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Abstract—Metaheuristics are widely recognized gradient-free
solvers to hard problems that do not meet the rigorous math-
ematical assumptions of conventional solvers. The automated
design of metaheuristic algorithms provides an attractive path
to relieve manual design effort and gain enhanced performance
beyond human-made algorithms. However, the specific algorithm
prototype and linear algorithm representation in the current
automated design pipeline restrict the design within a fixed
algorithm structure, which hinders discovering novelties and
diversity across the metaheuristic family. To address this chal-
lenge, this paper proposes a general framework, AutoOpt, for
automatically designing metaheuristic algorithms with diverse
structures. AutoOpt contains three innovations: (i) A general
algorithm prototype dedicated to covering the metaheuristic
family as widely as possible. It promotes high-quality automated
design on different problems by fully discovering potentials and
novelties across the family. (ii) A directed acyclic graph algorithm
representation to fit the proposed prototype. Its flexibility and
evolvability enable discovering various algorithm structures in a
single run of design, thus boosting the possibility of finding high-
performance algorithms. (iii) A graph representation embedding
method offering an alternative compact form of the graph to be
manipulated, which ensures AutoOpt’s generality. Experiments
on numeral functions and real applications validate AutoOpt’s
efficiency and practicability.

Index Terms—Metaheuristic, optimization, automated algo-
rithm design, automated machine learning, evolutionary algo-
rithm.

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid development of modern science and engineering
induces hard optimization problems with proprieties of dis-
cretization, multi-modality, large-scale, black-box, or multi-
objectivity. These problems have to be relaxed or approx-
imated to meet the rigorous mathematical assumptions of
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conventional optimization solvers. The relaxation and approxi-
mation are not straightforward and not always available. Alter-
natively, the problems can be directly solved by metaheuristics,
a class of stochastic search algorithms integrating gradient-free
local improvement with high-level strategies of escaping from
local optima [1]. Metaheuristics have been widely recognized
due to their progressive theoretical foundations [2], [3] and
remarkable performance in various applications, e.g., optimiz-
ing representations [4], [5], model structures [6], and control
decisions [7].

Metaheuristics cover a rich family of algorithms ranging
from neighborhood search-based ones to evolutionary and
swarm algorithms [1]. Most of the algorithms further have
tunable parameters. Such rich choices of algorithms and
parameters incur a high degree of freedom in tailoring an
algorithm to a specific problem. Manually trial-and-error over
the high degree of freedom could be laborious, time-costly,
and prone to overfit. This motivates automating the algorithm
design process with little manual effort. By leveraging com-
puting power to replace human experts to conceive, build up,
and verify the design choices, the automated design could
provide researchers and practitioners quicker and easier access
to eligible algorithms for solving their problems [8], [9], [10].
Furthermore, by fully exploring potential design choices and
discovering novelties with computing power, the automated
design could go beyond human experience and gain enhanced
performance regarding human problem-solving [11], [12].

The automated design of metaheuristic algorithms relies on
three key modules: ¶ a design space regulated by an algorithm
prototype and algorithm representation, · a principled method
to produce algorithms by exploring the design space, and ¸
a strategy to computationally efficiently evaluate or estimate
the performance of the produced algorithms. Many methods
(e.g., SMAC’s Bayesian optimization [13], irace’s estimation
of distribution (EDA) [14], model-free local [15] and global
[16] search) and strategies (e.g., racing [14], intensification
[15], capping [15], [17], surrogate model [13]) have been
devoted to modules · and ¸, respectively, and got strong
track records [10]. However, the development of module ¶’s
algorithm prototype and representation lags well behind, which
poses the automated design great challenges in discovering
novelties and diversity:
• Algorithm prototype regulates a coherent template to

form an algorithm, which avoids infeasible algorithms
incurred by arbitrarily instantiating from the design space.
Current studies use specific prototypes to bias the design
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toward a certain segment of the metaheuristic family, e.g.,
using genetic algorithm (GA) [18] prototype to regulate
designing GA variants [19], [20], [21]. This hinders
discovering novelties beyond the chosen segment and
may lead to sub-optimal problem-solving, since the best
type of algorithms is often unknown for real problems.

• Algorithm representation transforms the algorithm ex-
pressed with particular languages or implementations into
the one that computer programs of modules · and ¸ can
recognize. The common practice is vector representation,
in which categorical identifiers represent algorithmic op-
erators and numerals represent inner parameter values.
Operators’ execution order is normally predefined, and
the length of the vector is fixed for ease of manipulation
[19], [20], [22], [21]. This indicates a fixed linear ordering
of operators with little potential to discover diversified
algorithm structures.

To address the challenges, in this paper, we propose a
general framework, AutoOpt 1, for automatically designing
metaheuristic optimization algorithms with diverse structures.
AutoOpt’s main contributions are:

1) General algorithm prototype. We propose a general al-
gorithm prototype dedicated to covering the metaheuris-
tic family as widely as possible. Various types of algo-
rithms can be instantiated through the prototype, e.g.,
algorithms with unfolded tandem operators, algorithms
with inner loops of local search, and algorithms with
multiple pathways. Such a general prototype promotes
high-quality automated design on different problems
by fully discovering potentials and novelties across the
metaheuristic family.

2) Graph algorithm representation. We develop a directed
acyclic graph algorithm representation to fit the proposed
prototype. The graph is flexible to represent various
algorithm structures instantiated from the prototype.
Furthermore, it is straightforward to be manipulated and
evolved during algorithm design. The flexibility and
evolvability enable discovering diversified algorithms in
a single run of design, thus boosting the possibility of
finding high-performance algorithms.

3) Graph representation embedding. In design scenarios
with massive candidate design choices, the graph’s adja-
cent matrix is large-scale and sparse; while the adjacent
list is variable-length considering different algorithm
structures. The large-scale, sparse, and variable-length
nature challenges the direct manipulation of the graph.
To relieve the issue, we employ graph auto-encoder to
learn a compact embedding for the graph. The em-
bedding offers an alternative form to be manipulated,
ensuring AutoOpt’s generality.

We investigate AutoOpt’s performance on both numerical
functions and real applications. Results confirm its efficiency
and practicality.

The remainder of the paper contains: preliminaries of the
automated design of metaheuristic algorithms in Section II,

1Source code available at https://github.com/qz89/AutoOpt.

the proposed AutoOpt framework in Section III, experiments
and applications in Section IV, and conclusions in Section V.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Automated Design of Metaheuristic Algorithms

Without loss of generality, the automated design of meta-
heuristic algorithms can be formulated as

argmax
A=〈Aops,Aparms〉

E[P (A|T )],

s.t. Aops, Aparms ∈ D,
(1)

where the designed algorithm A is a tuple 〈Aops, Aparms〉,
in which Aops and Aparms are the operators and parameters
that constitute A, respectively; D is the design space; T is the
targeted problem domain; P : D × T → R is a performance
metric that measures the performance of A in T . The design
aims to find algorithm(s) with the maximum expected value
E of the performance in T .

The distribution of a real problem’s instances is often
unknown. The common practice to handle this is targeting
a finite set of instances from T . Consequently, Eq. (1) is
reformulated as

argmax
A=〈Aops,Aparms〉

P (A|Tdesign),

s.t. Aops, Aparms ∈ D,
Tdesign ⊆ T ,

(2)

where Tdesign is the set of targeted instances. The output of
solving Eq. (2) is algorithm(s) with the best performance on
Tdesign. To avoid the algorithm(s) overfitting on Tdesign, some
other instances from T \Tdesign can then be employed to test
the algorithm(s)’ generality.

B. Pipeline of Automated Design

Automated design of metaheuristic algorithms generally
follows the pipeline in Figure 1. The pipeline contains four
modules. In module ¶, design space D provides elementary
components for constructing algorithms. There are two types
of design space. The first type is with computational prim-
itives, e.g., +,−, ∗, /, swap, delete. The primitives can be
involved in designing symbolic formulations of algorithmic
operators [23], [24]. The designed operators can then be
composed as a complete algorithm. The second type is with
existing algorithmic operators, e.g., 2-opt [25], Gaussian mu-
tation [26], and Tabu list [27]. A composition of the operators
can be designed to form an algorithm [19], [20], [22]. The
second type of design space is more popular in the literature,
because the design space with operators is more compact
than that with computational primitives, and it allows the
design inheriting from prior knowledge and experimentation.
The compact and knowledge-induced space makes the design
easier and available with fewer computing resources than
designing from computational primitives [10].

Algorithm prototype C and algorithm representation R
regulate what algorithms can be found from the design space.
Arbitrarily instantiating algorithms over the design space may
result in infeasible algorithms. To avoid this, the prototype C

https://github.com/qz89/AutoOpt
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Fig. 1. Pipeline for automatically designing metaheuristic algorithms.

defines a coherent template to form an algorithm. For example,
simulated annealing (SA) [28], particle swarm optimization
(PSO) [29], and GA [18] prototypes were used to regulate
designing new variants of SA [30], PSO [22], and GA [19],
[20], [21], respectively. The Push language [31] and Backus-
Naur form grammar [32] with predefined production rules also
served as a prototype to map the algorithm representation
to an executable algorithm [33], [34], [35], [36]. The major
concern is that the specific prototypes limit designing a certain
type of algorithms rather than discovering novelties across the
metaheuristic family. This may lead to sub-optimal problem-
solving, since the best type of algorithms is often unknown
for real problems.

The binary tree [16] and vector representations are dominant
for the design space with computational primitives and that
with operators, respectively. In the binary tree, terminals rep-
resent input variables, parameters, or constants; non-terminals
represent computational primitives that determine the opera-
tions on the terminals. The binary tree is often employed to
represent a single algorithmic operator rather than a complete
algorithm, because representing a complete algorithm incurs
a bloated tree that is non-trivial to be managed [37]. In vec-
tor representation, categorical identifiers represent algorithmic
operators; numerals represent inner parameter values. Opera-
tors’ execution order is normally predefined by the algorithm
prototype [19], [20], [22], [21] or associated with the vector
[38]; the length of the vector is fixed for ease of manipulation
[19], [20], [22], [21]. Directed graph representation, in which
vertices represent operators and directed edges determine the
ordering of operators, is more expressive. Cartesian genetic
programming (GP) [39]’s acyclic graph was employed to
order operators in a variable-length feed-forward pathway [40],
[41], [42]. It, however, still realizes linear serial structures.
The directed cyclic graph of [43] can represent multiple
nonlinear pathways by allowing each vertex to be connected
from multiple previous vertex. It dedicates to express various
(µ/p+λ) and (µ/p, λ) evolutionary algorithms (EAs) but lacks
generalization to describe other metaheuristics, e.g., ones with
inner loops and ones with operator’s self-recursion.

Module · produces algorithms over the design space. Vari-
ous model-based and model-free methods have been developed
to produce algorithms. Representative model-based methods
are SMAC [13] and irace [14]. The former employs Bayesian
optimization to infer the algorithm with the best performance
on the targeted problem. The latter utilizes estimation of
distribution [44] to iteratively sample algorithms from the
distribution towards the best algorithms. Model-free methods
include ParamILS’s [15] iterative local search (ILS) [45],

evolutionary search, and reinforcement learning. ParamILS
focuses on local refinement of the current algorithm, given
the evidence that performance enhancement is often obtained
by adjusting a few hyper-parameters of the algorithm [46].
Evolutionary search, especially GP [16], is the dominant
method of producing algorithms over the design space with
computational primitives, because of GP’s tree-based search
ability. Deep reinforcement learning methods, e.g., deep Q-
network [47] and proximal policy optimization [48], were
employed to learn policies of how to produce algorithms given
the targeted problem instances [21], [49].

Module ¸ evaluates the produced algorithms’ performance,
e.g., solution quality, running time, and anytime performance
[50]. The performance prompts the design toward finding
desired algorithms. Thoroughly evaluating algorithms on all
targeted problem instances may incur computational overload.
Thus, various strategies have been proposed to reduce the
number of evaluations (e.g., racing [14] and intensification
[15]) or estimate the performance without a full evaluation
(e.g., capping [15], [17] and low-complexity surrogate models
[13]). Finally, in module ¹, the targeted problem serves as
external data to support the performance evaluation.

III. AUTOOPT

The proposed AutoOpt framework realizes automatically
designing metaheuristic algorithms with various structures by
(i) a general algorithm prototype, (ii) a directed acyclic graph
algorithm representation, and (iii) the graph representation em-
bedding. We first present the three key elements in subsections
III-A, III-B, and III-C, respectively. Then, we illustrate the
overall framework in subsection III-D.

A. General Algorithm Prototype

Algorithm prototypes in the literature normally abstract a
certain type of metaheuristics, e.g., SA [30], PSO [22], or
GA [19], [20], [21]. From the problem-solving point of view,
they block potentially promising algorithms beyond the chosen
type, subsequently may result in sub-optimal algorithms. This
motivates us to propose a general prototype that covers the
metaheuristic family as widely as possible, which enables a
high-quality algorithm design by fully discovering potentials
and novelties across the family.

The proposed prototype is shown in Algorithm 1. It begins
with the initial solution(s) S. S contains decision variables,
objective values, and conditional variables induced by the
instantiated algorithm, e.g., constraint violations in cases with
constraint handling, velocities in cases with PSO’s particle fly
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Algorithm 1: Proposed general algorithm prototype
Input: initial solution(s) S

1 if
⋃p
i=1 archivei 6= ∅ then

2 for i = 1 to p do
3 Ai ← ∅

4 while algorithm not terminate do
5 for j = 1 to q do
6 while conditionj not met do
7 S

′ ← choose(S)
8 Snew ← searchj(S

′
, A)

9 S ← update(S, Snew)
10 if

⋃p
i=1 archivei 6= ∅ then

11 for i = 1 to p do
12 Ai ← archivei(Ai, S)

Output: best solution(s) from S or A

operator [29], and indexes of associated reference vectors in
cases with decomposition-based selection operator for multi-
objective problems [51]. In line 1, it checks whether there
are archive operators, e.g., archiving elite solutions as
done in elite EAs, archiving visited solutions to form a tabu
list [27], and archiving diversified solutions as done in the
quality-diversity algorithm [52], etc. If so, the archive set A
is initialized in lines 2 and 3.

After that, the prototype goes into the main iteration.
The for loop in lines 5-12 performs the q search pathways
of the instantiated algorithm. A common pathway consists
of a choose, search, and update operators, as shown
in lines 7-9. The choose operator determines the starting
point(s) S

′
to search from. S

′
can be identical to S as

done in most individual-based search and swarm algorithms,
or a segmentation or augmentation of S as done by EAs’
mating selections. In line 8, searchj searches from S

′
to

construct new complete solution(s) Snew. searchj can be
various metaheuristic search operators. The archive set A may
be involved, e.g., archiving previously visited solutions to
restrict search in unexplored regions. In line 9, the update
operator updates S by, e.g. the usual greedy fashion as
done in individual-based metaheuristics and elitism EAs, the
metropolis fashion as done in SA, a pivoting rule [53] in cases
with multiple Snew from scanning the neighborhood of S, the
pair-wise fashion in cases with population-based search, or
always accept Snew as done in some swarm algorithms, etc.
In lines 10-12, the archive set A is updated by the archive
operator.

Remarks: For the choose operator, some metaheuristics do
not have an explicit choose but directly use S as the starting
point(s) for search. In that case, choose is the operator
identically copying S to S

′
. For the search operator, some

search behaviors may not independently act as the search,
e.g., an independent n-point crossover may not be sufficient
for problems excluded from the permutation ones, because it
does not introduce novelties beyond what have been involved
in current solutions. In that case, several search behaviors

collaboratively form the search operator, e.g., a crossover
followed by a mutation. Besides, starting from S

′
, some

search behaviors may perform multiple rounds iteratively or
recursively to generate Snew. Such iteration and recursion
are encapsulated within the search operator; parameters for
controlling such iteration or recursion are inner parameters of
the operator. For the update operator, some metaheuristics
do not have an explicit update but directly accept Snew. In
that case, update is the operator always updating S as Snew,
e.g., always accepting particles’ new locations in PSO.

The for loop started at line 5 and the conditionj in
line 6 control instantiating various algorithm structures. For
example, a usual unfolded metaheuristic algorithm with a
single search pathway can be instantiated by setting q = 1
and condition1 as the algorithm termination condition.
A variable neighborhood search with q search operators
searchj , j = 1, 2, · · · , q, can be instantiated by execut-
ing the for loop serially, with conditionj determining
switching the jth search to j + 1th. An iterative local search
with a local improvement search1 and global perturbation
search2 can be instantiated by executing the for loop
serially, with condition1 = “reach a local optima” and
condition2 = “consume |Snew| function evaluations”,
where |Snew| counts the number of solutions in Snew. A
memetic algorithm with a local refinement meme operator and
a global search operator can be instantiated in the same way.
Finally, an ensemble algorithm with q parallel search pathways
can be instantiated by executing the for loop in parallel, with
the choose operator dividing S into q subpopulations S

′
.

As presented above, the proposed prototype can couple
algorithmic components from entirely different paradigms of
the metaheuristic family in various structures. This enables
fully discovering potentials and novelties across the family
and producing high-performance algorithms that differ from
what human designers have considered. All instantiations of
the coherent prototype are considered to be valid. This avoids
increasing too much computational complexity while allowing
enough flexibility to explore many new designs.

B. Graph Algorithm Representation

The directed graph is a well-defined format to describe
arbitrary orderings of a process. It is more flexible than the
usual vector representation in expressing various algorithm
structures. Cartesian GP [40], [41], [42] and the work of [43]
have developed directed acyclic and cyclic graphs to represent
metaheuristic algorithms, respectively. However, the former
only expresses linear serial ordering of operators. The latter
is well-developed to express various (µ/p + λ) and (µ/p, λ)
EA structures but lacks generalization to describe other meta-
heuristics. Besides, the cyclic graph is not easy to manipulate,
because it induces a bloated design space with plenty of
meaningless cycles that do not connect the output forward to
the beginning of the next algorithm iteration. This motivates us
to develop a new acyclic graph representation that is flexible
to represent various algorithm structures instantiated from the
proposed prototype, and at the same time, straightforward to
manipulate.
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Fig. 2. Three instantiations of the proposed graph algorithm representation.

Next, we illustrate the proposed representation’s structure,
describe its workflow, and give remarks for keeping the
representation valid, with visual aid from the instantiations
in Figure 2.

1) Structure: As shown in Figure 2, vertices of the graph
represent algorithmic operators; directed edges determine the
execution flow of the operators; attributes of a vertex refer to
the operator’s inner parameters, e.g., the reset probability of
the random reset operator in Figure 2(a) is 0.10. This
graph is natural to represent an algorithm at the operator
level. Even so, we could find no previous work using this
graph in automatically designing metaheuristic algorithms.
Note that the curve edges in grey are not manipulated within
the graph. Instead, they are determined by the while loops
in the prototype of Algorithm 1. This makes the graph itself
acyclic and much easier to manipulate than cyclic ones. Each
vertex is open to connecting forward to multiple vertices. This
enables multiple nonlinear pathways to form various algorithm
structures.

2) Workflow: The execution of each vertex in the graph
requires input. The initial solution(s) will be fed in, if the
input of the choose vertex does not exist. These ensure
the workflow of the graph starting from the first execution
of the choose vertex. Then, the workflow goes along the
directed edges. The output solutions of each vertex will not
be evaluated until a vertex requires evaluation. For the vertex
that connects forward to multiple vertices, the workflow is con-
trolled by the condition in the prototype of Algorithm 1.
For example, in the iterative local search algorithm represented
in Figure 2(c), the workflow from the choose vertex goes to
the search1 vertex to perform local search, if condition1

is not met; otherwise, the workflow goes to the search2

vertex to perform global distribution. The condition can
be predefined or evolved as an inner parameter (attribute) of
its corresponding search operator (vertex). The workflow
ends when going back to the starting vertex (choose) but the

vertex is not allowed to execute anymore because of algorithm
termination.

3) Remarks for keeping validity: Since a common search
pathway consists of a choose, search, and update op-
erators, a valid graph should have at least three vertices. Fur-
thermore, the graph should be connected without isolated sub-
graphs. This is because isolated sub-graphs result in unrelated
pathways; these pathways indicate independent fragments that
do not contribute to the algorithm.

C. Graph Representation Embedding

It is natural to manipulate the graph in the adjacent list
or matrix forms. However, the adjacent list is variable-length
considering different algorithm structures, while the adjacent
matrix is large-scale and sparse in scenarios with massive
candidate design choices. The variable-length, large-scale, and
sparse nature makes the graph non-trivial to be manipulated
when using certain design methods or performance evaluation
strategies. For example, in design scenarios with n candi-
date choices and a surrogate model to estimate algorithms’
performance, the surrogate’s training sample space grows
exponentially (n2) if directly manipulating the graph’s adjacent
matrix. Such large-scale sample space greatly challenges the
surrogate’s accuracy, considering the limited sample avail-
ability. This motivates us to learn a compact embedding for
the graph. The embedding offers an alternative form to be
manipulated, ensuring AutoOpt’s generality in different design
scenarios.

We employ the variational graph auto-encoder (VGAE)
[54] to learn the embedding because of VGAE’s ability of
unsupervised learning of graphs’ smooth latent embedding
and its well-established track records in a variety of tasks.
Furthermore, although the graph contains different types of
vertices, e.g., choose, search, and update, this does
not incur heterogeneous embedding learning, and the homo-
geneous VGAE is sufficient, since the relations among the
vertex types have been regulated by the algorithm prototype.
We illustrate the process of graph representation embedding
in Figure 3.

As shown in Figure 3, the input of the VGAE is the
algorithm’s graph representation, i.e., the adjacent matrix of
the ordering of vertices (operators) and the vector of vertices’
attribute values (operators’ inner parameter values). For ease
of manipulation, we fix the length of the attribute vector by
aligning it with the vector that contains the inner parameters
of all candidate operators in the design space. That means,
suppose the design space has n operators, and each operator
has one inner parameter, we have an n-dimensional vector
recording all the inner parameters. For a graph with vertices
representing the ith, jth, and kth operators, we fix an n-
dimensional attribute vector with attribute values in the ith,
jth, and kth entities and zeroes in other entities.

The input graph then goes into the encoding procedure. In
the procedure, a graph convolutional network (the GCN in Fig-
ure 3) abstracts the graph’s statistical information (µ, σ) and
uses the information to sample a compact latent embedding Z
for the graph. Such a sampling over the continuous latent space



6

sample
Decoder

Encoder

Fig. 3. Illustration of the graph embedding learning process.

can learn a smoother embedding than conventional encoders.
After that, Z goes through the decoding procedure to recon-
struct the graph. The optimal encoder and decoder are learned
by minimizing the difference between the reconstructed and
original graphs.

The embedding can be extracted by the learned encoder.
This embedding is more compact than the original graph
without much information loss due to minimizing the differ-
ence. The compact and meaningful embedding provides an
alternative form of the graph to be manipulated, which benefits
certain design scenarios. For example, in cases with a surrogate
model to estimate algorithms’ performance, the surrogate
can be trained in the embedding space with much lower
dimensions but richer features than the original algorithm
representation space, which significantly reduces the hardness
of training. The learned decoder can be used to reconstruct the
graph representation from the embedding in cases with such
reconstruction request.

D. Overall Framework
The AutoOpt framework follows the pipeline of Figure 1.

The algorithm prototype proposed in subsection III-A and
graph representation in III-B act as prototype C and reori-
entation R in module ¶ of the pipeline, respectively. Their
generality and flexibility enable discovering various algorithms
in a single run of design, thus boosting the possibility of
finding high-performance algorithms for different problems.
The prototype and representation provide a general way of
algorithm design at the operator level in which operators can
either be formed by computational primitives or chosen from
existing ones. Thus, either the design space with computational
primitives or that with existing operators can cooperate with
the prototype and representation.

The embedding method proposed in III-C offers an alter-
native form of the graph representation to be manipulated in
modules · and ¸ of the pipeline. It enables producing algo-
rithms and evaluating performance in a much more compact
embedding space, which benefits design scenarios with non-
trivial graph representation space caused by massive candidate
choices. The proposed prototype, representation, and embed-
ding are independent elements that can cooperate with a plenty
of design space, design methods (e.g., SMAC’s Bayesian op-
timization [13], irace’s estimation of distribution [14], model-
free local [15] and global [16] search), and performance
evaluation strategies (e.g., racing [14], intensification [15],
capping [15], [17], and surrogate model [13]) to implement
an algorithm design. This ensures AutoOpt’s generality.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND APPLICATIONS

In this section, we present an empirical study on AutoOpt.
We first introduce the study setup. Then, we conduct an
ablation analysis on the efficiency of AutoOpt’s key elements
via numerical benchmark problems. After that, we verify Au-
toOpt’s overall performance and practicality by real problems.
Finally, by summarizing the investigations on all problems, we
observe whether the best algorithms designed for the problems
are disparate. This provides evidence of AutoOpt’s ability to
discover various algorithm structures and the necessity of such
a general framework to fit for different problem-solving.

A. Setup

1) Test problems: We adopt the f1 to f10 functions
from the CEC 2005 real-valued parameter optimization prob-
lem suite [55]. They are representative continuous bench-
mark problems covering different Sphere (f1), Schwefel
(f1,f4,f5), Elliptic (f3), Rosenbrock (f6), Griewank (f7),
Ackley (f8), and Rastrigin (f9, f10) versions. We set each
function as an independent targeted problem with three in-
stances. These instances differ in their dimensions of so-
lution space, i.e., 10-, 30-, and 50-dimension, respectively.
We further utilize two real problems. The first is a power
system restoration scheduling problem with highly constrained
binary solution space. The second is a discrete non-separable
beamforming problem from a reconfigurable intelligent sur-
face (RIS)-aided communication system. Each problem has a
number of instances that differ in their input variable values.
Metaheuristics could meet the discrete, highly-constrained,
and non-separable challenges. In this regard, the automated
design could benefit the problem researchers to quickly get an
efficient metaheuristic solver from the variety of choices.

2) Baselines: We use different types of algorithms across
the metaheuristic family as baselines to make a comprehensive
empirical comparison. They include covariance matrix adapta-
tion evolution strategy (CMA-ES) [56], EDA [57], differential
evolution (DE) [58], and PSO [29] for continuous problems,
and GA [18], ILS [45], and SA [28] for discrete problems.
We also adopt CPLEX 2 as a mathematical solver baseline in
the real applications to verify AutoOpt’s practicality.

3) Implementation details: We implement AutoOpt by
using the design space with operators shown in Table I,
ParamILS’s model-free search [15] as the design method, and
intensification [15] as the performance evaluation strategy.

2https://www.ibm.com/products/ilog-cplex-optimization-studio/
cplex-optimizer

https://www.ibm.com/products/ilog-cplex-optimization-studio/cplex-optimizer
https://www.ibm.com/products/ilog-cplex-optimization-studio/cplex-optimizer
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Since AutoOpt’s key elements are independent of the design
space, design method, and performance evaluation strategy, a
particular implementation will not bias the ablation analysis.
We set the execution of the implementation as follows: i)
Targeted problem: For each numerical benchmark problem,
two of its instances are randomly selected and targeted during
algorithm design; the remaining instance is for testing and
comparing with the baselines. For each real problem, half
of its instances are for design; the remaining half is for test
and comparison. ii) Computational effort: For each targeted
problem, AutoOpt produces 10 algorithms at each iteration
(i.e., the iteration of modules · and ¸ in Figure 1) and
terminates after evaluating 5000 produced algorithms. In each
evaluation, the algorithm runs ten times on each targeted
problem instance; 5000 function evaluations are granted for
each run. For a fair comparison with the baselines, all the
produced algorithms conduct population-based search with a
population size of 20 during evaluation. We set the maximum
number of operators in each search pathway as 6 to avoid un-
necessarily bloated algorithms. iii) Performance measurement:
Algorithm’s performance on a targeted problem is measured
by the average solution fitness over all runs on all instances.
The algorithm with the best performance found during the
design will be the final algorithm and will be further compared
with the baselines.

For the baselines, DE is in the current/1 manner [58]; GA
is with the one-point crossover and random reset mutation;
ILS and SA employ the one-dimensional random reset as the
search operator; CMA-ES, EDA, and PSO are the default
versions from [56], [57], [29], respectively. DE and PSO
use parameter settings from [58] and [29], respectively. The
source code of implementations of AutoOpt and the baselines
is publicly available 3. In the peer comparison, algorithms’
(the final algorithm returned by AutoOpt and the baselines)
population size is set to 50; algorithms terminate after 20000
function evaluations on the benchmark problems and 50000
function evaluations on the real problems; each algorithm runs
30 times on each problem.

B. Ablation Analysis

AutoOpt has three key elements, i.e., the general algorithm
prototype, graph algorithm representation, and graph represen-
tation embedding. While in subsections III-A and III-B, we
have clarified how AutoOpt can express and discover various
algorithm structures via the prototype and representation, the
efficiency of embedding requires empirical ablation analysis
to verify. To this end, we create an algorithm design scenario
in which the performance evaluation strategy intensification
[15] in the AutoOpt implementation is replaced with a random
forest (RF) surrogate model [13]. The surrogate’s input is a
produced algorithm; the output is its estimated performance.
To train the surrogate, one should sample a number of al-
gorithms (training data) over the design space and exactly
evaluate their performance (data labels) through running the
algorithm on the targeted problem. This incurs a few-shot
training task due to the heavy and limited computational load

3https://github.com/qz89/AutoOpt

in labelling the data via exact performance evaluation. In such
a scenario, an eligible embedding is assumed to ease the few-
shot training and in turn benefits the algorithm design.

For each targeted problem, we randomly sample 1000
algorithms to train the surrogate model. The trained model is
then used to estimate the performance of algorithms produced
during design. We derive two versions, one with the surrogate
model trained and used in the original graph representation
space and the other with the surrogate model trained and
used in the embedding space. The original space in forms
of the graph’s adjacent matrix and vertices’ attribute vector is
over 600 dimensions, while the embedding space is reduced
to 20 dimensions by VGAE. We investigate the embedding’s
efficiency by 1) comparing the estimation accuracy of the
surrogate trained in the embedding space with that trained in
the original space, and 2) comparing the performance of the
algorithm designed with embedding with that designed without
embedding and baselines.

1) Accuracy of the surrogate with embedding: The surro-
gate’s accuracy on f1 to f10 problems is shown in Table
II. As the surrogate works on identifying better algorithms
among current ones, its accuracy indicates to what extent the
estimated performance referring a correct algorithm perfor-
mance rank. Thus, we measure the accuracy by Kendall’s
τ correlation coefficient [64] between algorithms’ rank in
terms of the estimated performance and that in terms of the
exactly evaluated performance. The measurement is conducted
on the algorithms produced during design, which are separate
from those for training the surrogate. Higher τ values (with a
maximum 1) indicate better accuracy. From Table II, the sur-
rogate trained in the embedding space (RF embed) constantly
obtains better accuracy than that trained in the original graph
representation space (RF no embed) on all problems. This
observation demonstrates that the embedding is meaningful,
and the much more compact embedding space significantly
eases the surrogate training to get higher accuracy.

We further compare with two neural network surrogates, i.e.,
multilayer perception (MLP) and radial basis function (RBF)
networks 4. Both networks are trained in the original graph
representation space. Although neural networks are recognized
in their nonlinear expressiveness and inherently perform em-
bedding, the results in Table II show that MLP and RBF are
overall inferior to RF embed due to the limited availability of
training data. These results again confirm the efficiency of the
proposed embedding in enhancing the surrogate in the few-
shot training task and the necessity of the embedding-based
RF surrogate in algorithm design.

2) Performance of the algorithm designed with embedding:
The average and standard deviation of the performance over
the 30 runs on each problem is shown in Table III. In Table
III, AutoOpt embed refers to the algorithms designed by
the AutoOpt version with a performance estimation surrogate
trained in the embedding space; AutoOpt no embed refers
to the algorithms designed by the AutoOpt version with a

4As a usual practice, the MLP has two fully connected hidden layers both
with the ReLU activation function; each hidden layer reduces half of the size
of its input; the learning rate is set as 0.005. The RBF has one hidden layer
with the RBF activation function.

https://github.com/qz89/AutoOpt
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TABLE I
ALGORITHMIC OPERATORS WITHIN THE IMPLEMENTED DESIGN SPACE.

Operators Description

Choose:
choose_traverse Choose each of the current solutions to search from
choose_roulette_wheel Roulette wheel selection
choose_tournament K-tournament selection
choose_cluster Brain storm optimization’s idea picking up for choosing solutions to search from [59]

Search (continuous):
cross_arithmetic Whole arithmetic crossover
cross_sim_binary Simulated binary crossover [60]
cross_point_one One-point crossover
cross_point_two Two-point crossover
cross_point_n n-point crossover
cross_point_uniform Uniform crossover
search_cma The evolution strategy with covariance matrix adaption
search_eda The estimation of distribution
search_mu_cauchy Cauchy mutation [61]
search_mu_gaussian Gaussian mutation [62]
search_mu_polynomial Polynomial mutation [63]
search_mu_uniform Uniform mutation
search_pso Particle swarm optimization’s particle fly and update [29]
search_de_random The random/1 differential mutation [58]
search_de_current The current/1 differential mutation
search_de_current_best The current-to-best/1 differential mutation
reinit_continuous Random reinitialization for continuous problems

search (discrete):
cross_point_one One-point crossover
cross_point_two Two-point crossover
cross_point_n n-point crossover
cross_point_uniform Uniform crossover
search_reset_one Reset a randomly selected entity to a random value
search_reset_rand Reset each entity to a random value with a probability
search_reset_creep Add a small positive or negative value to each entity with a probability, for problems with ordinal attributes
reinit_discrete Random reinitialization for discrete problems

Update:
update_always Always select new solutions
update_greedy Select the best solutions
update_pairwise Select the better solution from each pair of old and new solutions
update_round_robin Select solutions by round-robin tournament
update_simulated_annealing Simulated annealing’s update mechanism, i.e., accept worse solution with a probability [28]

TABLE II
EFFICIENCY OF THE EMBEDDING IN TRAINING PERFORMANCE ESTIMATION SURROGATE

f1 f2 f3 f4 f5 f6 f7 f8 f9 f10 Average

RF embed 0.8111 0.7941 0.7785 0.7930 0.7912 0.7567 0.7980 0.6807 0.8015 0.8196 0.7824
RF no embed 0.7694 0.7779 0.7641 0.7916 0.7809 0.7372 0.7697 0.6729 0.7951 0.8164 0.7675
MLP 0.7159 0.7689 0.5414 0.7725 0.7985 0.5250 0.8699 0.5045 0.8257 0.8605 0.7183
RBF 0.5985 0.5489 0.6194 0.5776 0.6088 0.5756 0.5608 0.5162 0.5668 0.5903 0.5763

performance estimation surrogate trained in the original space.
As mentioned in the setup of subsection IV-A, we adopt Au-
toOpt to design algorithms for each problem separately, which
means AutoOpt embed refers to different designed algorithms
for different problems, so does AutoOpt no embed. Besides,
the performance is obtained on the test instances independent
from those targeted during algorithm design.

According to Table III, AutoOpt embed together with Au-
toOpt no embed win the comparisons with baselines on 9
out of the 10 problems. This result verifies AutoOpt’s ability
to discover high-performance algorithms. The ability is sig-
nificant in enabling a generalized high-performance problem-
solving, since an algorithm’s efficiency may fluctuate dramat-
ically on different problems (e.g., the baselines in Table III),

and it is non-trivial to always predefine suitable algorithms
for various problems. In further comparing AutoOpt embed
and AutoOpt no embed, we observe that AutoOpt embed is
better than AutoOpt no embed on 7 problems and is com-
parable with AutoOpt no embed on 2 out of the remaining 3
problems. The better results attribute to the more accurate sur-
rogate trained in the embedding space. This indicates that the
more accurate identification of promising algorithms benefits
guiding the design toward finding more efficient algorithms.

Finally, we report three representatives (in terms of algo-
rithm structure) among the designed algorithms in Algorithms
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TABLE III
AVERAGE AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF ALGORITHMS’ PERFORMANCE. BEST RESULTS ACCORDING TO WILCOXON SIGN TEST ARE IN BOLD.

AutoOpt embed AutoOpt no embed CMA-ES EDA PSO DE

f1 -449.95±5.60E-02 -449.70±8.38E-01 491.69±3.27E+02 -449.96±1.93E-03 38315.50±7.37E+03 18054.24±3.40E+03
f2 1673.64±1.01E+03 2198.51±3.02E+03 6039.79±1.24E+03 3827.35±1.28E+03 36490.28±6.39E+03 36117.86±6.57E+03
f3 5444596.87±1.93E+06 62163892.97±9.64E+06 31318518.16±7.35E+06 40496812.27±4.23E+06 97193764.51±1.39E+08 92120350.84±2.17E+07
f4 5435.44±5.88E+03 5719.35±3.37E+03 6661.41±6.15E+03 6891.51±1.89E+03 43523.30±6.54E+03 57290.99±9.09E+03
f5 3741.07±4.20E+02 3713.09±2.35E+02 3163.59±1.23E+03 3359.79±2.59E+02 23757.44±3.89E+03 10437.74±1.12E+03
f6 73630.65±2.27E+04 78998.70±2.90E+04 17477444.02±1.40E+07 154174.95±1.23E+05 85983509.43±3.52E+09 31141442.98±1.01E+09
f7 -163.31±2.96E+00 -159.83±1.22E+01 -120.64±1.23E+01 -170.20±3.07E+00 1424.08±3.93E+02 561.86±1.07E+02
f8 -119.15±1.78E-01 -119.10±6.12E-02 -119.01±8.20E-02 -119.00±4.23E-02 -119.15±1.05E-01 -118.99±8.94E-02
f9 -313.45±3.51E+00 -301.98±5.92E+00 -156.59±1.10E+01 -145.77±1.36E+01 -38.42±2.24E+01 -48.12±1.97E+01
f10 -214.32±1.96E+01 -218.13±2.89E+01 -115.47±7.12E+00 -138.37±8.44E+00 118.05±5.26E+01 226.18±7.27E+01

Algorithm 2: Designed algorithm for f1
Input: initial solutions S

1 while algorithm not terminate do
2 S = choose_traverse(S)
3 Snew = search_eda(S)
4 S = update_greedy(S, Snew)

Output: best solution from S

Algorithm 3: Designed algorithm for f2
Input: initial solutions S

1 while algorithm not terminate do
2 S = choose_tournament(S)
3 Snew = cross_arithmetric(0.21, S)
4 Snew = search_mu_polynomial(0.23, 25.68, Snew)
5 S = update_pairwise(S, Snew)

Output: best solution from S

2, 3, and 4 5. Among them, Algorithms 2 and 3 have one
search pathway with 3 and 4 operators in series, respectively;
Algorithm 4 contains an inner loop of the uniform mutation
operator that performs iterative local refinement via a small
mutation probability of 0.081. Although the fittest algorithm
for each benchmark problem may not be unique, the designed
algorithms clearly demonstrate AutoOpt’s efficiency in discov-
ering diverse algorithm structures.

C. Application to Beamforming in RIS-aided Communications

1) Problem Description: Reconfigurable intelligent surface
(RIS) is an emerging technology for cost-effective commu-
nications [66]. It is a planar passive radio structure with
reconfigurable passive elements. Each element can indepen-
dently adjust the phase shift on the incident signal. These
elements collaboratively yield a directional beam to enhance
the received signal’s quality.

We consider the RIS-aided downlink multi-user multiple-
input single-output system from [67]. In the system, a base
station (BS) equipped with multiple antennas transmits signals
to K single-antenna users; a RIS with a number of N elements
is deployed between the BS and users to provide non-line-of-
sight links. The target is to maximize the sum rate of all users

5For brevity, the while loop for assigning computational effort to the
enclosed search pathway (i.e., line 6 of Algorithm 1) is omitted, if the enclosed
search pathway executes only once without looping. Values in brackets refer
to the operator’s inner parameter values, e.g., the crossover probability is 0.21
in line 3 of Algorithm 3

Algorithm 4: Designed algorithm for f9
Input: initial solutions S

1 while algorithm not terminate do
2 S = choose_traverse(S)
3 Snew = search_mu_polynomial(0.19, 33.03, S)
4 S = update_pairwise(S, Snew)
5 while “consume 500 function evaluations” not met do
6 S = choose_traverse(S)
7 Snew = search_mu_uniform(0.081, S)
8 S = update_pairwise(S, Snew)

Output: best solution from S

subject to the transmit power constraint, by jointly optimizing
the continuous active beamforming of BS and discrete phase
shifts of RIS [67]:

max
wk,Θ

K∑
k=1

log2(1 +
|(hH

d,k + hH
r,kΘG)wk|2∑K

j 6=k |(hH
d,k + hH

r,kΘG)wj |2 + σ2
),

(3a)

s.t. θn = βne
jφn , (3b)

φn =
τn2π

2b
, τn ∈ {0, ..., 2b − 1}, (3c)

K∑
k=1

‖wk‖2 ≤ PT , (3d)

where wk ∈ CM×1 is the active beamforming at the BS
towards user k; Θ = diag(θ1, ..., θn, ..., θN ) is a diagonal
matrix with RIS phase-shifts being the diagonal values; hd,k ∈
CM×1, G ∈ CN×M , and hr,k ∈ CN×1 are the channels
BS-user k, BS-RIS, and RIS-user k, respectively, which are
modelled as random matrices; βn = 1 is for all RIS elements;
(3d) restricts the transmit power being not larger than PT .

This problem is an NP-hard non-convex mixed integer
problem. Furthermore, fitness landscape analysis in [67] re-
vealed that the problem has a severe unstructured and rugged
landscape, especially in cases with large-scale RIS elements.
The common solver to the problem is using water-filling
[68] to obtain BS beamforming and estimating each RIS
element’s phase shift separately. The decoupled estimation has
been demonstrated to be ineligible [67]. Metaheuristics’ global
search ability is potential to handle the unstructured, rugged,
and highly coupled problem.

2) Applying AutoOpt: We apply AutoOpt to design solvers
to estimate RIS phase shifts. Problem instances with the
number of RIS elements varies from 120 to 400 are considered.
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Algorithm 5: Algbeamform

Input: initial solutions S
1 while stopping criterion not met do
2 S = choose_nich(S)
3 Snew = cross_point_uniform(0.12, S)
4 Snew = search_reset_one(Snew)
5 S = update_round_robin(S, Snew)

Output: optimal phase shifts from S

We randomly select five instances and target them during
algorithm design; the other five are for comparing the designed
algorithm with baselines. Other settings are the same as the
setup in subsection IV-A.

Pseudocode of the designed algorithm (Algbeamform) is
given in Algorithm 5. Interestingly, the niching mechanism
choose_nich is preferred, which restricts the following
uniform crossover (with crossover rate of 0.1229) to be im-
plemented within a neighborhood area. The one-dimensional
reset operator further exploits the neighborhood area. Finally,
the round-robin selection update_round_robin maintains
diversity by keeping some inferior solutions. All these designs
imply that maintaining solution diversity contributes to finding
the global optima over the unstructured and rugged landscape.

To investigate Algbeamform’s efficiency in the passive beam-
forming, we compare it with random beamforming, the rep-
resentative sequential beamforming [69]6, and three classic
metaheuristic solvers, i.e., GA, ILS, and SA. The algorithms
are compared on the five test instances. Results are given
in Table IV, in which the performance is measured by final
solutions’ fitness, i.e., reciprocal of the quality of service
of all users. From Table IV, sequential beamforming per-
forms the worst in most cases, demonstrating the ineligibility
of decoupling RIS elements. Algbeamform outperforms other
metaheuristic solvers, especially in larger-scale RIS cases
(with more rugged landscapes). This performance benefits
from its outstanding ability of diversity maintenance. All the
above demonstrates the efficiency of AutoOpt’s automated
design techniques on the problem.

D. Summary
In this section, we have investigated AutoOpt’s perfor-

mance on numerical benchmark functions and real problems.
These functions and problems are characterized by different
landscapes, e.g., continuous, discrete, uni-modal, multi-modal,
and non-separable. AutoOpt has designed eligible algorithms
for these problems, which demonstrates AutoOpt’s overall
efficiency in different algorithm design scenarios. Furthermore,
as can be seen from Algorithms 2, 3, 4, and 5, the algorithms
designed by AutoOpt are in various structures. These results
confirm that suitable solvers to different problems may be dis-
parate, such that designing algorithms within a fixed structure
is insufficient. In this regard, it is necessary to have the general
AutoOpt framework to discover various algorithm structures
to fit different problem-solving.

6Sequential beamforming refers to exhaustively enumerating the phase
shift of each element one-by-one while keeping the remaining phase shifts
unchanged.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have proposed the AutoOpt framework
for automatically designing metaheuristic optimization algo-
rithms with various structures. AutoOpt contains a general
algorithm prototype, an acyclic graph algorithm representation,
and graph representation embedding, which enables a high-
performance algorithm design by fully discovering potentials,
novelties, and diversity across the metaheuristic family. Au-
toOpt can be implemented with plenty of design methods
and performance evaluation strategies to fit different algorithm
design scenarios. Empirical studies on numerical functions
and real problems have demonstrated AutoOpt’s validity in
discovering efficient algorithms with different structures.

Future works include a further experimental analysis of
the relationship between algorithm structures and problem
features, a principled design method that maintains diversity in
terms of algorithm structures and behaviors, and a computing
architecture that utilizes distributed computing resources to
speed up the algorithm design.
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optimization on the sphere: Convergence to global minimizers and
machine learning,” Journal of Machine Learning Research, vol. 22,
no. 1, pp. 10 722–10 776, Jan. 2021.

[4] M. Schmidt and H. Lipson, “Distilling free-form natural laws from
experimental data,” Science, vol. 324, no. 5923, pp. 81–85, Apr. 2009.
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the automatic configuration of optimization algorithms,” Computers &
Operations Research, vol. 139, p. 105615, Mar. 2022.

[18] J. H. Holland, “Genetic algorithms and the optimal allocation of trials,”
SIAM Journal on Computing, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 88–105, Jun. 1973.
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