results, originated in

the context of multi-armed bandit problems, on achieving the optimal regret [41]. For the candidate

point xn instantaneous regret rn = f(xn)− f(x∗) can be observed. The cumulative regret RN after

N function evaluations is the sum of instantaneous regrets RN =
∑N

n=1 rn. A desirable asymptotic

property of an algorithm is to be no-regret limN→∞
Rn
N = 0. Bounds on the average regret RN

N

translate to convergence rates: f(x+) = minxn≤N
f(xn) in the first N function evaluations is no

further from f(x∗) than the average regret. Therefore, f(x+)− f(x∗)→ 0, with N →∞. Finally,
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the next point to evaluate is chosen according to xn+1 = argminx∈X LCB(x), in the case of a

minimization problem, or xn+1 = argmaxx∈X LCB(x) in the case of a maximization problem.

3.4 Bayesian Optimization framework

A BO framework consists of two main component: a surrogate model for modelling the objective

function, and an acquisition function for deciding where to sample next. After evaluating the

objective according to an initial space-filling experimental design, they are used iteratively to

allocate the remainder of a budget of N function evaluations. Algorithm 1 summarizes a general

Bayesian Optimization process where the acquisition function, whichever it is, is denoted by

α(x,D1:n). This function is generally maximized, except for the case of α = LCB.

Algorithm 1: General Bayesian Optimization algorithm

Generate an initial set of m points X1:m randomly sampled;
Evaluate the function in the initial set of points and obtain D1:m;
Define a further budget N ;
for n = m, . . . ,m+N do

Update the surrogate model obtaining the new estimates of µ(x) and σ(x);
Select a new xn+1 by optimizing an acquisition function α, such that

xn+1 = argmaxx α(x|D1:n);
Evaluate the objective function to obtain yn+1 = f(xn+1);
Update the dataset of observations D1:n+1 = D1:n

⋃
{(xn+1, yn+1)};

end
Result: The best y value observed over the entire optimization process

3.5 Advanced topics in Bayesian and Evolutionary learning

Early results are [42, 43] in which BO is generalized for multiple related objectives using dependencies

among the tasks (objectives) in order to share information. One should anyway remark that these

methods look for learning efficiently separate optimizers for each objective rather than approximating

the Pareto frontier. Multi-objective Bayesian Optimization (MOBO) has been related to constrained

optimization in [44] which proposes BO under unknown constraints as a way to obtain Pareto-optimal

solutions. A significant contribution is [11] which uses LCB/UCB to model for each x an uncertainty

hyper-rectangle. To select the next evaluation point instead of optimizing the acquisition function it

samples in this hyper-rectangle in a way that favours exploration. Recent papers about this topic

are [18, 45, 46, 47].

Gaussian processes have been used in evolutionary algorithms as ParEGO and MOEA/D-GP [20].

Both methods use a Chebyshev-based decomposition approach. Each resulting scalar aggregate

objective is optimized by BO using Expected Improvement as acquisition function. A genetic
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algorithm is then used to maximize the expected improvement. The issue of balancing exploration

and exploitation in multi-objective evolutionary optimization has been recently investigated in [21].

Another approach is SMS-EMOA based on the efficient computation of the hypervolume applied as

a selection criterion to discard the individuals which contribute the least hypervolume improvement

[48, 22].

In the comparative analysis in Chapter 7 a novel extension of ParEGO, that supports parallel

evaluation and constraints, is used, namely qParEGO. Different to the classical implementation,

qParEGO computes gradients via auto-differentiation for the optimization of acquisition functions.

ParEGO is typically implemented by applying augmented Chebyshev scalarization and modelling

the scalarized outcome. However, qParEGO uses a Monte Carlo-based Expected Improvement

acquisition function, where the objectives are modelled independently and the augmented Chebyshev

scalarization is applied to the posterior samples as a composite objective. This approach enables the

use of sequential greedy optimization of q candidates with proper integration over the posterior at

the pending points. Importantly, the sequential greedy approach allows for using different random

scalarization weights for selecting each of the q candidates. qParEGO can also be extended to the

constrained case by weighting the EI by the probability of feasibility. qParEGO is implemented

using BoTorch, a very recent framework released by Facebook in 2019. For a description of BoTorch

the reader is referred to Chapter 9.2.
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Chapter 4

Instances of Multi-Task Learning on

Networks

4.1 From water networks to outbreak detection

Consider a network and a dynamic process spreading over this network, it is possible to deploy a set

of sensors at the nodes with the aim to select a set of nodes to detect the process as effectively as

possible. Many real-world problems can be modelled under this setting. Consider a urban water

distribution network, delivering water to consumers via pipes and junctions. Accidental or malicious

intrusions can cause contaminants to spread over the network, and the objective is to select a few

locations (pipes or junctions) to install sensors, in order to detect these contaminations as quickly

as possible [49, 50]. Typical epidemics scenarios also fit into this outbreak detection setting: it is

possible to early detect a disease outbreak by monitoring only a small set of people within a social

network of interactions.

In the domain of web blogs, bloggers publish posts and use hyperlinks to refer to other bloggers’

posts and content on the web. Each post is time stamped, so the spread of information on the

“blogosphere” can observed. In this setting, the aim is to select a set of blogs to read (or retrieve)

which are most up to date, i.e., catch most of the stories that propagate over the blogosphere.

Figure 4.1 illustrates this setting. Each layer plots the propagation graph of the information, also

called information cascade. Circles correspond to blog posts, and all posts at the same vertical

column belong to the same blog. Edges indicate the temporal flow of information: the cascade

starts at some post (e.g., top left circle of the top layer of Figure 4.1) and then the information

propagates recursively by other posts linking to it. The goal is to select a small set of blogs (two

in case of Figure 4.1) which “catch” as many cascades (stories) as possible. There are several

possible criteria one may want to optimize in outbreak detection. For example, one criterion seeks

to minimize detection time (i.e., to know about a cascade as soon as possible, or avoid spreading of
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contaminated water). Similarly, another criterion seeks to minimize the population affected by an

undetected outbreak (i.e., the number of blogs referring to the story, or the population consuming

the contaminated water prior to detection).

Optimizing these objective functions over all possible sensor placements is NP-hard, so for large,

real-world problems, it is not possible to find the optimal solution and meta-heuristic must be used.

Figure 4.1: Spread of information between blogs. Each layer shows an information cascade. The
objective is to find few blogs that quickly capture most cascades.

The water distribution and blogosphere monitoring problems, even though in very different domains,

share essential structure [51]. In both problems, the objective is to select a subset of nodes (sensor

locations, blogs) in a graph, which detect outbreaks (spreading of a virus/information) quickly

(Figure 4.2). These outbreaks (e.g., information cascades) initiate from a single node of the network,

and spread over the graph, such that the traversal of every edge takes a certain amount of time

(indicated by the edge labels). As soon as the event reaches selected node, alarm is triggered.

Figure 4.2: An example of a blogosphere. Blogs contain posts that are linked to the sources of
informations. The cascades grow in the reverse direction of the edges.
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Depending on the selected nodes, a different “placement score” is achieved. Figure 4.2 illustrates

several criteria one may want to optimize. If one only want to detect as many stories as possible,

then reading just blog B6 is the best choice. However, reading B1 would miss one cascade, but

would detect the other cascades immediately. In general, this placement score (representing, e.g.,

the fraction of detected cascades, or the population saved by placing a sensor) is a multi-value

set function, mapping every placement to the values of each objective functions, which have to be

maximized Figure 4.3 displays the impact over the detection time of different sensor placements in

a water distribution network.

(a) The impact over the events considering a sensor
placement of 150 sensors. The mean detection time is
15 hours.

(b) The impact over the events considering a different
sensor placement of 150 sensors. The mean detection
time is 9 hours.

Figure 4.3: Impact of contamination events on a water distribution network consisting of 1213 nodes
and 1393 edges. The color of each node indicates the impact before detection if a contaminant
is introduced at the node and for a specific sensor placement. As impact the detection time is
considered.

4.2 Recommender Systems

Recommender systems (RS) represent a critical component of B2C online services. They recommend

items (movies, songs, books, etc.) that fit the user’s preferences, to help the user in selecting items

from a large set of choices. Personalized recommendations have huge importance where the number

of possible items is large, such as in e-commerce related to art (books, movies, music), fashion, food,

etc. Some of the major participants in e-commerce (Amazon), movie streaming (Netflix), and music

streaming (Spotify) successfully apply recommender systems to deliver automatically generated

personalized recommendations to their customers.
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Machine learning (ML) algorithms in Recommender systems are typically classified into two

categories:

• Content-based approaches profile users and items by identifying their characteristic features,

such as demographic data for user profiling, and product information/descriptions for item

profiling.

• Collaborative filtering approaches (CF) identify relationships between users and items and

make associations using the past user activities information to predict user preferences on new

items.

A drawback of the first approach is the necessity to collect information about users/items, and it

is often tricky because the users must share their personal data for the creation of a database for

profiling. The CF approach requires relatively fewer data, basically a list of tuples containing the

user ID, the item ID, and the rating done by the user to that item. Therefore, the CF algorithms

could be applied to RS independently of the domain of application.

In this thesis the focus is on CF, in which the basic data structure is the rating matrix, whose

entries correspond to the rating of any possible user-item combination. Rating matrices are mostly

sparse (many unknown entries): the key assumption is that the unknown ratings are predictable

because the known ratings are often highly correlated across various users or items and once these

correlations have been computed they can be used to fill the matrix.

The problem is also called the matrix completion problem. Two types of methods are commonly

used to solve it: the memory-based methods and model-based methods.

The memory-based methods, or neighbourhood-based algorithms, were among the earliest collabo-

rative filtering algorithms, in which the ratings of user-item combinations are predicted based on

their neighbourhoods (users similar to a target user or items similar to a target item). They are

based on the fact that similar users display similar patterns of rating behaviour (user-based) or

similar items receive similar ratings (item-based). These methods are simple to implement, and

the resulting recommendations are often easy to explain. It’s worth noting that the rating matrix

is implicitly mapped into a graph, called “k-nearest neighbors graph” in which two users/items

(vertices) i and j are connected by an edge if their distance is among the k-smallest distances from

i to the other users/items j. Clearly the choice of the distance and the value k impact substantially

the performance of the method. Memory-based algorithms do not work very well with sparse rating

matrices: they scale poorly with the number of dimensions, and their predictions are not accurate

for user/item matrix with few ratings.

The model-based methods are based on the assumptions that the preferences of a user can be

inferred from a small number of hidden or latent factors. The most successful realizations of latent

factor models are based on matrix factorization. This corresponds to a low-rank approximation of

the rating matrix (Equation 4.1), with the assumption of correlations between rows (or columns)
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guarantee the dimensionality reduction of the matrix itself.

R ≈ P ·Q (4.1)

where P is a m × k matrix and Q is a k × n matrix. The RS problems becomes a minimization

problem, in which the decision variables are the elements of two low rank matrices whose product is

as close as possible to the rating matrix. The number of optimization variables is still very high,

k× (n+m) instead of n×m, and the commonly used method is Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD).

The fine tuning of SGD raises the issue of hyperparameters optimization which is solved by BO in

[52].

The main driver in the development of RSs has been so far the accuracy of recommendations. The

increasing heterogeneity of users’ demands has led to multiple metrics such as diversity and novelty

which might conflict with each other. Generally speaking, the increase of diversity and novelty

will decrease accuracy. In addition, the increasing aware of ethical consideration has brawn to

increasing importance of fairness. This brings to multi-objective optimization in which solutions are

the elements of a Pareto set of non-dominated solutions. Matrix Factorization is not easily extended

to take care of several objectives. The solutions proposed in [53, 54] that require the gradient,

are based on linear sum scalarization, and do not guarantee a balanced approximation of the

Pareto set. To overcome the limitations of matrix factorization in Multi-Objectives Problem (MOP)

Multi-Objectives Evolutionary Algorithms are considered in this thesis: many approaches have been

proposed to this effect, focusing also on novelty and diversity [55]. In this work a new method is

proposed (Chapter 8) based on mapping the solution into a space of probability distributions.
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Chapter 5

The Wasserstein Distance

There are many measures in the literature that can be used to compare probability distributions.

Information theoretic based, like Kullback-Leibler and Jensen-Shannon, are the most used but can

become undefined if the compared distributions do not have identical support. Other measures like

the total variation or Hellinger distances do not provide a usable measure of distance for distributions

without a significant overlap.

Wasserstein distances have a sound mathematical basis, they are generally well defined and provide

an interpretable distance metric between distributions. Moreover, the Wasserstein distances are, at

least in most conditions, differentiable which makes them more suitable for learning and optimization.

These properties of the Wasserstein (WST) distances are built upon a deep mathematical framework

which will be only hinted at in this work.

5.1 Basic definitions

An important feature of the WST distance is that it can be applied to discrete, mixed and continuous

distributions (Figure 5.1).

Consider first the continuous case. Given an exponent p ≥ 1 let f and g be two probability

distributions on Rd with finite p-moments, then the p-Wasserstein distance is (Equation 5.1):

Wp(f, g) =

(
inf

γ∈Γ(f,g)

∫
X×X

d(x, y)pdγ(x, y)

) 1
p

(5.1)

where d(x, y) is also called ground distance (usually it is the Euclidean norm), Γ(f, g) denotes the

set of all joint distributions γ(x, y) whose marginals are respectively f and g, and p ≥ 1 is an index.
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Figure 5.1: An example of discrete and continuous distributions in 1-dimensional and 2-dimensional
case.

There are some specific cases, very relevant in applications, where WST can be written in an

explicit form. Let F and G be the cumulative distribution for the one-dimensional distributions f

and g on the real line and F−1 and G−1 be their quantile functions (Equations 5.2).

Wp(f, g) =

(∫ 1

0

∣∣F−1(x)−G−1(y)
∣∣p) 1

p

(5.2)

Wasserstein distance is a measure of the distance between two probability distributions. It is also

called Earth Mover’s Distance (EMD) from its informal interpretation as the minimum cost of

moving and transforming a pile of sand in the shape of one probability distribution to the shape

of the other distribution. The cost is quantified by the amount of sand moved times the moving

distance. If the distribution domain is continuous the formula for the Earth Mover’s Distance is

(Equation 5.3):

Wp(f, g) = inf
γ∈Γ(f,g)

E(x,y)∈γ [‖x− y‖p]
1
p (5.3)

One joint distribution γ(x, y) ∈ Γ(f, g) describes one transport plan: intuitively γ(x, y) indicates

how much mass must be transported from x to y in order to transform the distribution f into

the distribution g. Therefore, the marginal distribution over x adds up to
∑

x γ(x, y) = g(y) and

analogously
∑

y γ(x, y) = f(x). If x is the starting point and y the destination, the total amount of

sand moved is γ(x, y) and the traveling distance is ‖x− y‖ and thus the total cost is γ(x, y)‖x− y‖.
The expected cost averaged over all the (x, y) pairs can be computed as (Equation 5.4):

∑
x,y

γ(x, y)‖x− y‖ = E(x,y)∼γ [‖x− y‖] (5.4)

The EMD is the cost of the optimal transport plan which is the minimum among the costs of all

sand moving solutions.

The Wasserstein distance fits in the framework of optimal transport theory. It can be traced back
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to the work of Gaspard Monge (1781) [56] and received its modern linear programming formulation

by Lev Kantorovich (1958) [57]. WST has been gaining increasing importance in several fields like

Imaging [58], Natural Language Processing (NLP) [59] and the generation of adversarial networks

[60]. Some recent applications have been in the topic of Recommender Systems [61, 62, 63]. The

modelling flexibility and computational efficiency of the WST distance have been also shown in

the design of neural architectural search [64]. The formulation, computation and generalization of

the WST distance require sophisticated mathematical models and raise challenging computational

problems: important references are [65, 66] which also give an up-to-date survey of numerical

methods.

The Wasserstein distance has two key advantages. Even in the cases when the distributions are

supported in different spaces, also without overlaps, WST can still provide a meaningful repre-

sentation of the distance between distributions. Another advantage of WST is its differentiability.

The former point will be exemplified in Chapter 5.2; the latter point is illustrated in the following

example (Figure 5.2). Let Z = U(0, 1) be the uniform distribution on the unit interval. Let P

be the distribution of (0, Z) (0 on the x-axis and the random variable Z on the y-axis) and Pθ = (θ, Z).

• KL(P, Pθ) = +∞ if θ 6= 0 and 0 if θ = 0

• JS(P, Pθ) = log 2 if θ 6= 0 and 0 if θ = 0

• W(P, Pθ) = θ if θ 6= 0 and 0 if θ = 0

Figure 5.2: The two distributions P and Pθ. It is important to note that there is no overlap when
θ 6= 0.
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Therefore, Wasserstein provides a smooth measure which is useful for any optimization and learning

process using gradient descent [60], in particular for generation of adversarial networks in deep

learning [67, 68].

5.2 Wasserstein over discrete distributions

In the case of discrete distributions and specifically histograms, Wasserstein clearly displays its

advantage over information theory based measures as shown in Figure 5.3 [69]. Each probability

distribution is modelled as a histogram in which each bin has a weight and a coordinate in a

multidimensional vector space. For instance, when measuring the distance between grey-scale

images, the histogram weights are given by the pixel values and the coordinates are defined by the

respective pixel positions.

Figure 5.3: The table compares different probabilistic distances between the three histograms
displayed in the figure. It is clear how the Wasserstein distance is the more interpretable one.

The Earth Mover’s Distance (EMD) can be considered as the discrete version of the Wasserstein

distance and can be used to quantify the affinity between discrete probability distributions. The

distance between two histograms is calculated as the cost of transforming one into the other.

Transforming a first histogram into a second one involves moving weights from the bins of the first

histogram into the bins of the second, thereby constructing the second histogram from the first.

The goal is to minimize the total distance travelled, where the pairwise distances between different

histogram bins are computed based on their respective coordinates. This optimization problem is

well studied in transportation theory.

Let P be a discrete distribution specified by a set of support points xi with i = 1, . . . ,m and their

associated probabilities wi such that
∑m

i=1wi = 1 with wi ≥ 0 and xi ∈M for i = 1, . . . ,m. Usually,

M = Rd is the d-dimensional Euclidean space with the Lp norm and xi are called the support

vectors. M can also be a symbolic set provided with a symbol-to-symbol similarity.
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P can also be written using the notation (Equation 5.5):

P (x) =
m∑
i=1

wiδ(x− xi) (5.5)

where δ(·) is the Kronecker delta. The WST distance between two distributions P (1) = {w(1)
i , x

(1)
i }

with i = 1, . . . ,m1 and P (2) = {w(2)
i , x

(2)
i } with i = 1, . . . ,m2 is obtained by solving the following

linear programming problem (Equation 5.6):

W(P (1), P (2)) = min
γij∈R+

∑
i∈I1,j∈I2

γijd
(
x

(1)
i , x

(2)
j

)
(5.6)

where I1 = {1, . . . ,m1} and I2 = {1, . . . ,m2} are two index sets such that (Equations 5.7 and 5.8):

∑
i∈I1

γij = w
(2)
j , ∀j ∈ I2 (5.7)

∑
j∈I2

γij = w
(1)
i , ∀i ∈ I1 (5.8)

The cost of transport between x
(1)
i and x

(2)
j , d(x

(1)
i , x

(2)
j ), is defined by the p-th power of the norm

‖x(1)
i , x

(2)
j ‖, usually the Euclidean distance.

Equations 5.7 and 5.8 represent the in-flow and out-flow constraint, respectively. The terms γij

are called matching weights between support points x
(1)
i and x

(2)
j or the optimal coupling for P (1)

and P (2). The basic computation of Optimal Transport (OT) between two discrete distributions

involves solving a network flow problem whose computation scales typically cubic in the sizes of the

measure. The computation of EMD turns out to be the solution of a minimum cost flow problem

on a bi-partite graph where the bins of P (1) are the source nodes and the bins of P (2) are the sinks

while the edges between sources and sinks are the transportation costs.

In the case of one-dimensional histograms, the computation of WST can be performed by a simple

sorting and the application of Equation 5.9:

W(P (1), P (2)) =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣x(1)∗

i − x(2)∗

i

∣∣∣) (5.9)

where x
(1)∗

i and x
(2)∗

i are the sorted samples.

5.3 Barycenters and Wasserstein clustering

Probability distributions can be viewed as over an underlying feature domain. Multidimensional

distributions are defined as histograms by partitioning the underlying domain into bins with a
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mass associate to each bin. Defining a distance between distributions requires a notion of distance

between points in the underlying domain: this is called the ground distance. If the ground distance

is a metric and the distributions have the same mass (which is true in the case of PDF), EMD is

a metric as well. EMD does not suffer from arbitrary quantization problems due to rigid binning

strategies. Therefore, it is robust to errors in the transformations that take raw data into the feature

space.

Consider a set of N discrete distributions, P = {P (1), . . . , P (N)}, with P (k) = {(w(k)
i , x

(k)
i ) : i =

1, . . . ,mk} and k = 1, . . . , N , then, the associated barycenter, denoted with P̄ = {(w̄1, x1), . . . , (w̄m, xm)},
is computed as follows (Equation 5.10:

P̄ = argmin
P

1

N

N∑
k=1

λkW
(
P, P (k)

)
(5.10)

where the values λk are used to weight the different contributions of each distribution in the

computation. Without loss of generality, they can be set to λk = 1
N ∀ k = 1, . . . , N .

The Wasserstein barycenter, also called the Frechet mean of distributions, appears to be a meaningful

feature to represent the mean variation of a set of distributions and offers a useful synthesis of the

structure of probability distributions, in particular:

• It is sensitive to the underlying geometry. Consider three distributions P (1) = δ0, P (2) = δε

and P (3) = δ100, then W(P (1), P (2)) ≈ 0, W(P (1), P (3)) ≈ W(P (2), P (3)) ≈ 100. The distances

Total variation, Hellinger and Kullback-Leibler take the value 1, thus they fail to capture the

intuition that P (1) and P (2) are close to each other while they are far away from P (3).

• It is shape preserving. Denote P (1), . . . , P (N) and assume that each P (j) can be written

as a location shift of any other P (i), with i 6= j. Suppose that each P (j) is defined as

P (j) = N (µj ,Σ), then the barycenter has the closed form (Equation 5.11):

P̄ = N

 1

N

N∑
j=1

µj ,Σ

 (5.11)

in contrast to the (Euclidean) average of the distributions 1
N

∑N
j=1 P

(j).

Therefore, the concept of barycenter enables clustering among distributions, in a space whose metric

is the Wasserstein distance. More simply, the barycenter in a space of distributions is the analogue

of the centroid when the clustering takes place in a Euclidean space. The most common and

well-known algorithm for clustering data in the Euclidean space is k-means. Since it is an iterative

distance-based (aka representative based) algorithm, it is easy to propose variants of k-means by

simply changing the distance adopted to create clusters, such as the Manhattan distance (leading to

k-medoids) or any kernel allowing for non-spherical clusters (i.e., kernel k-means). The crucial point
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is that only the distance is changed, while the overall iterative two-step algorithm is maintained.

This is also valid in the case of the Wasserstein k-means, where the Euclidean distance is replaced

by WST and centroids are replaced by barycenters:

• Step 1 - Assign. Given the current k barycenters at iteration t, namely P̄
(1)
t , . . . , P̄

(k)
t ,

clusters C
(1)
t , . . . , C

(k)
t are identified by assigning each one of the distributions P (1), . . . , P (N)

to the closest barycenter (Equation 5.12):

C
(i)
t =

P (j) ∈ P : P̄
(i)
t = argmin

Q={P̄ (1)
t ,...,P̄

(k)
t }
W(Q,P (j))

 , ∀i = 1, . . . , k (5.12)

• Step 2 - Optimize. Given the new composition of the clusters, update the barycenters

(Equation 5.13):

P̄
(i)
t+1 = argmin

Q

1∣∣∣C(i)
t

∣∣∣
∑

P∈C(i)
t

W(Q,P ) (5.13)

that comes directly from Equation 5.10.

As in k-means, a key point of Wasserstein k-means is the initialization of the barycenters. In the

case that all the distributions in P are defined on the same support, then they can be randomly

initialized, otherwise, a possibility is to start from k distributions randomly chosen among those in

P . Finally, termination of the iterative procedure occurs when the result of the assignment step

does not change any longer or a prefixed maximum number of iterations is achieved.

5.4 Approximations and computational issues

The issue of computational complexity of WST has been investigated also in the context of k-Nearest

Neighbourhood (k-NN) first in [70] then in [62] where an approximate Nearest Neighbour Search

is proposed for the W1 distance in the context of image retrieval. The “ground” set is a finite set

of Rd and each distribution over X has a finite support. Given a data set of n distributions, the

k-distributions closer to a target v in the Wasserstein space are looked for.

Recently, Atasu and Mittelholzer [71] proposed new approximate algorithms resulting in more

accurate estimates that can be computed in linear time.
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Chapter 6

MOEA with Wasserstein

This chapter presents the key algorithmic element of this thesis, a new evolutionary algorithm,

namely MOEA/WST (Multi-Objective Evolutionary Algorithm with Wasserstein), based on a

distributional representation of the individual.

6.1 General framework

MOEA/WST starts sampling the initial population, i.e., a set of candidate solutions of the problem,

also called individuals. For instance, in the case of sensor placement problem the individuals are the

binary vectors encoding the sensor placements as explained in Chapter 7; in the case of recommender

systems, the population is composed by a set of top-L rating matrices as explained in Chapter 8.

The initial individuals of the population are randomly sampled from the entire search space. The

only constraint is that all the individuals have to be different (sampling without replacement).

In the next step for each candidate solution in the population all the objective functions are evaluated.

Among this population only the non-dominated solutions are selected, i.e., the Pareto set as in

Chapter 2. After that, the selection, crossover and mutation operators are used to generate the new

offspring until a given number of new individuals are created. The newly generated individuals are

added to the population and the next generation starts. The individuals that “survive” between

a generation and the next one are chosen based on the dominance and the crowding distance as

in NSGA-II. This process is repeated until a termination criteria is met, as a given number of

generation or function evaluations.

Figure 6.1 schematize the optimization process of MOEA/WST. In particular, the innovation of

MOEA/WST is given by the new selection operator that will be discussed in the next section.
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Figure 6.1: The general framework of MOEA/WST.

6.2 Wasserstein based selection operator

In order to select the pairs of parents to be mated using the crossover operation, in MOEA/WST a

new selection method has been introduced which takes place into a space of probability distributions.

The idea that enables this operator is that, in some problem, the information in the input space can

be represented in an intermediate space of distributions, before computing the objective functions.

Two particular instances of this kind of problem will be discussed in Chapter 7 and 8 respectively.

This new selection operator, first, randomly sample from the actual Pareto set two pairs of individuals

(F1,M1) and (F2,M2). To choose between this two pairs of candidate parents a binary tournament

is computed. Differently from NSGA-II this tournament is not based on the non-dominated sorting

and the crowding distance, but on the distance between parents in each pair (Figure 6.2).

Since in some situation a distance in the search space can be misleading, as deeply discussed in

Chapter 7.6, in MOEA/WST, a distance between the distributional representation of the candidate

parents has been considered. Therefore, assume that h(Fi) and h(Mi) are the distributions associated

to Fi and Mi respectively. Then the pair (Fi,Mi) that is chosen as the parents of the new offspring

is the one in which (Equation 6.1):

i = argmax
i∈{1,2}

d(h(Fi), h(Mi)) (6.1)

This favours exploration and diversification. Any probabilistic distance could be considered, but for

the reason discussed in Chapter 5, in MOEA/WST the Wasserstein distance has been used.

In the case in which the problem is constrained, if at least one individual of the pair of parents is

not feasible the Constraint Violation (CV) is considered instead.
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Figure 6.2: Two pairs of individuals are sampled from the Pareto front. As parents of the new
offspring, the most different pair is chosen. In this case F2 and M2 will be the parents of the new
offspring.

Then the pair of parents (Fi,Mi) is chosen according to Equation 6.2.

i = argmin
i∈{1,2}

{CV (Fi), CV (Mi)} (6.2)

6.3 Problem specific crossover operator

The crossover is executed in the input space and for this reason it depends on the encoding of

the individuals. Problem tailored crossover operators can substantially improve the performance

[28]. For the sensor placement problem, a problem specific crossover operator has been introduced

which generates two “feasible-by-design” children from two feasible parents chosen according to the

previous selection.

Denote with x, x′ ∈ {0, 1}d two feasible parents and with J and J ′ the two associated sets

J = {i : xi = 1} and J ′ = {i : x′i = 1}. Finally, denote with c, c′ ∈ {0, 1}d the two children

of x and x′. In turn, every child c samples an index from J and c′ from J ′, respectively FatherPool

and MatherPool without replacement. This guarantees to have no children with more than p

non-zero components.

Figure 6.3 shows an example comparing the behaviour of this problem specific crossover com-

pared to a typical 1-point crossover.
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Figure 6.3: The comparison between one-point crossover and problem specific crossover.
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Chapter 7

Water Distribution Networks

This chapter focus on the analysis of Water Distribution Networks (WDNs), in terms of resilience

and vulnerability, and on the problem of detecting contamination in the water flow.

The key element of this chapter is given by the representation of WDNs as discrete distributions

which allows the definition of a new framework through the Wasserstein distance. This enables the

use of MOEA/WST.

7.1 Water networks

A Water Distribution Network (WDN) is a complex system aims to carry potable water from a

water treatment plant to consumers in order to deliver water to satisfy residential, commercial, and

industrial needs.

The main components of a WDN are pumps, junctions, and pipes. Additional components are tanks

to store water and valves to isolate equipment, buildings, and other areas of the water system for

repair as well as to control the direction and rate of flow.

In this thesis five WDN models are considered.

The following three are benchmarks models:

• Net1 (Figure 7.1a) is a small WDN provided by EPANET and WNTR, whose associated

graph consists of 11 nodes (1 reservoir, 1 tank and 9 junctions) and 13 pipes.

• Hanoi (Figure 7.1b) is a benchmark used in the literature. It has 32 nodes (1 reservoir and

31 junctions) and 34 pipes.

• Anytown (Figure 7.1c) is another benchmark WDN, whose graph consists of 25 nodes (1

reservoir, 2 tanks and 22 junctions) and 46 edges (3 pumps and 43 pipes).
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(a) Net1 (b) Hanoi (c) Anytown

Figure 7.1: A schematic representation of the three benchmark WDNs.

The other two networks are real world-size WDNs:

• Neptun (Figure 7.2a) is the WDN of the Romanian city of Timisoara, with an associated

graph of 333 nodes (1 reservoir and 332 junctions) and 339 edges (27 valves and 312 pipes).

• Abbiategrasso (Figure 7.2b) refers to a pressure management zone in Milan (namely, Abbi-

ategrasso) with an associated graph consisting of 1213 nodes (1 reservoir and 1212 junctions)

and 1393 edges (4 pumps, 4 valves and 1385 pipes).

These lasts two networks have been a pilot in the European project Icewater [72].

(a) Neptun (b) Abbiategrasso

Figure 7.2: A schematic representation of the two real word-size WDNs
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7.2 Wasserstein for resilience evaluation

Given a graph G = (V,E) it is possible to associate to each node i = 1, . . . , n a discrete probability

distribution (Equation 7.1) as the fraction of nodes which are connected to i at a distance k:

Pk(i) =
ni,k
n− 1

(7.1)

Figure 7.3 displays the distribution of the highlighted node of Anytown.

(a) G′ is obtained removing the red edge of Anytown
(G).

(b) The node-node distances distribution of the high-
lighted node.

Figure 7.3: The Anytown water distribution network and an example of node-node distances
distribution.

The support of this distribution is 1, . . . , D(G) where D(G) is the diameter of G. The distance

distribution over the whole network is shown in Equation 7.2.

Pk(G) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

ni,k
n− 1

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

Pk(i) (7.2)

Let G′ be the graph without the red edge and consider the distributions P = Pk(G) (Equation 7.3)

and P ′ = Pk(G
′) (Equation 7.4). In the case of Anytown D(G) = 8 and the two histograms are

displayed in Figure 7.4

P (G) = [0.147, 0.263, 0.297, 0.177, 0.083, 0.030, 0.003, 0] (7.3)

P (G′) = [0.133, 0.237, 0.290, 0.183, 0.100, 0.043, 0.010, 0.003] (7.4)

The most widely used distance measure is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence (Equation 7.5)

which has the drawback of being asymmetric and possibly infinite when there are points x such
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that P (x) = 0 and P ′(x) ≥ 0.

KL

(
P

∣∣∣∣P + P ′

2

)
=

∫
P log

2P

P + P ′
dx (7.5)

The Jensen-Shannon (JS) divergence (Equation 7.6) is built on KL and is symmetric and always

definite.

JS(P, P ′) =
1

2
KL

(
P

∣∣∣∣P + P ′

2

)
+

1

2
KL

(
P ′
∣∣∣∣P + P ′

2

)
(7.6)

Figure 7.4: The node-node distance distributions at network level of G and G′.

The use of Jensen-Shannon divergence in computing the dissimilarity between networks has been

considered in [73]. To obtain a metric is often used the following form (Equation 7.7):

JS(P, P ′) =
√
JS(P, P ′) ∈ [0, 1] (7.7)

In the considered problem the network space is given by the basic network G and the subgraphs

obtained by the removal of one or more edges. The elements of this space are represented as

probability distributions of node-node distances (Equation 7.1) and aggregated into a distributional

representations of the basic network and of the subgraphs (Equation 7.2). Given the drawbacks of

KL and JS illustrated in Chapter 5, in the space of distributional representation the Wasserstein

distance is used as introduced in [74]. The result of this computation is mapped back into the
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network space as measures of network dissimilarity and labels of criticality of individual components.

Results on real-word WDN

Firstly, the centrality measures of the networks, Neptun and Abbiategrasso, are analysed (Table

7.1). This two real-world WDNs are effectively planar and “almost” regular. This can be due to the

fact that their structure is strongly constrained by spatial characteristics making a classification

based on nodal degree distribution less meaningful.

Table 7.1: Centrality measure (defined in Appendix A.1) of the two WDN, Neptun and Abbiategrasso.

Measure Neptun Abbiategrasso

Diameter 57 83
Characteristic path length 23.7613 30.6126
Density 0.0061 0.0019
Link-per-node ratio 0.0019 1.1467
Central point dominance 0.2432 0.3100
Clustering coefficient 0.0000 0.0055

The second step in the analysis is clustering in order to identify the specific edges whose removal

induces a disconnection of the network (Figure 7.5).

The number of clusters k is set according to context information about the districtualization adopted

by the water utility. Failures affecting also only one pipe may imply a reduction in the efficiency of

the network and an increase in vulnerability.

(a) The two critical edges (red) whose simultaneous
removal generates a disconnection in Neptun.

(b) The three critical edges (red) whose simultaneous
removal generates a disconnection.

Figure 7.5: The spectral clustering results over the two WDN, Neptun (with k = 2) and Abbiategrasso
(with k = 3).

Once the edges identified by the clustering are removed the efficiency and vulnerability metrics are
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computed (Table 7.2).

Then, the probabilistic distances between the original networks and the once without the edges

identified by cluster are computed (Table 7.3).

The results reported in Table 7.2 and 7.3, which are quite unique in the literature given the size of

the networks analysed, demonstrate that probabilistic distance measures show better capacity to

discriminate between different networks not only globally but also edge-wise.

Table 7.2: Efficiency and vulnerability metrics (defined in Appendix A.2) of the two WDN, Neptun
and Abbiategrasso. The algebraic connectivity λ2 is defined as the second smallest eigenvalue of the
Laplacian associated to the graph; λ2 = 0 means that the graph is disconnected.

Neptun EEE VMEANVMEANVMEAN VMAXVMAXVMAX Algebraic connectivity

G 0.068608 0.018927 0.072646 0.0018
G \ {e1} 0.065390 0.024181 0.211362 0.0007
G \ {e2} 0.064486 0.024796 0.194813 0.0006
G \ {e1, e2} 0.051924 0.016642 0.068246 0.0000

Abbiategrasso EEE VMEANVMEANVMEAN VMAXVMAXVMAX Algebraic connectivity

G 0.047557 0.003436 0.150390 0.0004
G \ {e1} 0.045019 0.003935 0.181174 0.0003
G \ {e2} 0.046385 0.003642 0.205294 0.0004
G \ {e3} 0.040405 0.002628 0.060728 0.0000
G \ {e1, e2, e3} 0.031077 0.002251 0.057007 0.0000

Table 7.3: Probabilistic distances and loss of efficiency (defined in Appendix A.2) between the
original networks (Neptun and Abbiategrasso) and the once obtained removing some edges.

Neptun JSJSJS WWW Loss of efficiency

G \ {e1} 0.1677 3.3183 0.0469
G \ {e2} 0.2456 5.4704 0.0601
G \ {e1, e2} 0.3286 6.5542 0.2432

Abbiategrasso JSJSJS WWW Loss of efficiency

G \ {e1} 0.0935 3.1040 0.0534
G \ {e2} 0.0528 1.5170 0.0246
G \ {e3} 0.1843 5.4871 0.1504
G \ {e1, e2, e3} 0.3633 8.8845 0.3465

To highlight this fact the heatmap of edge wise criticality, as Wasserstein distance, are shown in

Figure 7.6.

This analysis framework supports decision making at design stage, to simulate alternative network

layouts of different robustness, and also at operational stage where the decision to be taken can

be, which nodes/edges are to temporarily be removed for maintenance and rehabilitation. Indeed,
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critical tasks of WDN management can be supported by just using topological and geometric

information. The analysis framework also helps for the efficient and automatic definition of district

metered areas and to facilitate the localization of water losses through the definition of an optimal

network partitioning.

The modelling and algorithmic framework platform developed can be straightforwardly translated to

many networked infrastructures among which power grids, transit networks but also global supply

chains networks whose vulnerability has been exposed in the recent COVID crisis.

(a) Heatmap of the Wasserstein distance for all edges
in Neptun.

(b) Heatmap of the Wasserstein distance for all edges
in Abbiategrasso.

Figure 7.6: The color of each edge e depends on W(G,G \ {e}), i.e., the Wasserstein distance
between the original graph G and the one obtained removing the edge G \ {e}.

7.3 Hydraulic and quality simulation

Water Distribution Networks face multiple challenges such as aging infrastructure, natural disasters,

terrorist attack and much more. All these problem can potentially disrupt a large portion of a water

system causing damage to infrastructure and outages to customers. Simulation and analysis tools

can help to explore the capacity of a WDN to handle disruptive events and guide the necessary

operations to make a system more resilient over time.

The Water Network Tool for Resilience (WNTR) [75] is a Python package designed to simulate and

analyse resilience of WDNs. WNTR is based on EPANET 2.0, which is a tool to simulate flowing

of drinking water constituents within a WDN. WNTR contains an hydraulic and water quality

simulator that tracks the flow over time of a contaminant injected in a specific location.

The simulation is computationally costly and scales linearly with the inverse of the simulation

timestep. To consider different location in which the contaminant can be injected, it is necessary

to run one simulation for each contamination event. The result of these simulations is a matrix,

the so-called Trace Matrix, which contains the percentage of contaminant in a specific location for
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each event and simulation time. From the Trace Matrix is possible to extract the detection times

matrix that reports, for each node considered as a possible sensor location, the detection times of all

the different contamination events. The detection takes place when the percentage of contaminant

exceeds a given threshold (in the computation case τ ≥ 10%).

7.4 The problem of sensors placement

Consider a graph G = (V,E) and a set of possible locations for placing sensors L ⊆ V . Thus,

a Sensor Placement (SP) is a subset of sensor locations, with the subset’s size less or equal to p

depending on the available budget. A SP is represented by a binary vector s ∈ {0, 1}|L| whose

components are si = 1 if a sensor is located at node i, si = 0 otherwise. Therefore, a SP is given by

the nonzero components of s. An example, considering Net1, is given by s = [0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 1]

which means that two sensors are placed respectively at nodes 9 and 11, as shown in Figure 7.7.

Figure 7.7: Example of a sensor placement in Net1. Sensors are placed at nodes 9 and 11.

For a WDN the vertices in V represent junctions, tanks, reservoirs or consumption points, and

edges in E represent pipes, pumps, and valves.

Let A ⊆ V denote the set of contamination events a ∈ A (i.e., the locations in which the contaminant

can be injected) which must be detected by a sensor placement s, and dai the impact measure

associated to a contamination event a detected by the i-th sensor. A probability distribution is

placed over possible contamination events associated to the nodes. In the computations assume –

as usual in the literature – a uniform distribution, but in general different distributions are also

possible.
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In this thesis a general model of sensor placement is considered (Equation 7.8).

min
s∈{0,1}|L|

f1(s) =
∑
a∈A

αa

|L|∑
i=1

daixai

s.t.

|L|∑
i=1

si ≤ p, si ∈ {0, 1}

(7.8)

where:

• αa is the probability for the contaminant to enter the network at node a.

• dai is the impact for a sensor located at node i to detect the contaminant introduced at node

a.

• xai is an indicator variable assuming value 1 if si = 1 and i is the first sensor in the placement

s detecting the contaminant injected at node a, i.e., the one with the minimum possible

impact; 0 otherwise.

In this study assume that all the events have the same chance of happening, that is αa = 1
|A| ,

therefore f1(s) can be rewritten as (Equation 7.9):

f1(s) =
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

t̂a (7.9)

where t̂a =
∑|L|

i=1 daixai.

As a measure of risk, the standard deviation is considered (Equation 7.10).

f2(s) = STDf1(s) =

√
1

|A|
∑
a∈A

(t̂a − f1(s))2 (7.10)

This model can be specialized to different objective functions as:

• Detection time: the impact dai is the minimum detection time (MDT ). For each event a

and sensor placement s the MDT is defined as MDTa = mini:si=1 dai.

• Volume of contaminated water: the impact dai represents the amount of contaminated

water consumed prior to detection for scenario a and sensor located in i.

• Probability of detection: the impact dai represents the probability for a sensor in node i

to detect an event in a during the simulation period. dai is modelled as a Bernoulli random

variable assuming value 1 if the detection takes place and 0 otherwise, i.e., no detection at

time t of a concentration larger than τ .

In this study the detection time has been considered as the measure of impact in Equation 7.8.
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7.5 Distributional representation of sensor placements

Sensor Matrices

Denote with S` the so-called “sensor matrix”, where ` = 1, . . . , |L| is an index identifying the location

where the sensor is deployed at. Each entry s`ta represents the concentration of the contaminant for

the event a ∈ A at the simulation step t = 0, . . . ,K, with Tmax = K∆t. Without loss of generality,

assume that the contaminant is injected at the beginning of the simulation (i.e., t = 0).

Figure 7.8 shows the heatmaps of two sensor matrices of Net1, regarding respectively the nodes

9 and 11. In this example, all the nodes are considered as possible sensor locations and all the

nodes but 1 (the tank) and 2 (the reservoir) are considered as events (i.e., location in which the

contaminant can be injected).

(a) Sensor placed at node 9. (b) Sensor placed at node 11.

Figure 7.8: Examples of sensor matrices considering Net1 WDN.

Analogously, a “sensor placement matrix”, H(s) ∈ R(K+1)×|A|, is defined (Figure 7.9), where every

entry hta represents the maximum concentration over those detected by the sensors in s, for the

event a and at time step t. Suppose to have a sensor placement s consisting of m sensors with

associated sensor matrices S1, . . . , Sm, then hta = maxj=1,...,m s
j
ta ∀a ∈ A.

There is a relation between s and the associated H(s): more precisely, the columns of H(s) having

maximum concentration at row t = 0 (i.e., injection time) are those associated to events with

injection occurring at the deployment locations of the sensors in s.

Moreover, H(s) is the basic data structure on which MDT is computed. Unfortunately, the main

issue is that it is not possible to work directly with sensor placement matrices. In searching for

an optimal vector s, H(s) is just an additional observable information before computing the two

objectives f1(s) and f2(s).
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Figure 7.9: Example of a placement matrix. Two sensors placed at node 9 and 11 respectively.

Placement Histogram

The information in H(s) about a placement can be represented as an histogram h(s) (Figure 7.10).

Consider the time steps in the simulation ∆ti = ti − ti−1 where i = 1, ..., k are equidistanced in the

simulation time horizon (0, Tmax) with Tmax = k∆t, ∆t = 1 and k = 24. Consider also the discrete

random variable |Ai| where Ai = {a ∈ A : t̂a ∈ ∆ti}. To each sensor placement s it is possible to

associate not only the placement matrix H(s) but also the histogram h(s) whose bins are ∆ti and

weights are |Ai|. In other words, each bin of the histogram h(s) represents the number of events

that are detected in a specific time range by s: these values can be extracted from the placement

matrix H(s); indeed, each column of this matrix represents an event, and the detection time of this

event is given by the row in which the contaminant concentration exceed a given threshold τ .

Figure 7.10: Example of a placement histogram of Net1 WDN. Two sensors placed at node 9 and
11 respectively. This histogram corresponds to the placement matrix displayed in Figure 7.9

An extra bin has been added (86400 to 90000) whose weight |Ak+1| represents for any sensor
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placement the number of contamination events which were undetected during the simulation (and

hence the detection probability). The relation between SP and histograms is many to one: one

histogram indeed can be associated to different SP. Intuitively the larger the probability mass in

lower ∆ti the better is the sensor placement; the larger the probability mass in the higher ∆t

the worse is sensor placement. The worst SPs are those for which no detection took place in the

simulation horizon. An “ideal” placement can be defined as the histogram in which |A1| = |A|.

7.6 Search, Information and Objective space

The search space consists of all the possible SPs, given a set L of possible locations for their

deployment, and resulting feasible with respect to the constraints in (Equation 7.8); formally, the

feasible set is Ω =
{
s ∈ {0, 1}|L| :

∑|L|
i=1 si ≤ p

}
. As already mentioned, the computation of the two

objectives f1(s) and f2(s) requires the trace of the quality simulation. Beyond the computation of

f1 and f2 matrix H(s) and histogram h(s) offer a much richer representation. This entire process

can be schematized as in Figure 7.11.

Figure 7.11: An example of how PI selects the new point.

Then the Wasserstein distance, introduced in Chapter 5, can be used to explore the information

space. Any distance in Ω can be highly misleading, in that two SPs s and s′ distant in Ω might

correspond to close values of H(s) and H(s′) sensor placement matrix, leading to close points in the

objective space. This means that the landscape of the problem may have a huge number of global

optima, also significantly distant among them in Ω. Indeed, assume to have s, s′ : d(s, s′) = dmax

(e.g., if d(·, ·) is the Hamming distance, s = (0, 1, 0, 1, . . .) and s′ = (1, 0, 1, 0, . . .)), then it is anyway

possible to have δ(H(s), H(s′)) w 0, and to observe (f1(s), f2(s)) w (f1(s′), f2(s′)) with δ(·, ·) a
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suitable distance between matrices. In this thesis the landscape is explored through histograms in

the information space and their Wasserstein distance.

7.7 Computational settings

Since the compared algorithms are non-deterministic algorithms, it is necessary to perform multiple

run of them to obtain statistically robust results. In particular, 30 runs of each algorithm have been

performed. In the two evolutionary algorithms, NSGA-II and MOEA/WST as mutation operator,

the Pymoo implementation of Bitflip Mutation [76] is used, with a probability of mutation equal to

0.5.

In MOEA/WST a new problem specific crossover operator has been defined and used, as described

in Chapter 6.3, while in NSGA-II the Pymoo implementation of the one-point crossover [76] has

been used. In these experiments, a population of 40 individuals is considered and at each generation

an offspring of 10 new chromosome is generated for a total of 100 generations in the case of Hanoi

and 250 generations in the case of Neptun. The initial population is sampled randomly.

To make the comparison fair with qParEGO, in the experiments, q = 10 is considered. In this way,

in each iteration of BO, a batch of 10 new points are observed.

7.8 Computational results

Hanoi

Figures 7.12 and 7.13 display the average value and standard deviation of hypervolume (y-axis)

obtained from experiments for different values of p. In each experiment 30 replications have been

performed to generate the estimation sample. Given the significant computation overhead inherent

in ParEGO two different units in the x-axis have been used: number of generations for MOEA/WST

and NSGA-II and iterations for ParEGO on the left, while on the rights the units are wall-clock

time.

In terms of hypervolume MOEA/WST and NSGA-II offer a balanced performance. In terms of

wall-clock time NSGA-II has an advantage due to the computations of the Wasserstein distances

required by MOEA/WST.

ParEGO tells a different story: the sample efficiency of Bayesian optimization is transferred to

ParEGO which reaches much earlier than other methods high values of hypervolume. It is fair to

say that the advantage of ParEGO is offset by a significant computational overhead due to the

updating of the mean and variance of the Gaussian process and in particular the inversion of the

covariance matrix. Even if the BoTorch implementation of ParEGO is highly optimized, the impact

of this overhead is clearly shown by the wall-clock time displayed in Figure 7.12 and 7.13.
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(a) Hypervolume over generation. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure 7.12: Hypervolume curves of the three algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 3.

(a) Hypervolume over generation. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure 7.13: Hypervolume curves of the three algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 7.

The difference in values of hypervolume between MOEA/WST, NSGA-II and qParEGO has been

tested for statistical significance for different values of p and different generations/iterations counts.

A Wilcoxon test for MOEA/WST and NSGA-II for the samples in generations 25/50/100 (each

new generation requires 10 function evaluations) is used (Table 7.4). The null hypothesis (H0) is

that the samples are from the same distribution.
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Table 7.4: Comparing hypervolume of MOEA/WST against those of the other two approaches
(values are ×109) and with respect to different budgets p and number of generations. Statistical
significance has been investigated through a Wilcoxon test (p-value is reported).

ppp Generations MOEA/WST NSGA-II ParEGO
MOEA/WST
vs NSGA-II

p-value

MOEA/WST
vs ParEGO

p-value

3

25
0.2188

(0.3790)
0.2190

(0.4538)
0.2496

(0.1641)

0.811 <0.001

50
1.0828

(0.5942)
1.5883

(0.2969)
<0.001 <0.001

100
2.0769

(0.2225)
2.2808

(0.1601)
<0.001 <0.001

7

25
2.0421
(0.135)

1.9517
(0.1217)

2.3189
(0.0911)

<0.001 <0.001

50
2.2290

(0.0608)
2.1649

(0.0825)
0.001 <0.001

100
2.3145

(0.0414)
2.3328

(0.0891)
0.686 0.820

Figure 7.14 displays the curve of coverage as the function of number of generations. The fig-

ures show that MOEA/WST improves comparatively its coverage as the number p increases. The

advantage of MOEA/WST over NSGA-II is given more significant in terms of coverage.

(a) Budget ≤ 3. (b) Budget ≤ 7.

Figure 7.14: Coverage over generations between the approximate Pareto fronts generated by NSGA-II
and MOEA/WST.

The complete results considering budget 3, 7, 9, 15 and 20 are reported in Appendix B.1. To add

further elements of assessment of the comparative performance of the methods in more challenging
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conditions the algorithms have been tested on the real-life problem of Neptun.

Neptun

In Figure 7.15 are reported the results of the Neptun WDN only for the two evolutionary algo-

rithms, NSGA-II and MOEA/WST. ParEGO has been excluded from this experiments due to its

computational overhead.

(a) Hypervolume over generations. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure 7.15: Hypervolume curves of the two evolutionary algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 25.

The Wilcoxon test is used also in the case of Neptun, for MOEA/WST and NSGA-II for the samples

in generations 50, 100, 150, 200 and 250 (Table 7.5). The null hypothesis (H0) is that the samples

are from the same distribution.

Table 7.5: Comparing hypervolume of MOEA/WST against the NSGA-II’s (values are ×109).
Statistical significance has been investigated through a Wilcoxon test (p-value is reported).

Generations MOEA/WST NSGA-II
MOEA/WST vs NSGA-II

p-value

50 1.3377 (0.0826) 0.0000 (0.0000) <0.001
100 1.3916 (0.0900) 0.0000 (0.0000) <0.001
150 1.4150 (0.0915) 0.0000 (0.0000) <0.001
200 1.4350 (0.0848) 1.2232 (0.0374) <0.001
250 1.4530 (0.0880) 1.1042 (0.0448) <0.001

In Neptun the comparative performance of MOEA/WST is quite impressive in terms of hypervolume.
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In terms of wall clock NSGA-II has a small advantage and then it stops at a lower value after having

performed its assigned 250 generations.

As for ParEGO, it is well known that the sample efficiency of Bayesian optimization methods

degrades as the dimension of the search space increase. Indeed, the wall clock times of ParEGO are

about four times the values of MOEA/WST. It is also worth remarking that ParEGO and NSGA-II

come from consolidated software frameworks, while MOEA/WST is still highly experimental.
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Chapter 8

Recommender Systems

This chapter focus on the problem of recommend a given number of items to each user based on the

rated items. A key element of this chapter is given by the mapping of each user and of the objectives

function in a space of discrete distributions which is explored through the Wasserstein distance.

This enables the usage of the evolutionary algorithm presented in Chapter 6, namely MOEA/WST.

8.1 The problem definition

In the most general framework, a Collaborative Filtering (CF) problem is based on the definition of

two sets [77]:

• The set of users U = {u1, u2, . . . , uM}, where M is the number of users.

• The set of items O = {o1, o2, . . . , oN}, where N is the number of items.

Each user expresses its judgement, or rating, r ∈ X, where typical rating values can be binary

or integers from a given range. The set of all the ratings given by the users on the items can be

represented as a partially specified matrix R ∈ RM×N , namely rating matrix (Table 8.1), where its

entries ruo express the possible ratings of user u for item o. Usually, each user rates only a small

number of items, thus the matrix elements are known in a small number of positions.

Table 8.1: An example of a rating matrix.

R o1 o2 . . . oN

u1 ? 2 . . . 5
u2 4 3 . . . ?
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
uM 1 ? . . . 4
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Once the rating matrix is filled, by any of the methods outlined in Chapter 4, the objective targeted

in this thesis is to recommend a number L of items to each user (Table 8.2). A recommendation list

S of length L for user ui is denoted as SL(ui).

Table 8.2: An example of a top-L recommendation matrix.

SL Item 1 Item 1 . . . Item L

u1 o10 o36 . . . o2

u2 o15 o51 . . . o28

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
uM o39 o1 . . . o15

In the next sections the MovieLens dataset [78] has been used. MovieLens is the best known

repository of ratings for movies. It is also a benchmark in RS research. Datasets of different sizes

are provided. In the following experiments the version containing 1000 users, 1700 items and 100k

ratings has been used.

8.2 Representing user and items as a graph

Consider now the rating matrix R as previously defined. The basic idea of Collaborative Filtering

methods is that the observed ratings are highly correlated between users and items. If two users

have similar taste, it is very likely that the ratings given to the same object by these two users are

similar. To compute the similarity between users or items different metrics exist, for instance the

Cosine similarity (cos) and the Pearson correlation (ρ). Let R(1) and R(2) be two rows (columns) of

the rating matrix, then this two similarities measures are defined as follows (Equations 8.1 and 8.2):

cos
(
R(1), R(2)

)
=

∑N
i=1R

(1)
i R

(2)
i√∑N

i=1

(
R

(1)
i

)2
√∑N

i=1

(
R

(2)
i

)2
(8.1)
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)(
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)
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i=1

(
R

(1)
i −R(1)

)2
√∑N

i=1

(
R

(1)
i −R(1)
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(8.2)

where R(1) and R(2) are the sample mean respectively of R(1) and R(2). It is important to note that

the cosine similarity, in the case of positive values (as the rating matrix) is in the interval [0, 1],

while the Pearson correlation assumes values in [−1, 1]. Figure 8.1 shows the distribution of cosine

similarity between all pairs of users.
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Figure 8.1: Distribution of cosine similarity between all pairs of users. The dotted red line is the
threshold τ .

The cosine similarity between individual users can be used to build a graph Gc = (Vc, Ec), in which

two nodes (users) are linked together if their similarity is above a given threshold (the dotted red

line in Figure 8.1); then Vc = {ui}i=1,...,M is the set of users and Ec = {(i, j) : cos (ui, uj) > τ} is

the set of edges. Each edge of this graph is then weighted based on the similarity cos(ui, uj). Figure

8.2 displays the resulting graph, in which the edge color represents its weight. The nodes connected

by a red edge are the most similar, while the ones connected by a green edge are the most different.

Figure 8.2: The cosine graph Gc.
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Another representation of the rating matrix is through the association to each user ui of a one-

dimensional histogram h(ui): the bins are the equi-subdivisions of the interval [0, 1] for cosine

similarity (and [−1, 1] for Pearson correlation) and the weights are the fraction of users whose

cosine similarity falls in each bin; the same representation can be item driven. In Figure 8.3 cosine

similarity is used with a bin length of 0.025.

(a) User 16. Lilac cluster in the
Wasserstein graph (Figure 8.7b).

(b) User 33. Blue cluster in the
Wasserstein graph (Figure 8.7b).

(c) User 300. Fuchsia cluster in the
Wasserstein graph (Figure 8.7b).

Figure 8.3: Examples of users’ cosine similarity distributions.

According to this representation each user is described by a signature, feature vector, given by the

bins and the associated weights. In this feature space the elements are probabilistic distributions.

Many models can be used to compute the distance between distributions, as analyzed in Chapter 5.

In this thesis, for the motivations expressed in the same chapter, the focus is on the Wasserstein

distance. Figure 8.4 shows the distribution of the Wasserstein distance over all the pairs of nodes.

Figure 8.4: Distribution of Wasserstein distance between all pairs of users represented as histograms.
The dotted red line is the threshold τ .

62



This distributional representation of the users enables the embedding of the rating matrix into

another graph (Figure 8.5) in which the nodes are the users that are linked if their distribution of

similarity are close enough, i.e., their Wasserstein distance is below a given threshold.

Let Gw = (Vw, Ew) be the Wasserstein graph, then Vw = {h(ui)}i=1,...,M is the set of users repre-

sented as histograms and Ew = {(i, j) :W(h(ui), h(uj)) < τ} is the set of edges. The edge (i, j) is

then weighted based on the Wasserstein distanceW(h(ui), h(uj)) between the similarity distributions

of nodes i and j.

Figure 8.5: The Wasserstein graph Gw.

In the same way each item can be represented as the distribution of the similarity with all the other

items and analogously, also the distributional representation of the items enables the embedding of

R in a graph, in which the nodes are the items.

To simplify the optimization process to find the top-L recommendation lists the users have been

clustered.

Firstly, the spectral clustering has been used on the original rating matrix. The resulting clusters

have been mapped in the two previously defined graphs as shown in Figure 8.6.

As these figures highlight, the clusters obtained by the rating matrix are difficult to explain. For

this reason, the spectral clustering have been then applied to the Wasserstein graph Gw.
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(a) Clusters mapped on the cosine graph. (b) Clusters mapped on the Wasserstein graph.

Figure 8.6: Results of the spectral clustering on the rating matrix. Three clusters have been
identified (blue, lilac and fuchsia).

Figure 8.7b shows the three resulting clusters. This results have been mapped back in the initial

graph Gc (Figure 8.7a). Analyzing Figure 8.7 it is clear that the blue cluster contains the more

central users, therefore this cluster is highly connected to the other two. Instead, the lilac cluster is

composed by the most different users.

(a) Clusters mapped on the cosine graph. (b) Clusters mapped on the Wasserstein graph.

Figure 8.7: Results of the spectral clustering on the Wasserstein graph. Three clusters have been
identified (blue, lilac and fuchsia).

8.3 Objective functions and its distributional representation

For the problem of finding the optimal top-L recommendation list, three conflicting objectives

are considered, i.e., accuracy, coverage, and novelty. The distributional representation of these

three metrics enables the definition of an information space (Figure 8.8) that allows the use of
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MOEA/WST analyzed in Chapter 6. In particular, each recommendation matrix can be represented

by a three dimensional histogram that enables the selection process of MOEA/WST explained in

Chapter 6.2.

Figure 8.8: Distributional representation of a top-L recommendation matrix and the information
space.

Accuracy

The accuracy measures the similarity between the predicted rating and the true ratings. To

each recommendation list, it is possible to assign a score that represents how “good” the items

recommended to users are. This score is based on the sum of the ratings given by the users to the

recommended items and is given by Equation 8.3:

accuracy =
1

M · L
∑
ui∈U

∑
oj∈SL(ui)

r(ui, oj) (8.3)

where r(ui, oj) is the rating given by user ui to item oj . Maximize this score ensures that the

recommendation list of each user contains only items that the user has given a high rating.

This particular definition of accuracy admits a distributional representation. The distribution is

given by the values of accuracy of each user. This distribution can be represented by a histogram

(Figure 8.9) in which the support points k1, . . . , kNa correspond to accuracy values, and the weights

wki with i = 1, . . . , Na represent the fraction of users with a certain value of accuracy (Equation 8.4).

wki =
1

M

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ui :

∑
oj∈SL(ui)

r(ui, oj) ∈ [ki, ki+1)


∣∣∣∣∣∣ (8.4)
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Figure 8.9: Example of accuracy distributions over the users.

One problem with Collaborative Filtering recommendation is the “popularity bias”: popular items

are being recommended too frequently while most of the items do not get attention. For this reason,

in this thesis the accuracy is considered together with other two objectives, coverage and novelty.

Coverage

A recommender system is expected to provide M recommendation lists. Each list corresponds to a

user and consists of L items. The coverage is defined as the number of different items in all users’

top-L lists (Equation 8.5).

coverage =
1

N

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⋃
ui∈U

SL(ui)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (8.5)

The objective function coverage is averaged over the total number of items N . Coverage reflects the

diversity of recommendation. A larger value of coverage is better because more choices are provided

to the users.

It’s important to note that also the coverage admits a distributional representation. The distribution

is given by the ratio between the non-duplicated items in the recommendation list and the total

number of items for each user, i.e., the coverage of the user recommendation list SL(u). This

distribution can be represented by a histogram (Figure 8.10) in which the support points are the

values of coverage k1, . . . , kNc , and the weights wki with i = 1, . . . , Nc represent the fraction of users

with a certain value of coverage (Equation 8.6).

wki =
1

M
|{ui : |SL(ui)| ∈ [ki, ki+1)}| (8.6)
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Figure 8.10: Example of coverage distributions over the users.

Novelty

The novelty reflects the number of unknown items (i.e., items that are still unrated) that are

recommended to users. This objective is based on the degree dj of an item oj that is the number of

times it has been rated by a user. Then, the self-information [79] of the item oj is given by Equation

8.7.

Nj = log2

M

dj
(8.7)

The novelty is then defined as the average self-information of all the items in the recommendation

lists of each users (Equation 8.8).

Novelty =
1

M

∑
ui∈U

∑
j∈SL(ui)

Nj

L
(8.8)

It’s important to note that novelty also admits a distributional representation. The distribution is

given by the values of novelty
∑

i∈SL(u)
Ni
L for each user u. This distribution can be represented by

a histogram (Figure 8.11) in which the support points k1, . . . , kNn are the values of novelty, and

the weights wki with i = 1, . . . , Nn represent the number of users with a certain value of novelty

(Equation 8.9).

wki =
1

M

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ui :

∑
i∈SL(ui)

Ni

L
∈ [ki, ki+1)


∣∣∣∣∣∣ (8.9)
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Figure 8.11: Example of novelty distributions over the users.

Information space

The distributional representation of the three previously defined objective can be viewed as a three

dimensional histogram. For each recommendation list SL the support points of this histogram

are the values of accuracy along the x-axis, the values of coverage along the y-axis and the values

of novelty along the z-axis; the weights represents the fraction of users whose values of accuracy,

coverage and novelty fall in a specific range.

These distributions compose the so-called Information Space on which the MOEA/WST algorithm is

based. Therefore, it uses the Wasserstein distance to compare the histograms associated to different

top-L recommendation lists, in the selection operator, to speed up the entire optimization process.

8.4 Computational settings

In MOEA/WST the top-L rating lists are encoded as L×M integer matrices. The entries of these

matrices are the integer id of recommended items.

To recombine chromosome, the Pymoo implementation of Simulated Binary Crossover [76] is used.

It simulates the working principle of the single-point crossover operator on binary data, by using a

probability distribution. Pymoo allows the definition of a parameter η to fine-tune the exponential

distribution, in these experiments η = 3.0. As mutation operator, the Pymoo implementation of

Inverse Mutation [76] is used. This mutation is applied to permutations, and it randomly select a

segment of a chromosome and reverse its order. For instance, for the permutation [1, 2, 3, 4, 5] the

segment can be [2, 3, 4] which results in [1, 4, 3, 2, 5].

In these experiments, a population of 40 individuals is considered and at each generation an offspring

of 10 new chromosomes is generated for a total of 50 generations. The initial population is sampled

randomly. For a fair comparison between MOEA/WST and NSGA-II the same settings are used in

both algorithms.
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8.5 Computational results

In this section, the computational results over the MovieLens dataset are reported.

First, the two algorithms, NSGA-II and MOEA/WST, have been used on the clusters resulting

from the rating matrix. Figure 8.12 shows the Hypervolume over generation of both, NSGA-II (red)

and MOEA/WST (blue) on the clusters computed on the original dataset (rating matrix). Since

multiple runs of the algorithms are performed, the charts display mean and standard deviation of

the metric.

(a) Cluster 1. (b) Cluster 2. (c) Cluster 3.

Figure 8.12: Mean and standard deviation of the hypervolume over the generations. Clusters are
the ones obtained using the spectral clustering on the rating matrix.

Then the two algorithms have been used, with the same settings, on the clusters obtained from the

Wasserstein graph. Figure 8.13 shows the same comparative results where the clusters are computed

on the WST graph.

(a) Cluster 1. (b) Cluster 2. (c) Cluster 3.

Figure 8.13: Mean and standard deviation of the hypervolume over the generations. Clusters are
the ones obtained using the spectral clustering on the Wasserstein graph.

In both cases the Hypervolume curve of MOEA/WST converge faster than in the case of NSGA-II.

It is also important to note that, using the clusters over the Wasserstein graph, both algorithms

perform well.
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Figures 8.14, 8.15 display the curve of coverage as the function of number of generations. As in the

case of sensor placements, the advantage of MOEA/WST over NSGA-II is given more significant in

terms of coverage.

(a) Cluster 1. (b) Cluster 2. (c) Cluster 3.

Figure 8.14: Mean and standard deviation of the coverage over the generations. Clusters are the
ones obtained using the spectral clustering on the rating matrix.

(a) Cluster 1. (b) Cluster 2. (c) Cluster 3.

Figure 8.15: Mean and standard deviation of the coverage over the generations. Clusters are the
ones obtained using the spectral clustering on the Wasserstein graph.

70



Chapter 9

Software Resources

In this chapter the library and tools used in the experiments are presented. Python is chosen as

the programming language thanks to its flexibility and to the high number of libraries related to

machine learning and optimization problems.

9.1 Pymoo

The main library considered to model and to solve the multi-objective problems is Pymoo [80]

(Python Multi-objective Optimization). This framework offers state of the art single and multi-

objective optimization algorithms and many more features related to multi-objective optimization,

such as visualization and decision making. Among all the genetic algorithms offered by Pymoo,

NSGA-II is considered in the experiments presented in the previous chapters. The strength of

Pymoo is its flexibility; therefore, it allows the definition of customized problems as well as new

algorithms and genetic operators based on consolidated structures. These functionalities of Pymoo

are used to develop the MOEA/WST algorithm defined in Chapter 6.

Pymoo also offers a rich set of performance indicator for multi-objective problems, among which the

hypervolume is used.

9.2 BoTorch

In the experiments in Chapter 7 the qParEGO [81] implementation of BoTorch is used. BoTorch

[82] is a library for Bayesian Optimization built on the well known open source machine learning

framework PyTorch. This choice is driven by the fact that BoTorch is compatible with the problems

defined using Pymoo. In this way, the same problem can be solved using algorithms of both, Pymoo

and BoTorch frameworks.
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9.3 Python Optimal Transport

Different libraries related to the Wasserstein distance exist in Python, for instance SciPy [83] or

GUDHI [84]. Python Optimal Transport (POT ) [85] is one of the most complete frameworks.

It provides several solvers for optimization problems related to Optimal Transport. Among all

the functionalities offered by this library the one explored and used in this thesis is the linear

programming solver for the Earth Mover’s Distance in the case of single and multi-dimensional

discrete distributions. These functions to compute the EMD are the core of the MOEA/WST

algorithm implemented in Pymoo.

POT also contains some approximations of the Wasserstein distance. Examples are the entropic

regularization OT solver based on Sinkhorn [86] or the implementation of the sliced Wasserstein

distance [87]. These implementations are significantly more efficient in terms of computation time

than the one based on linear programming but presents problem of numerical instability. Another

useful functionality of POT is the computation of the Wasserstein barycenters [88] even in the case

of distributions with different supports [89].

9.4 Water Networks Tool for Resilience

The Water Network Tool for Resilience (WNTR, pronounced winter) [75] is a Python package

designed to simulate and analyse resilience of water distribution networks. WNTR has an application

programming interface (API) that is flexible and allows for changes to the network structure and

operations, along with simulation of disruptive incidents and recovery actions. It is based upon

EPANET, which is a tool to simulate the movement and fate of drinking water constituents within

distribution systems.

Over all the functionalities of WNTR, the hydraulic and water quality simulation are used to

simulate the flow of a contaminant in different water distribution networks. Therefore, a water

quality simulation can be used to compute the percentage of contaminant flow originating from a

specific location. In the experiments reported in Chapter 7 multiple simulations are executed for

each network changing the location in which the contaminant is injected.

9.5 Cytoscape and ClusterMaker

Cytoscape [90] is an open source software platform for visualizing complex networks and integrating

these with any type of attribute data. It is mainly used in field like biology to analyse molecular

and genomics systems, and social science, but Cytoscape is domain-independent and therefore it is

a powerful tool for complex network analysis in general. The key feature of Cytoscape is that it is

expandable and extensible; therefore, there exist hundreds of third parties’ plugins that extend its
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functionalities.

ClusterMaker2 [91] is one of these plugins and it unifies different clustering techniques. In this

thesis, the spectral clustering implementation of ClusterMaker2 is used in the networks related

to the recommender systems in Chapter 8. As any spectral methods it uses the eigenvalues in

an input similarity matrix to perform dimensionality reduction for clustering in fewer dimensions

using a standard k -means algorithm. In the case of graph clustering, the normalized Laplacian

matrix is used as similarity matrix. Consider a graph G the normalized Laplacian is defined as

LN (G) = D−
1
2S(G)D−

1
2 where D is the degree matrix and S(G) = I + A(G) with I the identity

matrix and A(G) the adjacency matrix.

73





Chapter 10

Conclusions

The key objective of this work is to show that the distributional framework for data analysis

and in particular the Wasserstein distance and the associated analytical methods offer significant

advantages over comparing distributions using a set of parametric values such as mean, variance and

higher order moments. Indeed, the analysis of these parameters does not take the whole distribution

into account.

Even if the roots of WST are in abstract spaces of probability distributions, WST and the associated

optimal transport map offer a visually intuitive representation of the similarity between distributions.

These advantages come at a considerable computational cost in particular in the multi-dimensional

case. To overcome this drawback substantial research work has been conducted in the last years to

provide feasible algorithm to compute barycenters and, as a consequence, to enable clustering in

WST spaces. These results have allowed to widen the application of WST beyond the domain of

imaging science, which was an early adopter of WST, to many applications in data analysis and

machine learning, for instance in the generation of adversarial deep networks.

In this thesis the representation power of WST has been applied to multi-task learning on networks

modelled as a multi-objective optimization problem.

This new approach has been instantiated in different domains as networked infrastructure, specifically

water distribution networks and collaborative filtering in recommender systems. WST has also

enabled new operators in multi-task evolutionary learning for optimal sensor placement, for intrusion

detection, and for the design of multi-objective recommender systems.

Beside the specific issues analyzed in this thesis, distributional inputs can occur in a number of

practical situations. As already said, compare parametric features associated to distributions is not

always the right way. Commonly used kernels depend on the Euclidean distance between points.

In the case of distributional inputs, it is important to construct positive definite kernels on sets of

probability measures. The research on this topic has branched into two directions.

A first solution is to build a Wasserstein induced kernel, that has been proved to be effective
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for instance in the problem of neural architectural search [64]. Using kernels limits the choice of

distribution distances as the resulting kernel has to be definite positive: a widely used distance

as Kullback-Leibler does not qualify. The key difficulty of a Wasserstein kernel is that the kernel

obtained computing the exponential of the squared Wasserstein distance between distributional

inputs does not lead to a positive definite kernel. Therefore, it has been shown that many eigenvalues

of the Wasserstein induced covariance matrix are negative.

A very interesting perspective consists in embed directly the probabilistic distances in the learning

process, without using a kernel. In this thesis a distributional distance based learning paradigm has

been shown to be very effective in simulation-optimization problem like optimal sensor placement in

Chapter 7 or in the context of recommender systems in Chapter 8.

These results agree with very recent results as to embed non-Euclidean distance in the learning

process and offer new insights into the design of algorithms of machine learning and optimization.
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Appendix A

Metrics on graphs

In the following the centrality measures and some vulnerability metrics on graphs are defined.

A.1 Centrality measures

Consider a graph G = (V,E) with |V | = n and |E| = m.

The density q of the network is the fraction of edges which are present in the network (Equation

A.1).

q =
2m

n(n− 1)
(A.1)

The link-per-node ration e of a graph is defined as the number of edges with respect to the number

of its nodes (Equation A.2).

e =
m

n
(A.2)

The diameter D(G) of a network is defined as the largest distance (the largest shortest path) among

each possible pair of nodes in the graph. Instead, the characteristic path length L(G) is the average

distance for every possible pair of nodes as in Equation A.3:

L(G) =
1

n(n− 1)

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1:j 6=i

d(i, j) (A.3)

where d(i, j) is the distance between node i and node j.

The betweenness centrality bi of a node i is defined as (Equation A.4):

bi =
1

n2

n∑
s=1

n∑
t=1

ηist (A.4)

where ηist = 1 if node i lies on the shortest path from s to t and 0 otherwise.

The central point dominance c′b, based on betweenness centrality, is a measure for characterizing
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the organization of a network according to its path-related connectivity and is defined as (Equation

A.5):

c′b =
1

n− 1

n∑
i=1

(bmax − bi) (A.5)

where bi is the betweenness centrality of the node i and bmax is the maximum value of betweenness

centrality over all the network’s nodes.

The clustering coefficient cc is the number of triangles Ntg with respect to the overall number of

possible connected triples Ntp, where a triple consists of three nodes connected at least by two edges

while a triangle consists of three nodes connected exactly by three edges (Equation A.6).

cc =
Ntg

Ntp
(A.6)

A.2 Vulnerability measures

Consider a graph G = (V,E) with |V | = n. The performance of the network after the removal of

nodes/edges is often evaluated as the change of the efficiency, as in Equation A.7.

E =
1

n(n− 1)

∑
ij∈V :i 6=j

1

dij
(A.7)

where dij represents the distance between i and j. Normalization by n(n− 1) ensures that E ≤ 1,

in case of unweighted graph. The maximum value E = 1, is assumed if and only if the graph is

complete.

A way to measure the vulnerability of the network is using the loss of efficiency observed when we

remove some nodes/edges. The relative drop in the network efficiency caused by the removal of a

node i from the graph is defined as (Equation A.8):

CE∆(i) =
E(G)

E(G \ {v})
(A.8)

where G \ {v} denotes the network G without the node i. The vulnerability of G is defined as

(Equations A.9 and A.10):

VMAX(G) = max
i∈V

CE∆(i) (A.9)

VMEAN (G) =
1

n

∑
i∈V

CE∆(i) (A.10)

Analogous formulas can be written removing the edges.
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Appendix B

Computational Results

In the following the complete computational results are reported.

B.1 Sensor placement in Hanoi WDN

Figures B.1 - B.5 show the comparison between the three algorithms, MOEA/WST, NSGA-II and

ParEGO, in terms of hypervolume over generations and wall-clock time for different sensor budgets p.

(a) Hypervolume over generation. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure B.1: Hypervolume curves of the three algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 3.
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(a) Hypervolume over generation. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure B.2: Hypervolume curves of the three algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 7.

(a) Hypervolume over generation. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure B.3: Hypervolume curves of the three algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 9.
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(a) Hypervolume over generation. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure B.4: Hypervolume curves of the three algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 15.

(a) Hypervolume over generation. (b) Hypervolume over wall-clock time.

Figure B.5: Hypervolume curves of the three algorithms in the case of budget ≤ 20.

Table B.1 reports the results of Wilcoxon test between the hypervolumes of the three algorithms,

MOEA/WST, NSGA-II and ParEGO, for different generations and sensor budgets p.
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Table B.1: Comparing hypervolume of MOEA/WST against those of the other two approaches
(values are ×109) and with respect to different budgets p and number of generations. Statistical
significance has been investigated through a Wilcoxon test (p-value is reported).

ppp Generations MOEA/WST NSGA-II ParEGO

MOEA/WST

vs NSGA-II

p-value

MOEA/WST

vs ParEGO

p-value

3

25
0.2188

(0.3790)

0.2190

(0.4538)
0.2496

(0.1641)

0.811 <0.001

50
1.0828

(0.5942)

1.5883

(0.2969)
<0.001 <0.001

100
2.0769

(0.2225)

2.2808

(0.1601)
<0.001 <0.001

7

25
2.0421

(0.135)

1.9517

(0.1217)
2.3189

(0.0911)

<0.001 <0.001

50
2.2290

(0.0608)

2.1649

(0.0825)
0.001 <0.001

100
2.3145

(0.0414)

2.3328

(0.0891)
0.686 0.820

9

25
2.2084

(0.0608)

2.0404

(0.1079)
2.3171

(0.0880)

<0.001 <0.001

50
2.3189

(0.0521)

2.2350

(0.0721)
<0.001 0.959

100
2.3880

(0.0389)

2.3517

(0.0529)
0.006 <0.001

15

25
2.2891

(0.0560)

2.1830

(0.0715)
2.3101

(0.0920)

<0.001 0.398

50
2.3827

(0.0456)

2.3170

(0.0612)
<0.001 <0.001

100
2.4317

(0.0415)

2.4364

(0.0444)
0.552 <0.001

20

25
2.2880

(0.0489)

2.2393

(0.0605)
2.3827

(0.0892)

0.001 <0.001

50
2.3605

(0.0433)

2.3610

(0.0590)
0.809 0.248

100
2.4186

(0.0366)

2.4415

(0.0441)
0.031 0.001
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the multi-objective optimization problem. J. Mach. Learn. Res., 17:104:1–104:32, 2016. URL

http://jmlr.org/papers/v17/15-047.html.

[12] Amar Shah and Zoubin Ghahramani. Pareto frontier learning with expensive correlated

objectives. In Maria-Florina Balcan and Kilian Q. Weinberger, editors, Proceedings of the 33nd

International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2016, New York City, NY, USA, June

19-24, 2016, volume 48 of JMLR Workshop and Conference Proceedings, pages 1919–1927.

JMLR.org, 2016. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/shahc16.html.

[13] Xi Lin, Zhiyuan Yang, Qingfu Zhang, and Sam Kwong. Controllable pareto multi-task learning.

CoRR, abs/2010.06313, 2020. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.06313.

84

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-61616-8_8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpro.2020.102989
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.micpro.2020.102989
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/432aca3a1e345e339f35a30c8f65edce-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/432aca3a1e345e339f35a30c8f65edce-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2019/hash/685bfde03eb646c27ed565881917c71c-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2019/hash/685bfde03eb646c27ed565881917c71c-Abstract.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/zuluaga13.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/zuluaga13.html
http://jmlr.org/papers/v17/15-047.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v48/shahc16.html
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.06313


[14] Francesco Archetti and Antonio Candelieri. Bayesian optimization and data science. Springer,

2019.

[15] Peter I. Frazier. A tutorial on bayesian optimization. CoRR, abs/1807.02811, 2018. URL

http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.02811.

[16] Syrine Belakaria, Aryan Deshwal, and Janardhan Rao Doppa. Max-value entropy search

for multi-objective bayesian optimization. In Hanna M. Wallach, Hugo Larochelle, Alina
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[69] Kaan Öcal, Ramon Grima, and Guido Sanguinetti. Parameter estimation for biochemical

reaction networks using wasserstein distances. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and

Theoretical, 53(3):034002, 2019.

[70] Piotr Indyk and Nitin Thaper. Fast image retrieval via embeddings. In 3rd international

workshop on statistical and computational theories of vision, volume 2, page 5, 2003.

[71] Kubilay Atasu and Thomas Mittelholzer. Linear-complexity data-parallel earth mover’s distance

approximations. In Kamalika Chaudhuri and Ruslan Salakhutdinov, editors, Proceedings of

the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2019, 9-15 June 2019, Long

Beach, California, USA, volume 97 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 364–373.

PMLR, 2019. URL http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/atasu19a.html.

[72] M Fantozzi, I Popescu, T Farnham, F Archetti, P Mogre, E Tsouchnika, C Chiesa, A Tsertou,

M Castro Gama, and M Bimpas. Ict for efficient water resources management: the icewater

energy management and control approach. Procedia Engineering, 70:633–640, 2014.

[73] Tiago A Schieber, Laura Carpi, Albert Dı́az-Guilera, Panos M Pardalos, Cristina Masoller, and

Mart́ın G Ravetti. Quantification of network structural dissimilarities. Nature communications,

8(1):1–10, 2017.

[74] Andrea Ponti, Antonio Candelieri, Ilaria Giordani, and Francesco Archetti. A novel graph-based

vulnerability metric in urban network infrastructures: The case of water distribution networks.

Water, 13(11):1502, 2021.

91

https://doi.org/10.1561/2200000073
https://doi.org/10.1561/2200000073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.patrec.2019.11.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.patrec.2019.11.033
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v97/atasu19a.html


[75] Katherine A Klise, Regan Murray, and Terra Haxton. An overview of the water network tool

for resilience (wntr). 2018.

[76] Kalyanmoy Deb, Karthik Sindhya, and Tatsuya Okabe. Self-adaptive simulated binary crossover

for real-parameter optimization. In Hod Lipson, editor, Genetic and Evolutionary Computation

Conference, GECCO 2007, Proceedings, London, England, UK, July 7-11, 2007, pages 1187–

1194. ACM, 2007. doi: 10.1145/1276958.1277190. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/1276958.

1277190.
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