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Abstract. Many real-world optimization scenarios involve expensive
evaluation with unknown and heterogeneous costs. Cost-aware Bayesian
optimization stands out as a prominent solution in addressing these chal-
lenges. To approach the global optimum within a limited budget in a cost-
efficient manner, the design of cost-aware acquisition functions (AFs) be-
comes a crucial step. However, traditional manual design paradigm typi-
cally requires extensive domain knowledge and involves a labor-intensive
trial-and-error process. This paper introduces EvolCAF, a novel frame-
work that integrates large language models (LLMs) with evolutionary
computation (EC) to automatically design cost-aware AFs. Leveraging
the crossover and mutation in the algorithmic space, EvolCAF offers a
novel design paradigm, significantly reduces the reliance on domain ex-
pertise and model training. The designed cost-aware AF maximizes the
utilization of available information from historical data, surrogate mod-
els and budget details. It introduces novel ideas not previously explored
in the existing literature on acquisition function design, allowing for clear
interpretations to provide insights into its behavior and decision-making
process. In comparison to the well-known Elpu and El-cool methods de-
signed by human experts, our approach showcases remarkable efficiency
and generalization across various tasks, including 12 synthetic problems
and 3 real-world hyperparameter tuning test sets.

Keywords: Cost-aware Bayesian optimization - Acquisition functions -
Large language models - Evolutionary computation.

1 Introduction

Bayesian optimization (BO) is a powerful tool for solving expensive optimization
problems and has found wide application in many real-world scenarios [32I81271[7].
It typically employs a surrogate model to approximate the expensive function
and well-designed acquisition functions (AFs) to select potential solutions in
a sample-efficient manner. Popular acquisition functions include probability of
improvement (PI) [15], expected improvement (EI) [25], upper confidence bound
(UCB) [31], knowledge gradient (KG) [0], etc.
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Vanilla BO typically sets the number of evaluations as the budget constraint,
implicitly assuming a uniform evaluation cost in the design space [I7]. However,
this is rarely the case in many real-world applications, leading to the concept of
cost-aware BO. For example, in hyperparameter optimization (HPO) tasks for
machine learning models, the costs with different hyperparameter configurations
may even differ in the order of magnitudes [I7]. Under the budget constraint of
accumulated costs, approaching the global optimum is a challenge for traditional
AFs due to their unawareness of heterogeneous evaluation costs, which highlights
the importance of designing efficient cost-aware AF's.

Previous works have proposed several heuristics to take the cost information
into account [B0IT7IT6]. Representative ones include EI per unit cost (EIpu) [30]
which divides EI by the cost function to promote solutions with both low cost
and high improvement, and EI-cool [I7] that introduces the cost-cooling strategy
to make Elpu adapt to problems with expensive global optimum. Based on Elpu
and El-cool, several enhanced approaches have been suggested [23I28[9]. How-
ever, designing these AF's typically necessitates significant involvement of domain
experts and extensive trial-and-error testing to refine and improve upon previous
methods. This manual design paradigm is labor-intensive and non-automated.
Furthermore, the information currently used to define cost-aware AFs is inade-
quate, as it only considers the EI metric and budget details while overlooking the
complete historical data, which severely restricts the exploration in the algorith-
mic space. Simply integrating the EI metric with budget information does not
inherently stimulate innovative ideas, thereby greatly limiting the performance
and generalization of the designed AFs. While some model-based methods have
been proposed to automatically learn AFs parameterized by neural networks
in meta-BO community [34UT2/24)], they often require substantial effort in com-
plex framework design and model training. Additionally, the resulting AFs are
represented by network parameters, leading to poor interpretability compared
to widely used AF's that have explicit mathematical expressions. Besides, these
methods are designed for problems with uniform costs and are not applicable to
many real-world applications with heterogeneous costs.

In the past three years, large language models (LLMs) have been widely
used in code generation [I8[22/TT], mathematical reasoning [29] and automatic
algorithm design [19J20]. While recent studies have explored the use of LLMs to
enhance vanilla BO [36/21], these approaches rely on querying LLMs to directly
suggest candidate solutions. The absence of a clearly defined search strategy
results in inadequate explainability. Moreover, whenever a new problem arises,
it needs to conduct a substantial number of queries for LLMs from scratch, which
can be expensive and impractical for real-world applications.

We propose a novel paradigm, named EvolCAF, which integrates LLMs in an
evolutionary framework to automatically design explicit AFs to enhance cost-
aware BO. Different from the existing works, it enjoys good automation and
explainability outperforming existing human-crafted methods. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first attempt to utilize LLMs for automatic AF design
for Bayesian optimization. Our main contributions are as follows:
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— We introduce EvolCAF, which integrates large language models (LLMs) with
evolutionary computation (EC) to automatically design cost-aware AFs. It
enables crossover and mutation in the algorithmic space to iteratively search
for elite AFs, significantly reducing the reliance on expert knowledge and
domain model training.

— We leverage EvolCAF to design a cost-aware AF that fully utilizes the avail-
able history information. Remarkably, the designed AF introduces novel
ideas that have not been explored in existing literature on acquisition func-
tion design. The designed AF can be expressed explicitly, allowing for clear
interpretations to provide insights into its behavior and decision-making pro-
cess.

— We evaluate the designed AF on diverse synthetic functions as well as prac-
tical hyperparameter optimization (HPO) problems. Compared to the pop-
ular EIpu and EI-cool methods designed by domain experts, our approach
demonstrates remarkable efficiency and generalization, which highlights the
promising potential in addressing many related real-world applications.

2 Background and Related Works

2.1 Background

In vanilla Bayesian optimization (BO), we consider finding the optimal solution
x* that maximizes the black-box objective function f: x* = argmaxxecx f(x),
where X is a compact subset of RY, we assume f : X — R is continuously
differentiable and expensive to evaluate.

Gaussian Processes To approximate the expensive objective function, BO
typically employs a Gaussian process (GP) model [1] as the surrogate. A GP
is an infinite distribution over functions f specified by a prior mean function
p(-) and covariance function k(-,-): f(x) ~ GPy (u(x),k (x,x)). Suppose in
iteration ¢, the historical data set Dy = {(x;,9:)}!_; are obtained from the ob-
servation model y; = f(x;) + ¢; with observation noise ¢; ~ N (0,052). Given
the test point x*, the predictive distribution p(y|x*,D;) is also Gaussian with
mean u(x*) = Ky x(Kxx + 02)"'y and variance o%(x*) = k(x*,x*) —
Ky x(Kxx + 02I) 7' Kx x+, where y = [y1,92," - ,yt]T are noisy output val-
ues observed from the latent functions f = [f(x1), f(x2), -+, f(x¢)]7 at training
points X = [x1,X2, - ,xt]T, Kx x = [k (xi, Xj)]xj,xjex is the covariance matrix
and Kx x- = [k (xi,X")],, cx is the correlation vector for all training and test
points.

Acquisition Functions The acquisition function (AF) defines a utility that
measures the benefit of evaluating an unknown point x. We denote the definition
of AF as «a(x), which may contain the historical data set D;, model information
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u(x), 02(x), etc. One of the popular AFs is expected improvement (EI) [25],
which quantifies the expected amount of improvement over the current best
observation y* = max; y; at a given point x in the search space:

*

. 1(x) —y
ar1(3) = o170 = 1] = o) (M=), )
where []4 is the max(0,-) operation, h(z) = ¢(z) + 2P(z), ¢ and P are the
standard normal density and distribution functions, respectively.

2.2 Cost-aware Bayesian Optimization

Problem Setting In cost-aware Bayesian optimization, it is assumed that eval-
uating the objective function is expensive. Additionally, the evaluation in differ-
ent regions will incur heterogeneous costs, the unknown cost function is denoted
as ¢(x). For every query x;, we can obtain the noisy observation y; with cost
zi = c(x;) + ni, where 1; ~ N (0,02). Similar to the objective function f,
the black-box cost function is modeled as a draw from the Gaussian process
c(x) ~ GP.. We use the posterior predictive mean of GP,. for calculating the
cost function as [30] and [23] do.

Given the historical data set D; = {(x;,y;, ;) }{_, with ¢ evaluated samples
and the limited total budget Biotal, we can only find a near-optimal solution with
the constraint of cumulative cost ZZ;I zi < Biotal, where T is the maximum
number of evaluated samples that satisfies the budget constraint. The general
framework followed by the vast majority of existing cost-aware BO methods
is shown in Algorithm [1} the main difference lies in the different definitions of
cost-aware AFs, which will be introduced below.

Algorithm 1 Cost-aware BO
Input:
Bhotal: total budget, D;: initial data set with ¢ evaluated samples
1: Initialize used budget Bused = Z§=1 Zi
2: Train objective and cost models GP; and GP,. using D,
3: while Bused < Btotal do
Query candidate: Xx¢4+1 = arg maxx a(x)
Evaluate candidate: yet1, ze41 < f(Xt41), c(Xe41)
Update data set ﬁt-&-l — ﬁt U {(xt+1,_yt+1, Zt+1)}
Update models GP; and GP. using Diy1
Bused + Bused + 2t+1
9: t—t+1
10: end while
11: Total number of evaluated samples T «+ ¢
Output: Best configuration arg maxy, ,,yep, ¥i

EI per Unit Cost (EIpu) To balance the cost and quality of evaluations,
Snoek et al. [30] proposed EI per unit cost (Elpu), which normalizes the EI
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metric by the cost function c(x):

(03D} (X)

c(x)

By using the cost function to penalize EI, EIpu tends to carefully select can-
didate points with low cost and high improvement, making the search process
cost-aware. Benefiting from the preference for cheaper regions, EIpu can be con-
sistently improved when the optimum is cheap to evaluate since higher EI and
lower cost are both encouraged. However, the preference becomes a drawback
when the optimum lies in the expensive regions of the design space, which is
common in many real-world applications. The cost penalty term prevents Elpu
from exploring near-optimal regions that are expensive to evaluate, experiments
have shown that sometimes Elpu performs even worse than EI [17].

(2)

QEIpu (X) -

EI-cool To alleviate the above problem, Lee et al. [I7] introduced a cost-cooling
factor a in Elpu called El-cool:

; 3)

QEI—cool (X) =

where o = (Biotal — Bused )/ (Btotal — Binit ), Binit i the budget spent in evaluating
the initial sample points, Byseq is the budget already used and Byt is the given
total budget. As Bygeq increases from Bjpnit to Biotal during the search process,
the factor a gradually decays from 1 to 0, resulting in the transition of El-cool
from Elpu to EI. Intuitively, the cost-cooling strategy diminishes the significance
of the cost model as the budget is consumed, making El-cool to operate in an
early and cheap, late and expensive fashion to encourage exploring expensive
regions when the remaining budget is tight.

Although El-cool alleviates the problem of performance degradation when
searching for the expensive optimum, it always uses Elpu as the starting strategy,
which is not flexible and may not adapt well to different problems [23]. Besides,
previous analysis and experiments have shown that when the remaining budget
is gradually tight, although deemphasizing the cost can increase the likelihood of
exploring expensive regions, it is still possible to miss the optimum in high-cost
regions before the budget is exhausted [23], as the exploration or exploitation in
very cheap regions can still result in very large values of El-cool metric, which
is called low-cost-preference weakness in [28§].

Variants Based on EIpu and EI-cool Based on Elpu and El-cool, some
improved methods have been proposed such as using a multi-armed bandit algo-
rithm to automatically select either EI or Elpu [23], developing more aggressive
methods to alleviate the low-cost-preference weakness of El-cool[28], and cost-
aware EI based on Pareto optimality to achieve the trade-off between cost and
improvement [9]. It is evident that the design process typically requires sig-
nificant involvement of domain knowledge and extensive trial-and-error testing
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based on the flaws of previous methods, which are labor-intensive and non-
automated. Besides, the existing AFs just combine the EI metric with budget
information in different ways, which severely restricts the exploration in the al-
gorithmic space and does not inherently foster the generation of innovative ideas,
so the performance and generalization are greatly limited.

2.3 Automatic Design for Acquisition Functions

In the meta-BO community, which focuses on meta-learning or learning to learn
to enhance vanilla BO [4I33I5/T], there has been research dedicated to automati-
cally generating efficient and generalizable AF's via a learning model. While these
works are not tailored for cost-aware contexts, we will review them to emphasize
the strengths and potential of our framework.

To learn a meta-acquisition function, Volpp et al. [34] replaced the hand-
designed AF with a neural network named neural acquisition function (NAF),
which is meta-trained on related source tasks by policy-based reinforcement
learning. Hsieh et al. [12] utilized a deep Q-network (DQN) as a surrogate dif-
ferentiable AF to achieve a few-shot fast adaptation of AFs. Maraval et al. [24]
introduced an end-to-end differentiable framework based on transformer archi-
tectures called neural acquisition process (NAP) to meta-learn acquisition func-
tions with the surrogate model jointly. Nevertheless, despite achieving promising
results, these model-based methods often demand substantial effort in framework
design and model training. Moreover, the resulting AFs are represented by net-
work parameters, resulting in poor interpretability compared to widely used AF's
that have explicit mathematical expressions.

3 EvolCAF: Evolve Cost-aware Acquisition Functions
with LLMs

3.1 Framework

The proposed EvolCAF framework embraces the basic components of evolution-
ary computing (EC), including initialization, crossover, mutation, and popula-
tion management. In EvolCAF, each individual represents an acquisition func-
tion solving a branch of synthetic instances, which is represented with an algo-
rithm description and a code block implementation instead of an encoded vector
in traditional EC. During the evolution process, the initialization, crossover, and
mutation operations on the individuals are all performed by prompting LLM in
the algorithmic space. The entire process is completely automated without any
intervention from human experts.

Fig. [I] illustrates the detailed flowchart of EvolCAF. At each generation, we
maintain a population of N AFs, each AF is evaluated on a set of synthetic
instances in a cost-aware BO loop to calculate the fitness value, which is the
optimal gap between the true optimal value and the optimal value obtained by
the AF. After new individuals are added to the population, the worst individuals
are deleted according to the fitness values.
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Fig. 1. Flowchart of EvolCAF framework. The left box presents the evolution of cost-
aware AF's enabled by EvolCAF, wherein each individual in the population is an AF,
represented with an algorithm description and a code block implementation. The ini-
tialization, crossover, and mutation are facilitated by LLMs. The middle box shows the
cost-aware BO loop, each AF is evaluated on a set of synthetic instances to calculate
the optimal gap as its fitness value.

3.2 General Definition for Evolved AF's

The general definition for evolved cost-aware AFs can be formulated as follows:

QEvolCAF (X) = a(x; 04ata, Omodel s gbudget)
= a(X; X7 Yy, X*7 y*7 ,U/(X)7 U(X)a C(X)7 Bused7 Btotal)-

(4)

The inputs of cost-aware AFs incorporate three groups of information: (1) his-
torical data O4.4.={X,y,x*,y*}, (2) prediction and uncertainty provided by the
model Onoqa={1(x), 0(x)}, and (3) budget information during the optimization
Obudget={¢(x), Bused; Btota1 }- The first two groups include the data and model
information for searching with uncertainties, while the last group informs the
AF of the budget constraints in optimization. During the evolutionary process,
EvolCAF is encouraged to explore the algorithmic space to generate and refine
elite cost-aware AF's.

3.3 Prompt Engineering

The general format of prompt engineering used to inform LLMs consists of four
parts: (1) a general description of the task, (2) code instructions for implementing
algorithms, including the function name, inputs and output, (3) interpretations
for the inputs and output, including their detailed meanings in our task, the
variable formats and dimensions implemented in the code, (4) helpful hints to
inform LLMs to generate executable codes and utilize input information as much
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4 \( Crossover Prompt 0

Initialization Prompt Task description: Same as in initialization prompt.

T have two existing algorithms with their codes.
The first algorithm and the corresponding code are:
Algorithm description: ...

Code: ...

Task description:

Given a black-box maximization optimization problem with unknown heterogenous cost of
evaluation, suppose I have trained the surrogate and cost model based on the evaluated
samples, you need to create a totally new utility (different from the utilities in the literature)
that quantifies the benefit of the given unobserved test input and budget information in each

teration. The second algorithm and the corresponding code are:

Algorithm description: ...

Code instructions: Code: ...

First, describe your algorithm idea and main steps in two sentences. The description must be . N N
Please help me create a new algorithm that i totally different from the two algorithms but

can be motivated from them.

nside a brace
Next, implement the algorithm in Python as a function named 'utility"

This function should accept 10 inputs: 'train_x, 'train_y', 'best_x, 'best !, 'test X',
‘mean_test_y’, 'std_test ), ‘cost_test_y, 'budget_used’, 'budget_total. The function should
return 1 output: utility_value'

Code instructions: Same as in initialization prompt

- Input & Output interpretations: Same as in initialization prompt.
Input & Output interpretations:

The meanings of above inputs are: evaluated historical inputs and function values, the best
optimal solution and corresponding maximum function values so far, the unobserved test Mutation Prompt
input, the predicted mean and std of the function value at the unobserved test input, the cost
spent when observing the test input, the budget has been used and the total given budget,
respectively. The output is the utility value.

All the inputs and output are torch.tensor with dtype=torch.float64. The input sizes are i R il
(n_train,dim), (n_train, 1), (1,dim), (1), (n_test, dim), (n_test), (n_test), (n_test), (1), (1), Algorithm description:

respectively. The output size is (n_test). Here n_train is the number of evaluated samples, dim il

is the dimension of input variables, n_test is the number of test points.

_Helpful hints: Same as in initialization prompt Y,

Task description: Same as in initialization prompt.

Please assist me in creating a modified version of the algorithm provided.
Helpful hints:

You must make sure the size of returned output utility value is (n_test), so pay attention to the || Code instructions: Same as in initialization prompt
sizes of new variables yo

inputs, please try to be creative and make full use of the inputs information.

ed in the code. You can use any mathematical operation on the

Input & Output interpretations: Same as in initialization prompt.

g __/  Melpful hints: Same as in initialization prompt.

Fig. 2. Prompts used in EvolCAF for initialization, crossover, and mutation.

as possible to create novel ideas. Following the general format, in initialization,
we instruct LLMs to create a completely new AF to promote population diversity.
In crossover, we suggest combining the selected parent AFs to facilitate the
preservation of high-performing components in the following generations. While
in mutation, we aim to encourage the exploration of better AFs based on parent
AFs in the algorithmic space. The details of prompts for initialization, crossover,
and mutation are shown in Fig.

4 Experimental Studies

4.1 Experimental Settings

Settings for AF Evolution In the evolutionary process, EvolCAF maintains
10 AFs and evolves over 20 generations. We generate 1 offspring individual in
each generation based on 2 parent individuals, with the crossover probability set
to 1.0 and mutation probability set to 0.5. The GPT-3.5-turbo pre-trained LLM
is used for generating AFs.

To generate AFs that can be efficiently optimized, we set a time threshold of
60 seconds for completing the cost-aware BO loop, which serves as a selection
pressure together with the fitness value. Any AF that exceeds this time limit
will be automatically eliminated during the evolutionary process.

Settings for Cost-aware BO To calculate the fitness value, we evaluate each
evolved AF on 2D Ackley and 2D Rastrigin functions with 10 different random
seeds in the experimental design, resulting in a total of 20 instances. The aim is
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to achieve improved generalization results across various initial surrogate land-
scapes with an acceptable evaluation time during evolution, as the training and
inference of GP models on a large number of instances in each generation can
be expensive. The fitness value for each evolved AF is calculated by averaging
the optimal gaps obtained from the 20 instances.

To simulate the scenarios in many real-world applications, we carefully design
a cost function that is most expensive to evaluate at the global optimum x* of
the synthetic function, the formulation is similar to that used in [I6] and can be
expressed as:

c(x) = exp (=[x = x"[|,), (5)
where each dimension of x and x* is normalized to [0,1]. In order to achieve
good results for the evolved AF given a small budget, we set the total budget
Biotal as 30 in the evolutionary process, indicating that the smallest number of
evaluations is 30, we will further verify the generalization using sufficient budget
in the following experiments. We initialize 2d random samples using experimental
design, where d is the dimension of the decision variable.

All BO methods are implemented using BoTorch [2]. In the BO loop, the ac-
quisition functions are optimized through multi-start optimization using scipy’s
L-BFGS-B optimizer, using 20 restarts seeded from 100 pseudo-random samples
through BoTorch’s initialization heuristic for efficient optimization.

4.2 Evolution Results

Fig. 3| demonstrates the evolutionary process. In each generation, we maintain
10 AF's represented by blue dots. The mean and optimal fitness values of the
population are represented with orange and red lines, respectively. With a pop-
ulation size of 10 and 20 generations, the fitness value of the evolving AFs can
converge to a notably low level. The results show the capability of our framework
to automatically generate and evolve elite AFs.
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Fig. 3. The evolutionary process of acquisition functions.

Fig. ] shows the optimal AF designed by EvolCAF with the minimum fitness
value, including a general description of the algorithmic idea in defining the AF
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and a detailed code implementation. After converting the code into easily under-
standable mathematical expressions, we observe that the optimal AF consists of
three parts:

QEvolCAF (X) = Oél(X) + oo (X) + Oég(x). (6)

Specifically, a;(x) combines a modified EI with uncertainty information:

an(x) =[(u(x) = y*)B(2) + /2 (x) + 2(y) - 6(2)]-
g [7) + %) (™)
(1 —log 2y ),

w(x)—y*
Vo2(x)+o2(y)
tribution functions, respectively, o2(y) represents the variance of the current
historical observations.

Similar to EI, aj(x) encourages searching regions close to the current best
observation with uncertainties. However, an improvement is that a;(x) also in-
corporates the uncertainty of all historical observations rather than solely focus-
ing on the current best observation value and the uncertainty of the unknown
point x.

a2(x) mainly focuses on the current remaining budget and the cost of eval-
uating the unknown point x:

where z = , » and @ are the standard normal density and dis-

B otal = Busc
g (x) = _ Dtotal  Dused (8)

ec(x)

It can be observed that as(x) enables the optimization to focus on EI re-
gardless of the cost when the remaining budget is tight, which is similar to the
cost-cooling strategy used in El-cool. However, the difference is that as(x) will
not only keep the optimization encouraging higher EI metrics but also promote
the exploration of expensive regions when there is a sufficient budget. This fea-
ture addresses the low-cost-preference weakness in El-cool, allowing for a more
comprehensive search.

a3(x) considers the distance between the unknown inputs and historical ob-
served locations when optimizing AF:

1 m
az(x) = — min A;;, 9
0= S min )

where A;; = dist(u;,v;) is the distance matrix, {u;}}",; are multiple starting

points used in the efficient multi-start optimization scheme of BoTorch, v; is the
jth element in observed locations X. Therefore, a3(x) utilizes the information of
all the distances between the unobserved location in each optimization trajectory
and observed ones in the historical data set. When optimizing agyolcar(x),
maximizing the average of the minimum distances contributed by a3(x) forces
the multi-start optimization away from explored regions.



Evolve Cost-aware Acquisition Functions Using Large Language Models 11

(1 Description N

The new algorithm idea is to calculate the utility of each test input by incorporating the concept of uncertainty reduction through mutual information, where the focus
is on maximizing the information gain from the unobserved test input in relation to the learned surr

ate model and the cost and budget constraints. It involves
adjusting the utility value based on the reduction in uncertainty, the cost of observation, the remaining budget, and the distance of the test input from the known
solutions, to provide an efficient and adaptive approach to prioritizing the evaluation of test inputs,

Code
import torch
import torch.distributions as tdist

def utility(train_x, train_y, best_x, best_y, test_x, mean_test_y, std_test_y, cost_test_y, budget_used, budget_total):

# Calculate the expected improvement (EI) for each test input
with torch.no_grad():
z=(mean_test y - best_y) / torch.sqrt(torch.pow(std_test y, 2) + torch.pow(train_y.std(), 2))
ei = (mean_test_y - best_y) * tdist.Normal(0, 1).cdf(z) + torch.sqrt(torch.pow(std_test y, 2) + torch.pow(train_y.std(), 2)) * tdist.Normal(0, 1).log_prob(z).exp()

# Calculate the reduction in uncertainty through mutual information
with torch.no_grad():
mi = torch.max(torch.tensor(0), (torch.log(torch.pow(std_test_y, 2) + torch.pow(train_y.std(), 2)) - torch.log(torch.pow(train_y.std(), 2))) / 2)

# Adjust the utility value based on the reduction in uncertainty, cost of evaluation, and remaining budget
utility_value = (ei * (1 - mi)) - torch.exp(-cost_test_y) * (budget_total - budget used)

# Calculate the distance of the test input from the known solutions
distance_to_known = torch.cdist(test_x, train_x)

Adjust the utility value based on the diversity and coverage of the unobserved test input space
diversity coverage factor = torch.mean(torch.min(distance to_known, dim=1).values)
utility_value += diversity_coverage factor

\ return utility_value /

Fig. 4. Optimal acquisition function designed by EvolCAF. The results include a lin-
guistic description of the algorithmic idea, as well as a code implementation with
annotations, all the contents are produced by LLMs.

The analyses above suggest that the designed AF can introduce novel ideas
that have not been previously explored in existing literature on acquisition func-
tion design. Benefiting from the evolution in the algorithmic space, the designed
AF can be expressed explicitly, allowing for clear interpretations to provide in-
sights into its behavior and decision-making process.

4.3 Evaluation of the Optimal Acquisition Function

Synthetic Problems In this subsection, we evaluate the optimal AF on 12
different synthetic instances with different landscapes and input dimensions. We
define the cost functions according to Equation . As the evolution is conducted
within a total budget of 30, which is to enable the optimal AF to achieve better
results using a small budget, therefore, we also tested the generalization of the
optimal AF within a sufficient budget of 300. Each test instance is conducted
with 10 independent runs, the results are shown in Table

Based on the experimental results, it can be observed that in the vast ma-
jority of cases, the optimal AF achieves significantly better performance than
EI and other cost-aware AFs. The optimal AF demonstrates strong generaliza-
tion capabilities across unseen instances with diverse landscapes and sufficient
budget constraints. In addition to the promising performance, an interesting phe-
nomenon is that within a fixed budget, the optimal AF uses fewer evaluations
in most cases, which is more pronounced when the budget is sufficient.

To verify the contribution of each component in the optimal AF, we further
display the performance of EvolCAF after removing each of the three compo-



12 Y. Yao et al.

Table 1. Means of optimal gaps (number of evaluated samples) obtained by different
AFs on all synthetic instances over 10 independent runs. The best mean result for each
row is highlighted in bold.

Test Instances Budget EI Elpu El-cool EvolCAF
Acklev 2D 30 2.6600(40) 2.3302(40) 2.7369(40)  0.4277(34)
Y 300 1.2295(395)  0.8582(399) 0.8317(399)  0.0505(306)
o 30 4.7425(41) 5.6155(41) 5.7754(40)  0.0511(34)
Rastrigin 2D 300 1.6656(410)  1.6678(408) 1.8518(408)  0.0046(306)
‘ 30 0.4875(35) 0.3384(36) 0.3374(36)  0.1762(33)
Griewank 2D 300 0.1305(323)  0.1195(323) 0.1360(323)  0.0361(307)

‘ 30 1.2609(41) 2.3601(44) 2.2909(42)  0.0304(33)
Rosenbrock 2D 300 0.0332(369)  0.0406(394)  0.0317(372)  0.0402(307)
Levs 2D 30 0.0056(39) 0.0098(38) 0.0116(38)  0.0013(33)
Y 300 1.1517e-4(314) 5.9321e-5(316) 8.1046e-5(317) 3.7248-4(307)

30 0.0483(39) 0.1182(40) 0.0710(39) __ 0.0007(33)
ThreeHumpGamel 2D a0 5 1160.4(322) 7.4557-4(326) 2.6392e-4(325) 7.5310e-4(306)
30 0.0286(41) 0.0233(42) 0.0266(41) __ 0.0071(33)

StyblinskiTang 2D 305 | 14900.4(332) 1.8616¢-4(339) 6.1798e-5(343) 2.0142¢-3(306)

30 5.6696e-5(40) 1.0364e-4(41) 4.6158e-5(40) 4.8127e-4(36)
300 1.8263e-5(420) 1.3089e-5(429) 9.0599e-6(432) 2.3656e-4(311)
30 18.8892(48)  19.8281(51) 14.9481(49)  0.1285(38)

Hartmann 3D

Powell 4D 300 2.9839(376)  1.1173(395) 1.6806(391)  0.0136(316)
Shekel 4D 30 7.0123(48) 7.9210(49) 82132(48)  2.6367(39)
300 6.5193(545)  6.9044(545) 7.0135(551)  0.1993(315)

A 30 0.0326(52) 0.0206(52) 0.0278(52)  0.0384(44)
Hartmann 6D 300 0.0122(710)  0.0054(705) 0.0154(695)  0.0042(327)
30 0.4723(48) 0.4733(48) 0.5351(48)  0.4357(53)

Cosine8 8D 300 0.1707(532)  0.2364(533) 0.2779(527)  0.0148(342)

nents, as shown in Table[2| Tt can be observed that removing as(x), which takes
into account budget information, has the greatest impact on the final perfor-
mance of EvolCAF. Compared with EI, Elpu and El-cool, the cost-aware AF's
that remove a;(x) or as(x) can still achieve better results. The results indicate
the effectiveness and superiority of the designed acquisition function.

Hyperparameter Tuning Task Here we evaluate the optimal AF on 3 prac-
tical hyperparameter tuning test sets to further validate the effectiveness of our
method. We utilize the surrogate benchmark implemented in JAHS-Bench-201
[3] to train a randomly generated neural network architecture with 2 continuous
and 4 categorical hyperparameters: learning rate in [1073, 1], weight decay in
[107°,1072], depth multiplier in {1, 3,5}, width multiplier in {4,8,16}, resolu-
tion multiplier in {0.25,0.5,1.0}, and training epochs in {1,2,...,200}. We use
ReLU [10] activations and stochastic gradient descent (SGD) optimizer, and do
not use trivial augment [26] for data augmentation in the training pipeline. The
hyperparameter tuning task is conducted on three different image classification
datasets: CIFAR-10 [14], Colorectal-Histology [13] and Fashion-MNIST [35], we
record the validation accuracy and total runtime as the observations of the ob-
jective and evaluation cost for each candidate configuration, respectively. For
more details and implementation, please refer to [3].

Table [3| shows the results achieved by all AFs using different total runtimes
(denoted as C, in minutes) as budgets. It can be observed that the optimal AF
achieves the best results on CIFAR-10 and Fashion-MNIST datasets. In addition,
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Table 2. Means of optimal gaps (number of evaluated samples) obtained by different
AFs on all synthetic instances over 10 independent runs. The best, second best, and
worst mean results for each row are highlighted with bold fonts, underlines, and shaded
background, respectively.

Test Instances Budget EI Elpu El-cool w/o alphal w/o alpha2 w/o alpha3 EvolCAF
Ackley 2D 30 2.6600(40) 2.3302(40) 2.7369(40)  0.6422(34) |4.8046(40) 1.5008(33) 0.4277(34)
300 1.2295(395)  0.8582(399) 0.8317(399)  0.7301(308) [1.2677(345) 0.0501(305) 0.0505(306)

Rostrigin 2D 30 4.7425(41) 5.6155(41) 5.7754(40)  0.0746(34) | 5.7126(42) 0.2648(33) 0.0511(34)
300 1.6656(410) 1.6678(408) 1.8518(408) 0.0842(308) 0.8550(383) 0.0157(306) 0.0046(306)

Griowank 2D 30 0.4875(35) 0.3384(36) 0.3374(36)  0.1913(34) |0.6671(36) 0.3535(33) 0.1762(33)

’ 300 0.1305(323)  0.1195(323) 0.1360(323)  0.0522(308) 0.1954(324) 0.0598(306) 0.0361(307)
Rosenbrock 2D 30 1.2609(41) 2.3601(44) 2.2909(42)  0.0399(33) 2.1626(39) 2.3467(33) 0.0304(33)
j 300 0.0332(369)  0.0406(394) 0.0317(372)  0.0104(308) 0.0587(348) | 1.8554(307) | 0.0402(307)
Levy 2D 30 0.0056(38) 0.0098(38) 0.0116(38) _ 0.0006(34) |0.0335(37) 0.0195(33)  0.0013(33)
’ 300 1.1517¢-4(314) 5.9321e-5(316) 8.1046e-5(317)  0.0003(307) 0.0009(327) 0.0010(306) 3.7248¢-4(307)
ThreoHumpCamel 20 30 0-0483(39) 0.1182(40) 0.0710(39)  0.0006(34) 0.0940(38) 0.0188(33)  0.0007(33)
300 5.0446e-4(322) 7.4557e-4(326) 2.6392e-4(325) 0.0005(308) 0.0020(332)[0.0099(307) 7.5310e-4(306)

StyblinskiTang 20 20 0-0286(4D) 0.0233(42) 0.0266(41)  0.0136(33) |L.7123(41) 0.0713(33) 0.0071(33)
StyLHDE 300 1.4420e-4(332) 1.8616e-4(339) 6.1798e-5(343) 0.0069(307) 0.0246(332) 0.0042(306) 2.0142e-3(306)
Hartmann 3D 30 5.6696c-5(40) 1.0364c-4(41) 4.6158e-5(40) 0.0007(36) |0.1438(51) 0.0731(36) 4.8127c-4(36)
300 1.8263e-5(420) 1.3089e-5(429) 9.0599e-6(432) 0.0004(311) 0.0124(446) 0.0005(311) 2.3656e-4(311)

Powell 4D 30 18.8892(48)  19.8281(51) 14.9481(49)  0.1719(39) 36.0514(56) 4.3751(37) 0.1285(38)
300 | 2.9839(376) | 1.1173(395) 1.6806(391)  0.0205(316) 1.7473(450) 0.2097(317) 0.0136(316)

Shokel 4D 30 7.9123(48) 7.9210(49) 8.2132(48)  2.3629(39) | 9.2281(60) 3.5714(37)  2.6367(39)
e 300 6.5193(545)  6.9044(545) 7.0135(551)  0.3430(316) 8.1076(554) 0.1583(313) 0.1993(315)
Hartmann 6D 30 0.0326(52) 0.0296(52) 0.0278(52)  0.0343(44) | 1.7641(83) 0.1305(42)  0.0384(d4)
300 0.0122(710) 0.0054(705) 0.0154(695)  0.0044(326) 0.4572(750) 0.0127(327) 0.0042(327)

Cosine8 8D 30 0.4723(48) 0.4738(48) 0.5351(48) 0.4438(53) | 1.5106(88) 0.6058(46) 0.4357(53)
Sme 300 0.1707(532)  0.2364(533) 0.2779(527)  0.0161(343) 1.1518(755) 0.0425(347) 0.0148(342)

we demonstrate the results within 25 and 50 total evaluations (denoted as T)
when the total runtime is sufficient. It can be observed that the optimal AF can
achieve the best results in most cases, which further proves that our method is
still sample-efficient, while EIpu and El-cool perform worse than EI.

Table 3. Means (stds) of validation accuracies obtained by different AFs on all data
sets over 10 independent runs. The best mean result for each row is highlighted in bold.

Data Set Budget EI Elpu El-cool EvolCAF
C=2000 0.6885(0.05) 0.6934(0.06) 0.6849(0.05) 0.7495(0.04)

CIFAR.10 C=4000 0.7975(0.03) 0.7951(0.04) 0.7721(0.03) 0.8002(0.03)
T=25 0.7065(0.06) 0.6765(0.08) 0.6744(0.08) 0.8030(0.04)

T=50 0.8394(0.03) 0.7980(0.07) 0.7744(0.08) 0.8351(0.02)

C=1000 0.8883(0.04) 0.9140(0.01) 0.9125(0.02) 0.8901(0.02)
ColorectalHistology C=2000 0-9039(0.05) 0.9273(0.01) 0.9196(0.01) ~ 0.9158(0.01)
’ i T=25 0.8779(0.04) 0.8592(0.08) 0.8588(0.09) 0.9072(0.02)
T=50  0.9040(0.02) 0.8944(0.06) 0.8910(0.08) 0.9199(0.01)

C=5000 0.9021(0.03) 0.9191(0.01) 0.9188(0.01) 0.9370(0.01)

e C=10000 0.9238(0.02) 0.9318(0.01) 0.9355(0.008) 0.9425(0.007
Fashion-MNIST "~ o5 0898650‘03; 0871120‘06; 08730((0‘06)) 0.9349((0.01))
T=50 0.9218(0.02) 0.8810(0.06) 0.8928(0.05) 0.9445(0.002)

To make a further illustration, we present the histograms of evaluation cost
frequency on CIFAR-10 data set with C=4000 as an example, as shown in Fig.
It is evident that the majority of search frequencies of all cost-aware AF's are
concentrated in cheap regions. While Elpu and El-cool demonstrate a greater
ability to explore expensive regions compared to EI, the optimal AF has the
potential to explore regions that are significantly more expensive than those
searched by Elpu and ElI-cool, resulting in superior performance.
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Fig. 5. Histograms of evaluation cost frequency collected in 10 independent runs on
CIFAR-10 data set with C=4000.

5 Conclusion

This paper introduces EvolCAF, a novel framework that integrates large lan-
guage models (LLMs) with evolutionary computation (EC) to automatically de-
sign cost-aware AFs. Leveraging crossover and mutation in the algorithmic space,
EvolCAF offers a novel design paradigm that significantly reduces the reliance
on domain expertise and model training. The designed AF showcases novel ideas
not previously explored in the existing literature on AF design, allowing for clear
interpretations to provide insights into its behavior and decision-making process.
Compared to the well-known Elpu and El-cool methods designed by human ex-
perts, our approach demonstrates remarkable efficiency and generalization across
various tasks, including 12 synthetic problems and 3 real-world hyperparameter
tuning test sets. We have deployed our method to the latest proposed auto-
matic heuristic design platform named EoH [19], the source code can be found
in https://github.com/FeiLiu36/EoH/tree/main/examples/user_bo_cafl

In future work, we expect that the EvolCAF framework can be well adapted
to other popular BO settings, such as high-dimensional BO, batch BO, multi-
objective BO. Furthermore, we are going to explore the integration of different
types of cost functions into the evolutionary process to enhance the robustness
of the designed AF.
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