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Figure 1: Controllers that are evolved on a single morphology (specialists) show poor performance on a wider range of
morphological variations (a), whereas, controllers that are introduced to a range or morphological variations during evolution
(generalists) show a higher performance on a wider range of morphological variations (b). In figures, each cell represents a
morphological variation in the Bipedal Walker environment, parameterized by the leg length and width on the 𝑥 and 𝑦 axes.

ABSTRACT
Neuro-evolutionary methods have proven effective in addressing
a wide range of tasks. However, the study of the robustness and
generalizability of evolved artificial neural networks (ANNs) has
remained limited. This has immense implications in the fields like
robotics where such controllers are used in control tasks. Unex-
pected morphological or environmental changes during operation
can risk failure if the ANN controllers are unable to handle these
changes. This paper proposes an algorithm that aims to enhance the
robustness and generalizability of the controllers. This is achieved
by introducing morphological variations during the evolutionary
training process. As a results, it is possible to discover generalist
controllers that can handle awide range ofmorphological variations
sufficiently without the need of the information regarding their
morphologies or adaptation of their parameters. We perform an ex-
tensive experimental analysis on simulation that demonstrates the
trade-off between specialist and generalist controllers. The results
show that generalists are able to control a range of morphological
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variations with a cost of underperforming on a specific morphol-
ogy relative to a specialist. This research contributes to the field
by addressing the limited understanding of robustness and gen-
eralizability and proposes a method by which to improve these
properties.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies → Continuous space search; Evolu-
tionary robotics; Neural networks.

KEYWORDS
Generalizability, Robustness, Morphological variations, Evolution
Strategies, Neural networks

ACM Reference Format:
Corinna Triebold and Anil Yaman. 2024. Evolving generalist controllers
to handle a wide range of morphological variations. In Genetic and Evolu-
tionary Computation Conference (GECCO ’24), July 14–18, 2024, Melbourne,
VIC, Australia. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 9 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/
3638529.3654116

1 INTRODUCTION
In recent years, research has demonstrated the successful appli-
cation of Evolution Strategies (ES) in optimizing Artificial Neural
Networks (ANNs) for continuous control problems [26, 36]. These
problems involve complex dynamics and require controllers adept
at handling continuous variables and actions (e.g. in OpenAI gym
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simulation environments [3, 33]). However, promoting generaliz-
ability and robustness of these ANNs remains an important on-
going research effort especially for ensuring stable and reliable
performance in conditions that are not encountered during the
evolutionary optimization process [4, 19, 30, 39].

Typically, ANN controllers are optimized for a specific agent
morphology in a specific environment [26]. Here, the agent’s mor-
phology refers to its physical structure, for example, the legs, joints,
and hull configuration of the OpenAI gym Bipedal Walker. This
can lead to specialization, causing the controller to “overfit” to the
morphology and lower its performance for morphological varia-
tions such as changes to the leg length and width. Specialization
is usually desired since it can promote better performance, how-
ever, it may not be desirable in cases where there is a possibility of
encountering conditions different to the ones encountered during
evolution. This can, for instance, be due to damage [6, 28, 32]. In
these situations, retraining the agent may be too costly or impossi-
ble [28, 29]. Thus, a generalist, a morphologically robust ANN, that
can handle changes without significant performance sacrifices [28]
can be desirable. An example illustration of performances of spe-
cialized vs. generalized controllers on morphological variations of
Bipedal Walker is given in Figure 1. In (a), we can observe poor
generalizability of a specialist controller that is evolved on single
morphology, whereas, in (b), we observe the performance of a gen-
eralist, evolved using the algorithm proposed in this work, that
shows better performance on a wide range of variations.

Current approaches to handling morphological or environmen-
tal change rely on learning behavioral repertoires [6] or online
adaptation [25, 28, 29, 32, 43]. However, if the adaptation relies on
self-diagnosis based on sensor data, sensor malfunction can lead
to potential issues [25, 28, 29, 32]. Retraining a new controller is
an alternative but consumes time and computational power, and in
real-world applications, can risk the operation. A limited number of
works have explored robustness of evolved controllers to morpho-
logical variations and mostly focused on sensory-motor variations
[4, 29]. Larger-scale investigations into the robustness concerning
physical morphological variations are necessary.

To address this need, this paper introduces an approach that
aims to promote the evolution of generalist controllers. We hy-
pothesize that introducing morphological variations during the
evolutionary process can lead to the evolution of generalist con-
trollers. This draws on principles from domain randomization and
curriculum learning (CL) [1, 24]. CL has been applied in the context
of neuro-evolution, but the focus has been on task difficulty or co-
evolving a morphology [22, 40, 41]. However, our aim is to achieve
robustness across variations without increasing the difficulty of pre-
sented morphologies. We further expect that generalizability comes
with a tradeoff in specialization on a particular morphology [12].
A specialist is likely to have high variance resulting in a poor gen-
eralization (i.e. overfitting), whereas, a generalist is likely to have
high bias resulting in worse performance on a single morphology
(i.e. underfitting). Striking the right balance between specialization
vs. generalization is crucial. To test this hypothesis, we analysed
the relation between the amount of variation introduced during the
evolutionary processes versus the level of robustness and generaliza-
tion achieved. Furthermore, we introduce evolutionary branching,
akin to speciation in nature, to partition the morphology space

into smaller clusters (”species”) to balance the tradeoff between
performance and generalizability. Additionally, we hypothesize,
that similar to CL, the order that this variation is introduced in
also makes an impact. Thus, we propose and test three “training
schedules”, namely, incremental, random and random walk (with
two parameters).

We perform an extensive analysis on our algorithm on four test
cases in the OpenAI gym environment. Our results confirm that
incrementally introducing morphological variations promotes the
emergence of generalist controllers. We observe that generalist
controllers exhibit better mean performance on a wide range of
morphological variations relative to the specialists. They are more
robust and generalize to unseen variations. However, on a particu-
lar morphology that a specialist evolved for the generalists perform
comparatively worse. Thus, the generalist controllers can be highly
advantageous in situations where unexpected situations are likely
to arise, they can maintain their performance within their limits of
generalization without the need of adaptation. From previous liter-
ature, we know that morphological differences can have significant
impact on the behavior, it may not be possible to find a controller
that can produce a generalizable behavior for all [27]. Despite this,
our focus is on identifying a generalist controller that is effective
across various morphologies with a sufficient degree. Overall, our
approach is highly supported by the theoretical foundations of
learning [12, 31, 45], and contributes to the further understanding
of the tradeoff between specialization vs. generalization.

2 BACKGROUND
This section provides a background on reletad concepts and litera-
ture involving neuro-evolution for continuous control problems,
robustness, and generalizability in ANN controllers, and a discus-
sion on evolutionary ensembles and branching.

2.1 Neuro-evolution for continuous control
problems

Neuro-evolution is effective for optimizing ANNs, especially when
dealing with non-differentiable, sparse, and objective functions that
are not easily defined [11, 20, 35]. In continuous control problems,
the use of large ANN controllers is common due to the complexity
of handling action and state variables in a continuous domain.
However, scaling up the controller size increases the optimization
challenge, especially in black-box approaches without gradient
information. Natural Evolution Strategies (NES) address this by
estimating gradient information, making them advantageous for
optimization in complex high-dimensional problems [42].

NES involves sampling candidate solutions from the sampling
distribution, evaluating their fitness via an objective function, and
using these results to estimate the gradient (natural gradient). The
sampling distribution is then updated based on this information
and the process is repeated till a stopping condition is met [14, 42].
Among the existing NES algorithms, xNES demonstrated to be one
of the most powerful variants [14, 34].

2.2 Robustness and Generalizability
ANN robustness refers to its ability tomaintain performance despite
variations or perturbations in input data. This can be categorized
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into local and global robustness. Local robustness ensures consis-
tent output within a certain radius (𝛿) for a given input (𝑥) and
its perturbations (𝑥 ′). Global robustness extends this property to
all inputs [19]. In control tasks and robotics, robustness is cru-
cial, covering aspects like environmental, sensory, and adaptive
robustness [21]. Morphological robustness involves sustaining task
performance despite variations in agent morphology [28]. This
is different from morphological adaptiveness, which focuses on
morphology adaptation [25]. Generalizability refers to an ANN’s
ability to transfer performance to unencountered situations [30].
Morphological generalizability ensures task performance across
unseen morphologies. These concepts are interconnected in that
robust ANNs can be expected to generalize better. Achieving these
qualities is crucial in robotics, enabling agents to handle uncertain-
ties, adapt to changes, and maintain consistent task performance
in diverse conditions.

2.3 Evolutionary ensembles
Ensemble learning methods make use of a divide and conquer ap-
proach.Many problems are simply too complex to be solved through
the use of a single ANN [18]. By combining multiple networks the
ensemble is able to break the problem into simpler sub-problems
which are easier to solve. This process typically has three steps:
member generation, selection, and combination. Ensemble learning
methods have been found to be more robust and better at general-
izing [10]. Evolutionary ensembles take the three steps and treat
them as optimization problems to which evolutionary computing
can be applied [37]. Evolutionary computing methods are well-
suited for generating ensemble members due to the fact that they
generate pools of candidate solutions by design. The inherent se-
lection mechanisms facilitate easy member selection. To ensure the
effectiveness of evolutionary ensemble generation, it is crucial to
pursue diversity among ensemble members by using different train-
ing data-sets, different learning algorithms, etc. These approaches
can enhance the ensemble’s overall performance and robustness
[37].

2.4 Evolutionary branching
Evolutionary branching is a natural phenomenon where a previ-
ously homogeneous population splits into two or more distinct clus-
ters [8, 13]. Directional selection occurs when the environment of
the population favors one phenotype allowing the individuals that
exhibit this trait to survive and reproduce more often. Frequency-
dependent selection can occur in both negative and positive direc-
tions. Positive frequency selection occurs when a phenotype or
genotype increases in fitness because it is more common within the
population. In contrast, negative frequency selection describes the
process of increasing fitness when the presence of a phenotype or
genotype in the population becomes less common [2]. Branching
can also come about through isolation mechanisms that divide a
population and prevent any further exchange of genetic material.
Over time these selection and isolation mechanisms ultimately re-
sult in the formation of multiple distinct lineages or clusters within
the population. Evolutionary branching leads to better adaption for
the organisms and increased biodiversity [5].

3 EVOLVING GENERALIST CONTROLLERS
This section outlines the algorithm we propose to promote robust-
ness and generalization of evolved ANN controllers. The pseu-
docode is provided in Algorithm 1. The code is accessible publicly1.
Although, it is possible to apply our algorithm for other forms of
variation (e.g. environmental), here, we consider morphological
variations. These variations are introduced during the evolutionary
process, enabling the discovery of generalist controllers capable of
effectively controlling a range of morphological variations without
the need of being informed by the morphology parameters.

Consider a set of training morphologies𝑀 = {𝑚1,𝑚2, . . . ,𝑚𝑛},
and a set of generalist solutions 𝐺 = {𝐼1, 𝐼2, . . . 𝐼𝑘 } where 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛.
Formally, the process of finding generalist controllers can be de-
fined as, finding 𝐺 containing a minimum number of controllers
where each can perform the control task sufficiently well for one
or more morphologies in𝑀 . We assume no overlap in morphology
assignments. The more morphologies a controller 𝐼𝑖 controls suffi-
ciently well, the more generalist it is. Ideally, when 𝑘 = 1, there is
only a single generalist controller that achieves control of all mor-
phological variations. The performance of the controllers 𝐼𝑖 on the
control tasks of a morphology set 𝐾 ⊆ 𝑀 is defined as the average
performance of the control task performance of 𝐼𝑖 evaluated on all
morphologies in 𝐾 , denoted as:

𝑓 = 𝐹 (𝐼𝑖 , 𝐾) =
1
|𝐾 |

|𝐾 |∑︁
𝑗=1

EVAL(𝐼𝑖 ,𝑚 𝑗 ) (1)

where𝑚 𝑗 ∈ 𝐾 and EVAL is the evaluation function of controller 𝐼𝑖
on𝑚 𝑗 .

We employ xNES in our experiments, but the algorithm is adapt-
able to any standard evolutionary algorithm. The hyperparameters
include a predefined fixed learning set 𝑀 of morphologies and a
training schedule 𝑇 that introduces a morphology in𝑀 in a partic-
ular order in each generation during the evolutionary process. The
algorithm initializes with an empty set of 𝐺 and an empty set 𝑂
(Lines 1-2), to include outlier morphologies during the evolutionary
process. 𝑂 is used for evolutionary branching.

The initial population is generated using uniform random initial-
ization from a domain range, and individuals evaluated on morphol-
ogy𝑚 𝑗 provided by the schedule 𝑇 . For each generation (including
the first), the best individual 𝐼𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 in 𝑃 is selected based on the
fitness value on𝑚 𝑗 , and evaluated on all morphologies in set 𝑀
and its average fitness 𝑓 ′ is found (Line 14). In case of the first
generation, 𝐼𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 is saved as 𝐼𝑖 , its fitness 𝑓 ′ saved as 𝑓 , for the
following generations, we check if 𝑓 ′ < 𝑓1 (assuming minimization
problem), then, 𝐼𝑖 and 𝑓 are replaced by 𝐼𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝑓1

′ (Lines 15-17).
If the fitness does not improve for ℎ number of generations (Line

20), then morphologies where the current 𝐼1 is not able to perform
well are removed from 𝑀 and added to 𝑂 . This is determined by
identifying the morphologies where fitness is lower than one stan-
dard deviation (denoted as 𝜎 in Lines 23 and 25) from the mean
fitness on all morphologies (Lines 21-27). This leads to evolutionary
branching where, later, a new controller is evolved for 𝑂 since the
current generalist controller on 𝑀 cannot achieve a good perfor-
mance. Other thresholds (i.e. two or three standard deviations) were

1https://github.com/cotrieo/evolving-generalist-controllers

https://github.com/cotrieo/evolving-generalist-controllers
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tested but this reduced the probability of removing the outliers so
good overall performance could not be maintained. Smaller thresh-
olds on the other hand, lead to more specialists since the number
of morphologies considered to be outliers will increase.

Algorithm 1 Evolving generalist controllers
1: 𝑀 = set of 𝑛 morphologies
2: 𝐺 = {}
3: while 𝑛 ! = 0 do
4: 𝑂 = {}
5: 𝑓 = inf ⊲ Assuming minimization
6: 𝑗 = 0 ⊲ Counter for the morphology𝑚 𝑗

7: 𝑛 = |𝑀 |
8: while 𝑓 > max fitness and evals < max evaluations do
9: generate new solution candidates
10: evaluate candidates on𝑚 𝑗

11: 𝐼𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 = individual with highest fitness
12: 𝑓𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 = fitness of 𝐼𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡
13: update search distribution parameters ⊲ Assuming ES
14: 𝑓 ′ = mean fitness of 𝐼𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 on𝑀 ⊲ According to Eq.(1)
15: if 𝑓 ′ < 𝑓 then
16: 𝐼𝑖 = 𝐼𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡
17: 𝑓 = 𝑓 ′

18: end if
19: 𝑗 = 𝑗 + 1 mod 𝑛 ⊲ Increment morphology counter
20: if 𝑓𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 has not improved for ℎ generations then
21: for each𝑚 in𝑀 do
22: fitness = evaluate 𝐼𝑖 on𝑚
23: if 𝑓 𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 <= (𝑓𝑖 + 𝜎) then
24: 𝑛′ = 𝑛′ + 1
25: else 𝑓 𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 > (𝑓𝑖 + 𝜎)
26: add𝑚 to 𝑂
27: remove𝑚 from𝑀

28: end if
29: end for
30: end if
31: if 𝑛′ = 𝑛 then
32: break
33: else
34: 𝑛 = 𝑛′

35: end if
36: end while
37: 𝑀 = 𝑂

38: add 𝐼𝑖 to 𝐺
39: end while
40: return 𝐺

Following removal, the process continues on𝑀 in the same way
until a satisfactory average fitness is found or the maximum num-
ber of evaluations is reached (Line 8). At the end of this process,
𝑀 is replaced by 𝑂 and 𝐼𝑖 is added to 𝐺 (Lines 37-38). The whole
process is repeated (but this time for the outlier set𝑂) until no more
morphologies are left. Restarting the evolutionary process elimi-
nates any information from the previous evolution. A clean slate
allows the evolution to optimize without the bias of the previous

generations. The whole process is repeated until maximum number
of evaluations is reached or there are no morphologies left in 𝑂 .

Overall, this process of removing the morphologies that can-
not be generalized, partitions the learning space. Different ANN
controller “species” evolve for various regions of the morphology
space if a single ANN controller cannot perform well on the whole
space. Thus, the algorithm produces a set of ANN controllers that
are evolved to control certain regions of the morphology space
well, and taken together forms an ANN controller ensemble for the
whole morphology space. Ideally, the goal would be to find a single
controller that can handle the variations on the whole morpho-
logical space considered, however, then the overall performance
may suffer since there is always tradeoff between specialization vs.
generalization.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
4.1 Morphological learning sets
We evaluate our algorithm on four control problems within the
OpenAI gym environment [3]. For each problem, we define 1, 16, 25,
49, and 64 morphological learning sets (𝑀) to examine the impact of
learning set size on generating robust and generalizable controllers.
All learning sets start from the same initial parameters and use iden-
tical increment steps, resulting in varying final parameters based on
set size. Despite using small incremental steps, these changes sig-
nificantly affect the agents’ morphologies. Each problem-learning
set size combination was run 30 times for statistical significance.

(1) CartPole: Balancing a pole attached to a cart. Morphological
variation parameters were the pole length and mass, starting
from 0.1 and increasing by 0.1 increments.

(2) Bipedal Walker: 2D bipedal locomotion task. Variation pa-
rameters include leg length and width, starting from 5 and
22 with increments of 2 and 1, respectively.

(3) Ant: 3D Mujoco locomotion task of a quadruped agent. Vari-
ation parameters include lengths of upper and lower legs,
starting from 0.2 and 0.4 in increments of 0.1.

(4) Walker2D: 2D Mujoco locomotion of a bipedal agent. Varia-
tion parameters include length of upper leg, starting from
0.225 in increments of 0.025, and lower leg starting at 0.25
in increments of 0.05.

4.2 Experimental parameters
All ANNs share the same fully connected single-layer feedforward
topology and real-valued vectors represent the ANN parameters
during evolution. Smaller single-layer networks have proven effec-
tive for similar continuous control problems, with no significant
performance loss [26]. The use of multilayered networks did not
demonstrate added benefits, and a simpler topology with fewer
parameters accelerates runtime [30]. The Tanh activation function
is applied to all neurons for compatibility with motor torques in
the range [-1, 1], allowing direct use of ANN outputs as input for
the agent’s next step. Parameters for each problem:

• CartPole: 121 connection weights (4 input, 20 hidden, 1 out-
put neuron, bias of 1).

• Bipedal Walker: 584 connection weights (24 input, 20 hidden,
4 output neurons, bias of 1).
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• Ant: 728 connection weights (27 input, 20 hidden, 8 output
neurons, bias of 1).

• Walker2d: 246 connection weights (17 input, 10 hidden, 6
output neurons, bias of 1).

The experiments employed the xNES algorithm, running for a
maximum of 5000 generations with a population size determined
by the default settings: 𝑁 = 4 + ⌊(3 ∗ log(𝑙)⌋, where 𝑙 represents
the search space dimensions [38]. The maximum number of gener-
ations also includes the restarts for the outlier sets (𝑂) in case of
evolutionary branching. The desired fitness was determined by the
problem rewards, resulting in different reward ranges. For Bipedal
Walker 280 points were considered as good performance (it gets
close to its goal coordinates). CartPole, Ant, and Walker2D have no
set maximum points; evolution halted upon reaching predefined fit-
ness thresholds to manage run times. Thresholds were established
through testing: 800 for CartPole (pole is upright 80% of the time),
1800 for Ant (end-of-plane traversal), and 1800 for Walker2D (sig-
nificant forward movement). Ant and Walker2D’s default reward
functions included a health reward, set to 0 here to prevent exploita-
tion by standing still. All problems were treated as minimization
problems, with results presented accordingly.

4.3 Training schedules
We conducted additional experiments on CartPole and Bipedal
Walker to explore training schedules introducing morphological
variations. Three schedules were tested: incremental, random, and
random walk, with two parameter settings for random walk, to-
taling 4 experiments. In the incremental schedule, variations are
introduced sequentially in a 2D parameter space, starting from
initial 𝑥 and 𝑦 morphological parameters, incrementing along the
𝑥 axis first, then the 𝑦 axis. The random schedule samples 𝑥 and 𝑦
parameters with equal probabilities. The random walk starts from
random 𝑥 and 𝑦 values, selecting the next variation from the neigh-
borhood with equal probability, with step sizes of 1 and 5.

4.4 Evaluation metrics
To assess ANN controller robustness and generalizability, we eval-
uate average fitness performance on three sets: Default morphol-
ogy is the performance on an arbitrarily selected morphology based
on default settings in the OpenAI environment. Local variations
set contains morphologies that are in and around the neighborhood
of the default morphology (robustness). This set introduces unseen
variations within a distance of 6 from the learning morphologies,
ensuring a minimum of 36 additional morphologies. The larger the
learning set is, the larger its local test set. Global variations set
contains morphological variations beyond the local test set. This
test space is consistent for all ANNs, providing a broad measure of
generalizability regardless of the learning set size.

5 RESULTS
In this section, we will present the results for each problem, along
with observations on training schedule experiments, branching,
and fitness trends. Visual representations of generalist controller
behavior are available online.2.

2https://youtu.be/eew4X5gBvLQ?si=29G5iBIpB5xhJEaT

5.1 Problem Outcomes
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Figure 2: CartPole, specialists excel on the default morphol-
ogy but perform poorly on local and global variations com-
pared to generalists.

5.1.1 CartPole. Due to the task’s simplicity, no branching occurred,
allowing a single generalist controller to effectively handle all learn-
ing set sizes. On the default morphology (Figure 2 (a)), performance
shows increased variance with larger learning set sizes, yet all
achieve a median representing the best possible score. Conversely,
for the local variations set (Figure 2 (b)), larger learning sets lead
to improved performance, indicating robustness to small perturba-
tions. Significant differences exist between controllers evolved on
different learning set sizes, with larger sets skewing towards better
performance. On the global variations set (Figure 2 (c)), controllers
exhibit improved generalist performance. Statistically significant
differences are evident between most learning set sizes. In Figure 2
(d), as the learning set size grows, controllers handle an increasing
number of morphologies sufficiently well, from 37.35% to 69.14% of
the global set. Figures 2 (e) and (f) depict performance on the global
set for controllers evolved with learning set sizes of 1 and 64. The
controller in (e), evolved on 1 morphology, struggles with over 50%
of the morphological variations, while the generalist demonstrates
better performance across a broader range of variations.

5.1.2 Bipedal Walker. For this problem, evolutionary branching
was common, indicating that it’s complexity requires multiple
ANNs to manage larger morphological spaces effectively. In Fig-
ure 3 (a), performance on the default morphology decreases with

https://youtu.be/eew4X5gBvLQ?si=29G5iBIpB5xhJEaT
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Figure 3: BipedalWalker, specialists excel on the default mor-
phology but perform poorly on local and global variations
compared to generalists.

increasing learning set size, suggesting a negative impact. Statis-
tical analysis strongly supports this observation. This is intuitive
since in the cases of evolution with more variations, the time spent
on different variations could be spent on the default morphology,
which would improve the performance for this morphology.

On the local variations set in Figure 3 (b), a reverse trend to (a)
is observed, with median performances ranging from -161.64 to
-195.55. As set size increases, performance only slightly improves,
but variance significantly decreases indicating improved robustness.
On the global variations set (Figure 3 (c)), the reverse trend to (a) is
even more pronounced, with a strong downward trend indicating
increased performance and decreased variance.Both the local and
global results show statistical significant differences between the
learning set sizes. Figure 3 (d) illustrates the increasing number
of morphologies effectively controlled by controllers evolved with
larger learning sets.

5.1.3 Ant. Due to the Ant’s problem complexity, runs with large
learning sets exhibited evolutionary branching. In Figure 4 (a), a
clear upward trend in median fitness highlights a negative impact
of larger learning sets on performance on the default morphology.
Controllers evolved on the default achieved an median fitness of
-1482.11, contrasting with -562.48 for those exposed to the most
variations, showing statistically significant differences.

On the local variations set (Figure 4 (b)), a steep downward trend
indicates improved performance, opposite to the trend in (a). Me-
dian scores for controllers evolved on default and 64 morphologies
were -587.78 and -1998.08 respectively, with a statistically signifi-
cant difference. Similarly, Figure 4 (c) illustrates a steep downward
trend in the global variations set as the learning set size increases,
also statistically significant. Figure 4 (d) shows an increasing trend,
growing from 14 to 112 morphologies. Figures 4 (e) and (f) depict
controllers evolved on the default and 64 morphologies respectively,
highlighting the latter’s greater generalizability in handling a wide
range of morphological variations.
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Figure 4: Ant, specialists excel on the default morphology
but perform poorly on other variations.
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Figure 5: Walker2D, specialists excel on the default morphol-
ogy but perform poorly on other variations.
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5.1.4 Walker2D. In Figure 5 (a), a clear upward trend on the default
morphology, indicates deteriorating performance with increasing
learning sets. The average fitness sharply jumps from -2420.34 to
-843.47 between set sizes 1 and 64, showcasing the challenge of
controlling the default Walker2D with a generalist controller. On
the local variations set (Figure 5 (b)), performance improves as the
learning morphologies increase, contrasting with the default mor-
phology trend in (a). Controllers on default and 64 morphologies
achieve median performance between -311.59 and -930.12, with
statistically significant 𝑝-values. A similar and stronger improve-
ment trend is observed in the global set (Figure 5 (c)).Figure 5 (d)
demonstrates that as the learning set size increases, controllers
handle more morphologies effectively, although this increase is
less pronounced compared to other problems. In Figures 5 (e) and
(f), controllers evolved with a larger set demonstrate better perfor-
mance across a range of variations compared to those evolved on
the default morphology. Figure 5 (f) illustrates the task’s difficulty,
as generalist controllers do not transfer to other variations as well
as in other problems.

5.2 Fitness Trends and Branching
Figure 6 shows representative fitness trends during the evolution-
ary processes for each problem with the maximal training set size
64. For CartPole no evolutionary branching was observed: A single
generalist controller is learned less than 100 generations. In the
other problems, we can observe occasional fitness increases that
indicate the restart of the evolutionary process following branch-
ing. Table 1 shows the average number of evolutionary branches
(and standard deviation) observed based on the size of training
morphologies for each problem type. All problems, aside from Cart-
Pole, show an increase in the number of clusters as the training set
grows supporting the notion that larger morphology sets need to
be partitioned to achieve desired performance. Despite the increas-
ing size of the training set and branching, the average number of
generations required to find a solution did not increase at the same
pace. Notably, between the specialist and the maximal generalist
(with training set sizes of 1 and 64 respectively, resulting in a rel-
ative increase of 6300%), the average number of generations only
demonstrated a relative increase of 68.22% for CartPole, 124.84% for
the Bipedal Walker, 92% for the Ant, and 47.84% for the Walker2D.
This suggests that the algorithm offers speed benefits compared to
evolving a specialist for each morphology separately.

Table 1: The table displays the mean number of clusters (and
standard deviation) for all problems and learning set sizes.

1 16 25 49 64
CartPole 1 1 1 1 1
Bipedal W. 1 1.67 ± 0.96 1.367 ± 0.56 2.367 ± 0.61 2.53 ± 0.78
Ant 1 1.67 ± 0.84 1.7 ± 0.92 1.9 ± 1.12 2.33 ± 1.24
Walker2D 1 2.4 ± 1.04 2.9 ± 0.99 3.2 ± 1.06 3.1 ± 1.24

5.3 Baseline Comparison
The proposed approach was compared to a baseline algorithm that
aims to optimize a generalist controller for all morphology vari-
ations. We used standard xNES implementation and computed
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Figure 6: Illustration of fitness progression of five indepen-
dent evolutionary processes (on morphology set size of 64).
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Figure 7: Proposed algorithm performs significantly better
than the baseline algorithm on CartPole and BipedalWalker.

fitness in each generation as finding the average performance on
all morphologies. Note that the proposed approach performs an
evaluation on a single morphology in each generation but switches
the morphology between generations. In addition, it finds average
fitness of the best individual on all morphologies. Therefore, in
each generation, it performs 𝑘 + 𝑛 evaluations where 𝑘 and 𝑛 are
population size and number of morphologies respectively. On the
other hand, the baseline algorithm performs 𝑘 × 𝑛 evaluations in
each generations.

As depicted in Figure 7, the proposed approach demonstrated
a superior performance compared to the baseline for CartPole (a)
and Bipedal Walker (b) tasks. For instance, on Bipedal Walker, the
proposed approach achieved the presented results around 1.7e+5
evaluations (around 1954 generations) whereas the baseline algo-
rithm achieved the results at around 2.9e+5 evaluations (around
200 generations).

5.4 Training schedules
Figure 8 depicts the results of four experiments using incremen-
tal, random, and the random walks on morphology size 64 for the
CartPole and Bipedal Walker. The incremental training schedule
demonstrates the best generalization performance, likely attributed
to its ordered introduction of morphologies with only small mor-
phological differences. In contrast, the random schedule introduces
morphologies uniformly but with random order, potentially causing
large jumps in morphological differences during evolution. Random
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Figure 8: The incremental training schedule achieves the best
results relative to other training schedules.

walk with a step size of 1 may exhibit bias in morphology selection,
but the differences are limited. However, in randomwalk with a step
size of 5, biases may occur but in tandem with larger morphological
differences resulting in the worst generalization performance.

6 DISCUSSION
The results strongly support the notion that controllers evolved
across a broader set of morphological variations exhibit better ro-
bustness and generalization compared to those evolved on fewer
variations. However, a tradeoff exists, controllers evolved on fewer
variations excel in specific morphologies lose out when transferred
to other morphologies, while those with larger learning sets per-
form well across a broader range but may underperform in specific
morphologies, earning them labels of specialists or generalists based
on their morphological range. Although this observation holds
across problems, differences exist, particularly in the Walker2D
problem, suggesting problem-specific influences on generalist evo-
lution. The trade-off is less pronounced in number of morphologies
that are handled sufficiently well (which remained lower than 30 in
all cases) but more evident in average fitness which shows drastic
differences. Due to the inherent fragile design of this problem, it is
more difficult to achieve control of the walker. This tradeoff aligns
with expectations based on the bias-variance trade-off, revealing
that increased generalization comes at the cost of specialization,
the cost of this varies across problems. The order of morphological
variations introduced during evolution plays a crucial role, with
the incremental training schedule proving most effective. Exper-
imentation with dynamic training schedules could offer further
enhancements. As shown in Section 5.3, a baseline that aims to find
a generalist controller by maximizing the average performance of
a controller on all morphologies achieved drastically lower perfor-
mance relative to the proposed approach. This is due to the fact
that, our approach is way more efficient since it performs less num-
ber of evaluations per generation and introduce variation between
generations.

While the our algorithm is capable of evolving robust and gen-
eralist ANN controllers, limitations exist. The current approach
treats generalists as a by-product of specialist evolution. While this
approach is successful, it may be possible to pursue the evolution
of generalist controllers through multi-objective optimization, by
treating each objective as performance on a morphological vari-
ation [7, 15]. However, this approach would also likely to face
scalability issues similar to the ones observed in 5.3 due to the com-
putational expense of evaluating each controller on all objectives.

Our approach offers computational efficiency by limiting generalist
evaluation to once per generation. To address domination issues,
we utilize evolutionary branching, inspired by natural evolution,
which divides the morphology space into subsets, evolving sepa-
rate controllers when a single generalist is insufficient. This can
lead to the emergence of specialized controllers and a partitioned
morphology space, akin to an ANN ensemble with each member as-
signed to control a subset (or ”species”) of the morphological space.
Evolutionary branching in nature occurs when different traits offer
fitness advantages in different ecological niches [8].

Further investigations into the algorithm by utilizing other mea-
sures, like the median, to assess the generalizability during evolu-
tion could reveal interesting insights. Additionally, the algorithm
currently does not employ other strategies to enhance general-
ization. Techniques like weight decay, as demonstrated by [33],
could be adapted. Alternatively, lexicase selection or a limited eval-
uation approach could be incorporated [23, 44], where generalist
controllers are determined based on the “inhereted” fitness over the
morphological variations rather than specifically evaluating them
on the entire learning set.

Other limitations of this work include the reliance on a pre-
determined set of hand-generated morphologies. This can still in-
troduce boundaries to the generalizability. Furthermore, the ex-
periments only included variations that effect the limbs equally.
Real world changes can result in unequal morphologies. Therefore,
the experimental setup could be extended to cover such cases. The
algorithm could also be tested on other forms of variations like
environmental or task variation. This work also only considered a
single ANN topology. Another interesting direction is to look into
various types of ANNs and topologies, like LSTMs, to assess the
impact of these.

In evolutionary robotics ANN controllers are evolved for real-
world robotic tasks [9]. Controllers are typically learned in a sim-
ulated environment and then transferred to the real world, this
results in a challenge known as the reality gap [9, 16, 17]. Besides
handling unexpected situations generalist controllers can also help
reduce this gap. Therefore, progress toward robustness and gener-
alizability is crucial for effectively addressing existing challenges.

7 CONCLUSION
This paper examines the robustness and generalization of evolved
ANN controllers in control tasks, with a focus on morphological
variations. We introduce an algorithm that evolves ANN controllers
capable of handling diverse morphologies without specific adjust-
ments during operation. The evolved generalist behavior eliminates
the need for morphology-specific learning or parameter adaptation
during operation. This is achieved by introducing morphological
variations during evolution.

Results show a tradeoff between the number of introduced mor-
phological variations and performance. Controllers facing fewer
variations specialize in specific morphologies but lack transferabil-
ity. Conversely, those exposed to more variations exhibit superior
performance across diverse and unseen morphologies. The train-
ing schedule significantly influences results, with the incremental
schedule yielding networks with the highest robustness and gener-
alization.
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