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Abstract—Multi-task optimization is typically characterized by
a fixed and finite set of optimization tasks. The present paper
relaxes this condition by considering a non-fixed and potentially
infinite set of optimization tasks defined in a parameterized,
continuous and bounded task space. We refer to this unique
problem setting as parametric multi-task optimization (PMTO).
Assuming the bounds of the task parameters to be (θl, θu), a
novel (θl, θu)-PMTO algorithm is crafted to enable joint search
over tasks and their solutions. This joint search is supported
by two approximation models: (1) for mapping solutions to
the objective spaces of all tasks, which provably accelerates
convergence by acting as a conduit for inter-task knowledge
transfers, and (2) for probabilistically mapping tasks to the so-
lution space, which facilitates evolutionary exploration of under-
explored regions of the task space. At the end of a full (θl, θu)-
PMTO run, the acquired models enable rapid identification of
optimized solutions for any task lying within the specified bounds.
This outcome is validated on both synthetic test problems and
practical case studies, with the significant real-world applicability
of PMTO shown towards fast reconfiguration of robot controllers
under changing task conditions. The potential of PMTO to
vastly speedup the search for solutions to minimax optimization
problems is also demonstrated through an example in robust
engineering design.

Index Terms—Multi-task optimization, evolutionary algo-
rithms, Gaussian process.

I. INTRODUCTION

OPTIMIZATION tasks rarely exist in isolation. Multi-
task optimization (MTO) has therefore emerged as a

promising approach for solving problems simultaneously by
leveraging shared information across related tasks [1]. This
concept has been successfully applied in both evolutionary
computation [2] and Bayesian optimization [3] supported by
knowledge transfer strategies such as solution-based transfer
[2], [4] and model-based transfer [3], [5], [6]. The applicability
of these methods has been studied in a variety of domains,
including robotics [7], time series prediction [8], vehicle shape
design [9], and others [10], achieving faster convergence under
limited computational budgets.
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MTO is typically characterized by a fixed and finite set of
optimization tasks. In this paper, we relax this paradigm by
introducing parametric multi-task optimization (PMTO) as a
framework that considers a non-fixed and potentially infinite
set of optimization tasks within a parameterized, continuous,
and bounded task space Θ ⊂ RD. Each task in PMTO is de-
fined by a unique vector θ ∈ (θl,θu), where θ represents the
task parameters. Fig. 1 illustrates the difference between MTO
and PMTO. As shown in Fig. 1(a), the objective functions
in MTO are defined as independent mappings from a unified
decision space to task-specific objective spaces. In contrast, a
task’s parametrization directly influences the mapping from
solutions to objectives in PMTO. This inclusion of a task
space brings opportunities and challenges. PMTO benefits
from leveraging information from both solution and task
representations, enabling more effective inter-task relationship
analysis and potentially more efficient cross-task optimization.
However, continuous task parameters also imply an infinite
task set, posing a challenge for algorithm development com-
pared to the simpler case of a fixed task set in MTO.

To address PMTO problems, this paper introduces a novel
(θl,θu)-PMTO algorithm that incorporates a joint search over
solutions and tasks. The algorithm approximates the mapping
f : X ×Θ→ R from the solution space to the objective space
by including task parameters as side information, thereby
capturing correlations and facilitating the transfer of knowl-
edge across tasks for provably faster convergence. (θl,θu)-
PMTO also induces a probabilistic model M : Θ → X
mapping tasks to their corresponding optimized solutions, with
the inter-task relationships captured by the model helping
support the evolutionary exploration of undersampled tasks.
Through an iterative search process, the algorithm collects
data on representative points that cover the task space. A well-
calibrated task model M obtained by the end of a (θl,θu)-
PMTO run can then enable rapid identification of near-optimal
solutions for any task in that space.

The practical implications of PMTO are particularly pro-
found in applications that require fast adaptation in diverse
and uncertain environments. Taking robotic control as an ex-
ample [11], [12], standard MTO can be configured for multiple
predefined morphologies of robots to achieve specific tasks
including navigation, manipulation, and locomotion. However,
real-world scenarios often involve unexpected changes, such
as unforeseen damages or obstacles. These changes may cause
the actual problem setup to deviate significantly from the
predefined MTO set, leading to inferior results when obtained
solutions are applied to unforeseen tasks. PMTO addresses
this challenge seamlessly by optimizing over a non-fixed and
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(b) Parametric Multi-task Optimization
Fig. 1. Distinguishing multi-task optimization and parametric multi-task optimization. (a) In multi-task optimization, objective functions of a fixed set of
tasks (3 in this example) map solutions directly to the objective space. (b) In parametric multi-task optimization, objective functions include both the solution
and the task parameters θ as arguments. Continuous task parameters imply a potentially infinite set of tasks.

potentially infinite set of tasks in advance. This approach
allows the operating morphology or damage conditions to
be encoded as continuous parameters within the task space,
thereby enhancing the generalizability of obtained solutions
to diverse problem settings.

PMTO seeks to simultaneously explore solutions for a range
of parameterized tasks, making it a versatile framework for
addressing problem classes where such task spaces naturally
occur. Consider minimax optimization in robust engineering
design [13] as an example, where the goal is to identify designs
that are worst-case optimal under random variations in the
design parameters. This involves optimizing (minimizing) the
worst (maximum) objective value to account for real-world
variabilities. By re-imagining the space of random variations
as the solution space (X ) and the original design parameters to
form the task space (Θ), the robust optimization problem can
be recast in the new light of PMTO. Related mathematical
programs, such as bilevel programming which is known to
be amenable to MTO approaches [14], can also be recast in
this way. A case study demonstrating this novel application to
minimax optimization is presented in Section VI-E.

In this paper, we focus on expensive optimization problems
in PMTO settings. Assessing the performance of black-box
optimization under stringent budget constraints is deemed
especially meaningful as real-world problems frequently entail
costly function evaluation calls. The major contributions of this
paper are summarized below.

• We introduce the concept of PMTO as a generalization
of MTO. The distinctive feature of this paradigm is
the inclusion of a continuous task space, resulting in a
potentially infinite number of optimization tasks within
that space.

• We theoretically and empirically show that incorporating

continuous task parameters into the optimization loop
enables faster convergence even when optimizing a fixed
set of tasks, compared to optimizing them separately and
independently.

• We propose a (θl,θu)-PMTO algorithm by coupling
multi-task optimization in the solution space with an
evolutionary algorithm (EA) for evolving tasks in the
task space. The algorithm facilitates data acquisition and
training of a well-calibrated task model (M) capable of
predicting optimized solutions for any task parameterized
by θ ∈ (θl,θu).

• Rigorous experimental investigation of the overall method
is carried out on synthetic test problems with varied
properties. The utility of the derived task model is
showcased in different real-world applications spanning
adaptive control systems and robust engineering design.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II reviews related works on multitasking and parametric
programming. Section III presents preliminaries including
standard multi-task optimization, the parametric multi-task
optimization formulation, and approximations via probabilis-
tic Gaussian process (GP) models. Section IV discusses a
restricted version of PMTO with a fixed and finite set of
parameterized tasks, theoretically proving that the inclusion
of task parameters accelerates convergence. Section V intro-
duces our novel algorithm, dubbed (θl,θu)-PMTO, for jointly
searching over both solution and task spaces. Section VI
empirically verifies the effectiveness of the method on a variety
of synthetic and practical problems, establishing PMTO as a
promising direction for future research. Section VII concludes
the paper.
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II. RELATED WORKS

A. Multi-task Optimization

In black-box optimization, MTO deals with a fixed set
of tasks simultaneously within limited evaluation budgets. In
the Bayesian optimization literature, MTO usually leverages
GPs with multi-task kernels [3], modeling both data inputs
and task indices to capture inter-task relationships. A multi-
task GP [15] is equipped to transfer information from related
source tasks to enhance model performance in a target task,
with associated multi-task Bayesian optimization algorithms
demonstrating their effectiveness in both unconstrained [16]
and constrained optimization settings [17].

In evolutionary computation, multitasking [2], [18] has
proven to be effective for high-dimensional [1], [4], [19], [20]
and combinatorial optimization problems [21]–[23]. Leverag-
ing the implicit parallelism of evolutionary algorithms [1],
[2], evolutionary multi-task optimization facilitates knowledge
transfer by either implicitly sharing high-quality solutions
across optimization tasks [2], [24] or explicitly mapping
solutions from source domains to target domains [5], [6]. In
solution-based transfer, the solution distribution of a source
task may be shifted according to handcrafted translation vec-
tors [25], [26] or the multi-task search may be guided by
the maximum point of the product of population distributions
of a source-target task pair [27]. In model-based knowledge
transfer, a pair-wise mapping from a source to the target task is
established by distinct learning-based methods including least
square methods [5], [6], subspace alignment [28], manifold
alignment [29], geodesic flow [30], among others [31], [32].
Building on these knowledge transfer strategies, evolutionary
multi-task optimization has shown promise across a plethora
of applications [10], including job shop scheduling [33],
sparse reconstruction [34], point cloud registration [35], and
recommender systems [36].

Despite considerable research efforts, existing methods pri-
marily focus on traditional MTO problems with a fixed and
finite set of optimization tasks, without considering parameter-
izations of the tasks themselves. Recent work on parametric-
task MAP-Elites [37] fills this gap to some extent, but is
limited by an exhaustive black-box algorithm that precludes
application to real-world problems with tight evaluation bud-
gets. In contrast, the notion of PMTO introduced in this paper
not only caters to infinite task sets by jointly searching over
continuous solution and task spaces but also emphasizes data-
efficiency in expensive optimization domains.

B. Parametric Programming

Parametric programming is a type of mathematical opti-
mization framework that seeks to derive optimal solutions
as a function of uncertain (task) parameters [38]. Associated
techniques have been applied in diverse optimization contexts
including linear programming [39], mixed integer program-
ming [40], or nonlinear programming [38], [41]. Generally
coupled with model predictive control frameworks [42], para-
metric programming has shown promising results in adap-
tive control systems encompassing energy management of
hybrid vehicles [43], autonomous steering control [44], current

control in power electronics [45], and endoscope control in
biomedical cases [46], among others [38]. Being an active but
nascent area of research, parametric programming techniques
typically limit to problems that possess a precise mathematical
description, thus precluding application to problems that in-
volve expensive, black-box objective functions. Our proposed
(θl,θu)-PMTO algorithm addresses this gap by inducing com-
putationally cheap approximations in a joint exploration of
solution and parametrized task spaces, thereby distinguishing
from any related work in the literature.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Multi-task Optimization

Standard MTO aims to simultaneously solve M optimiza-
tion tasks, T1, T2, . . . , TM . The group of tasks can be formu-
lated as follows:

argmin
xm∈Xm

fm(xm), m ∈ [M ], (1)

where the decision vector xm of the m-th optimization task
lies in search space Xm and optimizes the objective function
fm : Xm → R [2]. It is commonly assumed in black-
box MTO that no prior knowledge or side information about
the tasks is available. As a result, evolutionary or Bayesian
MTO algorithms must adaptively identify task similarities
or correlations during the optimization process to enhance
convergence and mitigate the risk of negative transfer [1], [4].

B. Parametric Multi-task Optimization

PMTO contains additional task parameters as side informa-
tion, leading to the following formulation:

argmin
x∈X

f(x,θ), ∀θ ∈ Θ, (2)

where Θ ⊂ RD is a bounded continuous space such that each
optimization task is represented by a unique parameter vector
θ ∈ Θ. Comparing (2) to the formulation (1), two major
differences between MTO and PMTO surface.

• The MTO problem does not assume any prior knowledge
or side information about the constitutive optimization
tasks. In contrast, PMTO assumes side information in the
form of task parameters to be available and usable in the
optimization loop.

• MTO limits the search process within the solution spaces
{Xm}Mm=1 of a fixed set of optimization tasks {Tm}Mm=1.
PMTO generalizes this idea by considering a task space
containing potentially infinite tasks characterized by con-
tinuous task parameters, i.e., ∀θ ∈ Θ.

If we consider the problem in (2) to be solved for a
representative set of tasks in Θ, a task model M : Θ → X
could then be induced to map tasks to their corresponding
optimized solutions in X . Through effective generalization,
the model would then enable rapid generation of solutions for
any task in Θ. Specifically, the task model is constructed to
approximate solutions to (2) as:

∀θ ∈ Θ, M(θ) = argmin
x∈X

f(x,θ). (3)
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Algorithm 1: GP-based Optimization
Data: Initialization budgets Ninit, Total evaluation

budgets Ntot, Objective function f ;
Result: The best solution found in solution set D;

1 Randomly initialize Ninit solutions {x(i)}Ninit
i=1

2 Evaluate initial solutions via the objective function f(•)

3 D ← {(x(i), f(x(i)))}Ninit
i=1

4 t← 0
5 Train the GP model on D
6 while t+Ninit < Ntot do
7 Sample new input data x(t) based on (6)
8 D ← D ∪ {(x(t), f(x(t)))}
9 Update the GP model according to D

10 t← t+ 1
11 end

C. Gaussian Process

Throughout the paper, GP models [47] are adopted for
principled probabilistic function approximation. Given an un-
known function f , the GP assumes f to be a sample of a
Gaussian prior, i.e., f ∼ GP(µ(•), κ(•, •)), defined by the
mean function µ(x) = E[f(x)] and the covariance func-
tion κ(x,x′) = Cov[f(x), f(x′)]. Given a dataset D =
{(x(i), y(i))}Ni=1, where y(i) = f(x(i)) + ϵ(i) and ϵ(i) ∼
N (0, σ2

ϵ ), the predicted posterior distribution of the GP, i.e.,
N (µ(x), σ2(x)), at an unseen query point x can be computed
as:

µ(x) = k⊺(K+ σ2
ϵ IN )−1y, (4)

σ(x) = κ(x, x)− k⊺(K+ σ2
ϵ IN )−1k, (5)

where k is the kernel vector between x and the data in D,
K is an N × N matrix with elements Kp,q = κ(x(p),x(q)),
p, q ∈ {1, . . . , N}, IN is a N×N identity matrix, and y is the
vector of noisy observations of the output function of interest.

A GP-based optimization pipeline leverages the uncertainty
quantification capabilities of GPs to balance the exploitation
and exploration of search spaces under black-box objective
functions [48], making it widely applicable across a plethora
of real-world optimization problems [49], [50]. A pseudo-code
for GP-based optimization is provided in Algorithm 1. This
optimization process proceeds iteratively, with each iteration
generating a query solution using an acquisition function. The
procedure for obtaining the query solution in the t-th iteration
can be expressed as:

x(t) = argmax
x∈X

α(x; {(xi, f(xi))}t+Ninit
i=1 ), (6)

where α(•) denotes the acquisition function. Many acquisition
functions have been studied over the years including the ex-
pected improvement [51], upper confidence bound (UCB) [48],
knowledge gradient [52], or entropy search [53].

IV. PARAMETRIC MULTI-TASK OPTIMIZATION WITH A
FIXED TASK SET

In this section, we prove that incorporating the task pa-
rameter θ into the optimization process enhances convergence

rates in PMTO. For simplicity, we focus on a restricted
version of the PMTO problem, considering only a finite and
fixed set of optimization tasks {Tm}Mm=1 parameterized by
{θm}Mm=1. Since we consider solving optimization problems
under limited evaluation budgets, the GP-based optimization
in Algorithm 1 serves as an established baseline method. All
subsequent analysis and discussions are therefore grounded in
the framework of GP-based optimization.

A. Optimization of Fixed Parameterized Tasks

As an instantiation of Algorithm 1, we employ the well-
studied UCB1 [48] acquisition function, defined as follows:

x(t) = argmax
x∈X

−µ(x) + β · σ(x), (7)

where the query solution x(t) strikes a balance between ex-
ploitation and exploration in accordance with the trade-off co-
efficient β. The methodology is further extended to the PMTO
framework with fixed tasks (termed as PMTO-FT), as illus-
trated in Algorithm 2. Unlike common GP-based optimiza-
tion, unified GP models are built in PMTO-FT using an aug-
mented dataset Dpmt = ∪Mm=1{(x

(i)
m ,θm, f(x

(i)
m ,θm))}Nm

i=1,
where Nm represents the number of samples evaluated for
the m-th problem. This dataset encompasses not only the
evaluated solutions and their corresponding objective function
values but also the task parameters {θm}Mm=1. The unified GP
is thus trained to infer how a point in the product space X ×Θ
maps to the objective space. Accordingly, the UCB acquisition
function in PMTO-FT is defined as:

x(t)
m = argmax

x∈X
−µpmt(x,θm) + β · σpmt(x,θm). (8)

Here µpmt(x,θm) and σpmt(x,θm) are calculated as follows:

µpmt(x,θm) = k⊺
pmt(Kpmt + σ2

ϵ I
−1
Npmt

)ypmt, (9)

σpmt(x,θm) = κpmt,∗ − k̃⊺
pmt(Kpmt + σ2

ϵ INpmt)
−1kpmt,

(10)
where κpmt,∗ = κpmt((x,θm), (x,θm)), κpmt(•, •) is the
unified kernel function, kpmt is the kernel vector between
(x,θm) and the data in Dpmt, Kpmt is the kernel matrix of
the data in Dpmt, INpmt

is an Npmt ×Npmt identity matrix,
Npmt is the size of Dpmt, and ypmt is the vector of noisy
observations of the objective function values in Dpmt. Next,
we prove that the approach in Algorithm 2, which leverages
the unified GP as a conduit for knowledge transfer between
tasks, supports faster convergence than independently running
Algorithm 1 for each optimization task.

B. Theoretical Analysis

Extending the analysis technique in [48], we define the
instantaneous regret of the m-th optimization task at the t-
th evaluation as:

rm(t) = fm(x(t)
m )− fm(x∗

m) ≥ 0,∀m ∈ [M ], (11)

1The formulation is given to solve a black-box maximization problem but
can also be adapted to the minimization problem by negation.



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 5

Algorithm 2: PMTO-FT
Data: Initialization budget Ninit, Total evaluation

budgets Ntot, Objective function f(x,θ), Target
optimization tasks {Tm}Mm=1, and corresponding
task parameters {θm}Mm=1;

Result: The best solution found in solution set Dpmt

for each optimization task;
1 Dpmt ← ∅
2 foreach task Tm do
3 Randomly initialize Ninit/M solutions
4 Evaluate the initial solutions via the parameterized

objective function f(•,θm) of task Tm
5 Dpmt ← Dpmt ∪ {(x(i)

m ,θm, f(x
(i)
m ,θm))}Ninit/M

i=1

6 end
7 t← 0
8 Train a unified GP model on Dpmt

9 while t+Ninit < Ntot do
10 foreach task Tm do
11 Sample new input data x

(t)
m,q for the current

optimization task based on (8)
12 Dpmt ← Dpmt ∪ {(x(t)

m ,θm, f(x
(t)
m ,θm))}

13 t← t+ 1
14 end
15 Update the GP model according to Dpmt

16 end

where fm(•) = f(•,θm) and x∗
m = argminx∈X fm(x).

Thereafter, the cumulative regret of the m-th task over T
evaluations can be defined as:

Rm(T ) =

T∑
t=1

rm(t),∀m ∈ [M ]. (12)

Based on these definitions, a statistical bound on the cu-
mulative regret for GP-based optimization procedures can be
derived. This result holds under assumptions of a correctly
specified GP prior, known additive noise variance σ2

ϵ , global
optimization of the UCB acquisition function to ascertain x(t)m ,
and a finite decision space X . According to [48], we have,

Pr{Rm(T ) ≤
√

C1TβT γT,m ∀T ≥ 1} ≥ 1− δ, (13)

where C1 = 8/ log(1 + σ−2
ϵ ), βT is a predefined UCB

coefficient dependent on the confidence parameter δ ∈ [0, 1];
γT,m is the maximal information gain (MIG) quantifying the
maximal uncertainty reduction about the objective function fm
from observing T samples, which can be denoted as follows:

γT,m = max
x(1)m ,...,x(T )

m

I([y(1)m , . . . , y(T )
m ]; fm|Dpmt). (14)

Here x(1)m , . . . , x(T )
m are the samples corresponding to the

m-th task, fm = [fm(x(1)
m ), . . . , fm(x(T )

m )], [y
(1)
m , . . . , y

(T )
m ]

are the observed noisy outputs, and I represents the mutual
information between fm and [y

(1)
m , . . . , y

(T )
m ]. From (13), we

see that the cumulative regret bound is determined primarily by
the MIG. Thus, comparing the MIG under PMTO-FT with that
for separately and independently solved tasks shall translate to

a theoretical comparison of their respective convergence rates.
A lower MIG implies tighter regret bounds and hence suggests
faster convergence. Denoting the MIG of the independent
strategy as γind

T,m, we establish the following theorem.

Theorem. Let the kernel functions used in PMTO-FT and
the independent strategy satisfy κpmt((x,θ), (x

′,θ)) =
κind(x,x

′). Then, the MIG in the independent strategy, de-
noted as γind

T,m, and the MIG in the PMTO-FT, denoted as
γT,m, satisfy γT,m ≤ γind

T,m,∀m ∈ [M ],∀T ≥ 1.

Remark 1. Given an evaluation budget of (M × T ), each
objective function fm(•),∀m ∈ [M ], is evaluated T times in
both PMTO-FT and the independent GP-based optimization
procedure. This ensures a fair distribution of the computa-
tional budget across tasks while comparing the cumulative
regret bounds of the two algorithms.

A detailed proof is in the appendix. According to the result,
incorporating task parameters {θm}Mm=1 as side information
results in a lower MIG for the PMTO-FT method compared to
the independent strategy. This translates to faster convergence
in PMTO-FT relative to its single-task counterpart. Further-
more, due to the explicit modeling of inter-task relationships
through the unified GP kernel, PMTO-FT’s approximation
model can potentially generalize to tasks beyond the fixed
training set of M optimization tasks. This attribute positions
PMTO-FT as a promising approach for extension to address
the problem defined by formulations (2) and (3).

V. THE (θl,θu)-PMTO ALGORITHM

In this section, we present the (θl,θu)-PMTO algorithm that
relaxes PMTO-FT’s constraint of a fixed task set. The pro-
posed method integrates a probabilistic task model that fulfills
two key roles. First, it learns to predict optimized solutions for
parameterized tasks within the continuous and bounded task
space, thereby broadening optimization capacity from a fixed
set to the entire task space. Second, the inter-task relationships
captured by the model help guide an evolutionary search over
under-explored regions of the task space—a process termed
task evolution—supporting the acquisition of informative data
that enhances the performance of the approximation models.

A. Overview of the (θl,θu)-PMTO

A pseudocode of the proposed (θl,θu)-PMTO is detailed
in Algorithm 3 and its key steps are explained below.

• Initialization: M parameterized optimization tasks are
initiated by randomly sampling a set of task parameters
Ψ = {θm}Mm=1 in the task space. Ninit/M solutions are
initialized and evaluated for each task, to form dataset
Dpmt. A dataset D∗, which includes only the current best
evaluated samples corresponding to all task parameters in
Ψ, is also induced.

• Approximation Models: In steps 9 to 10 and steps 21 to
23, a unified GP model (with inputs comprising both the
solutions and the task parameters) and a task model M
are built based on dataset Dpmt and D∗, respectively. The
unified GP approximates the mapping from the product
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Algorithm 3: (θl,θu)-PMTO
Data: Initial task size M , Initialization budget Ninit,

Total budgets for each task Ntot, Objective
function f(x,θ), Evaluated solution set Dpmt,
Task pool Ψ;

Result: Best solution found for each optimization task;
1 Dpmt ← ∅
2 Ψ← {θm}Mm=1

3 foreach task parameter in Ψ do
4 Randomly initialize Ninit/M solutions
5 Evaluate the objective function for the initial

solutions via f(•,θm)

6 Dpmt ← Dpmt ∪ {(x(i)
m ,θm, f(x

(i)
m ,θm))}Ninit/M

i=1

7 end
8 Let x∗

m be the current best solution corresponding to
the optimization task parameterized by θm, then
D∗ ← {(θm,x∗

m)}Mm=1

9 Train a unified GP model on Dpmt

10 Train the task model M on D∗

11 t← 0
12 while t+Ninit < Ntot do
13 θnew ← Task-Evolution(M, Ψ, P , G)
14 Ψ← Ψ ∪ {θnew}
15 M ←M + 1
16 foreach task parameter θm in Ψ do
17 Sample new input data x

(t)
m for the current

optimization task based on (8)
18 Dpmt ← Dpmt ∪ {(x(t)

m ,θm, fm(x
(t)
m ,θm))}

19 t← t+ 1
20 end
21 Update the unified GP model on Dpmt

22 Let x∗
m be the current best solution corresponding

to the m-th task parameters in Ψ, then
D∗ ← {(θm,x∗

m)}Mm=1

23 Update the task model M on D∗

24 end

space X ×Θ to the objective space, while the task model
maps points in the task space Θ to their corresponding
elite solutions.

• Task Evolution: In steps 13 to 14, the inter-task relation-
ships captured by the task model M are used to guide
an EA to search for new tasks to be included in the task
pool Ψ. The details of the task evolution module can be
found in Section V-C.

• Cross-task Optimization: In lines 16 to 20, the predictive
distribution of the unified GP is used to define acquisition
functions, formulated in (8), whose optimization yield
high-quality solutions for each task in Ψ.

At the end of a full (θl, θu)-PMTO run, the algorithm returns
the best solutions found for each task in the pool Ψ, and the
resultant task model M.

Algorithm 4: Task Evolution
Data: Task pool Ψ, Task model M, Population size

P , Maximum generations G;
Result: New task parameter θnew;

1 Initialize a population {θ(p)
0 }Pp=1 of candidate task

parameters
2 Evaluate scores g(θ

(p)
0 ) using equation (17)

3 for τ = 1 to G do
4 Select parents using binary tournament selection
5 Generate offspring with SBX crossover
6 Apply PM to mutate offspring
7 Evaluate g(θ) for offspring individuals; Combine

parent and offspring populations
8 Select top P individuals as {θ(p)

τ }Pp=1 based on
g(θ) scores;

9 end
10 Return θnew = argmax

θ∈{θ(p)
G }P

p=1
g(θ)

B. GP-based Task Model

The dataset D∗ = {(θm,x∗
m)}Mm=1, where x∗

m indicates the
best solution found so far for parametrized task θm, can be
used to approximate a mapping from tasks to their optimized
solutions. We instantiate this task model by concatenating
multiple independent GPs. Specifically, assuming X ⊂ RV ,
V GPs are built with each model corresponding to a separate
dimension of the solution space. For the v-th dimension, a
data subset is constructed as D∗

v := {(θm,x∗
m,v)}Mm=1. Given

D∗
v , the posterior estimate of the v-th decision variable value,
Mv(θ) = N (µ̃v(θ), σ̃v(θ)), for a queried optimization task
θ is given as:

µ̃v(θ) = k̃⊺
v(K̃v + σ2

ϵ,vIM )−1xv, (15)

σ̃v(θ) = κ̃v(θ,θ)− k̃⊺
v(K̃v + σ2

ϵ,vIM )−1k̃v, (16)

where κ̃v(•, •) is the kernel function used in the v-th model, k̃v

denotes the kernel vector between parameters of the queried
task and the existing task parameters in Ψ, K̃v is the overall
kernel matrix of the v-th GP, xv is a column vector containing
the v-th variable of all solutions in dataset D∗

v , and σϵ,v is the
noise term of the v-th GP. The concatenated output of the task
model is then given asM(θ) = [M1(θ), . . . ,MV (θ)]

T , such
that M(θ) lies in the solution space X ⊂ RV .

C. Task Evolution

The effectiveness of the GP-based task model depends on
the coverage of the sampled task parameters (with greater
density in regions where the mapping from task to solution
space may be complex), making the sampling process crucial
for better model calibration and prediction of optimal solutions
for unseen tasks. To address this, a task evolution module
in (θl,θu)-PMTO actively searches under-explored regions of
the task space during optimization. A direct comparison of task
evolution versus the random sampling of tasks is presented in
the numerical studies.
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Fig. 2. Convergence trends of optimization methods for Ackley-II (top) and Griewank-II (bottom) on four sample tasks each.

To build a well-calibrated task model, it is essential to
sample diverse tasks, ensuring a good coverage of the task
space. This is accomplished by searching for θ that optimizes
the following objective function:

g(θ) = ΣV
v=1 detQv([θ1,θ2, . . . ,θM ,θ]), (17)

where Qv is a (M + 1) × (M + 1) matrix with element
Qvi,j = κ̃v(θi,θj), and θi,θj ∈ {θm}Mm=1∪{θ}. The (i, j)-th
element of the matrix thus captures the inter-task relationship
between task pair θi and θj as defined by the v-th kernel
function. The overall objective function essentially prioritizes
those unseen tasks for which the GP-based task model depicts
high predictive uncertainty. From a geometric perspective, the
determinant of the matrix Qv represents the volume of a
parallelepiped spanned by feature maps constructed by the
kernel function κv [54], [55]. Taking the average over each
dimension of the solution space, it is expected that evolved
tasks θnew = argmaxθ∈Θ g(θ) shall enable a diversity-aware
search in the task space and hence facilitate the search for
under-explored regions of that space.

To optimize the objective function g(θ) in each iteration of
(θl,θu)-PMTO, we adopt the simple EA described in Algo-
rithm 4. The EA incorporates polynomial mutation (PM) [56]
and simulated binary crossover (SBX) [57]. Binary tournament
selection is employed to impart selection pressure for evolving
tasks from one generation to the next.

VI. RESULTS

A. Experimental Settings
In this section, we assess the effectiveness of the proposed

(θl,θu)-PMTO on various PMTO problems, encompassing

synthetic problems, three adaptive control problems, and a
robust engineering design problem. We compare (θl,θu)-
PMTO to GP-based optimization introduced in Algorithm 1
and PMTO-FT introduced in Algorithm 2. All algorithms
employ the UCB as the acquisition function, with β set to
1.0 in (7) and (8). Across all problems, the total evaluation
budget Ntot is 2000 and the initialization budget Ninit is
200. For GP-based optimization and PMTO-FT, the target
optimization tasks are randomly sampled in the task space via
Latin hypercube sampling [58] with the sample size M of 20.
The GP models applied in all the methods are configured with
the same hyperparameters. To optimize the hyperparameters
of the GP, the Adam optimizer [59] with a learning rate of
0.01 and a maximum epoch of 500 is employed. For the task
evolution module, P and G are set to 100 and 50, respectively,
the SBX crossover operator is parameterized by distribution
index ηc = 15 and pc = 0.9, and the PM mutation operator is
parameterized by distribution index ηm = 20 and pm = 0.9.

B. Performance Metrics

To assess the performance of the proposed method, we con-
duct U = 20 independent trials of experiments for each algo-
rithm, and numbers with indicators (+), (−) and (≈) imply that
the compared algorithm is better than, worse than, or similar
to the proposed (θl,θu)-PMTO at 90% confidence level as per
the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Since GP-based optimization
and PMTO-FT lack task models capable of addressing infinite
parameterized tasks, for fairness, task models are constructed
offline for these two algorithms as part of the evaluation
process. Per trial, optimization results produced by GP-based
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Fig. 3. The illustrative examples for the case studies: (a) Parametric Robot Arm Optimization: Optimize the angular position of each joint (α1, α2, α3) so
that the end effector can approach as close as to the target position. Task parameters include the length of each arm L and the maximum rotation degree
αmax. (b) Parametric Crane-Load System Optimization: Optimize the time intervals t1, t2, t3 during which the distinct drive forces F are exerted on the
crane-load system so that the system can achieve a goal velocity with minimal operating time and oscillation. Task parameters include Scenario 1: time delays
∆t1,∆t2,∆t3, and Scenario 2: operating conditions including the length of suspension l, the mass of load m2, and the resistance W . (c) Plane Truss Design:
Optimize the lengths of two bars θ1, θ2 to minimize the overall structural weight and the joint displacement in aware of possible processing errors x1, x2.
The exact formulation of the (b) and (c) can be found in the supplementary materials.

optimization and PMTO-FT are collected first, and then the
task models are built based on (15) and (16). For evaluation,
a set of randomly sampled task parameters is provided to the
task model, which then generates a set of predicted solutions
accordingly. These solutions are subsequently evaluated via the
objective function and ranked based on their objective values.
Quantiles are recorded at the 5th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 95th
percentiles to assess solution quality across sampled tasks. The
mean value for each quantile is then computed across all trials
to evaluate the performance distribution.

To define the evaluation metrics, let the set of sampled task
parameters be Θ̄ = {θ1,θ2, . . . ,θK}. For each trial u ∈ [U ],
the task model M(θk) predicts the near-optimal solution for
each task parameter θk2. The related optimization performance
can be denoted as:

Fu(θk) = f(M(θk),θk),∀u ∈ [U ] (18)

Then, the optimization results in {Fu(θk)}Kk=1 are ranked, and
the quantile values are computed as follows:

Pα,u = Quantileα(Fu(θk);θk ∈ Θ̄) (19)

where α ∈ {0.05, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 0.95}. The final perfor-
mance metric for each quantile is the mean value across all
trials:

P̄α =
1

U

U∑
u=1

Pα,u, α ∈ {0.05, 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 0.95}. (20)

This metric provides a detailed understanding of the optimiza-
tion performance of the task model across all the sampled task
parameters. In this paper, K is set to 1002 for task parameters
in 2-dimensional space, K is set to 105 for task parameters

2For the final obtained task model of (θl,θu)-PMTO, only top p% of the
near-optimal solutions are employed to train the task model, where p is set
to 70 in this paper.

in 5-dimensional space and K is set to V 20 for the other V -
dimensional task parameter spaces.

C. Results on Synthetic Problems

We assess the effectiveness of our methods using synthetic
problems based on canonical objective functions modified with
task parameters. Specifically, the objective function is defined
as:

f(x,θ) = g(λ(x− σ(Lθ))) (21)

where g(•) is a base objective function, such as continuous
optimization functions including Sphere, Ackley, Rastrigin,
and Griewank to model the optimization problem, x repre-
sents the decision variable within a V -dimensional space, θ
denotes the task parameter within a D-dimensional space,
λ > 0 is a scaling factor to adjust the magnitude of decision
variables, L ∈ RV×D is a linear transformation matrix that
maps task parameters into the V -dimensional space, and σ
represents a nonlinear transformation applied to the trans-
formed task parameter. Totally, we construct eight synthetic
problems: Sphere-I, Sphere-II, Ackley-I, Ackley-II, Rastrigin-
I, Rastrigin-II, Griewank-I, and Griewank-II. Comprehensive
details about these problems are provided in Section S-I of the
supplementary materials.

TABLE I summarizes the optimization results across all
sampled task parameters for each quantile, comparing GP-
based optimization, PMTO, and (θl,θu)-PMTO. Notably,
(θl,θu)-PMTO outperforms the other methods in 33 out of 40
quantiles, highlighting its generalizability in achieving better
optimization results across the task parameter distribution.
Moreover, PMTO-FT surpasses its single-task counterpart,
GP-based optimization, in 32 out of 40 quantiles, demonstrat-
ing the benefits of incorporating task parameters for faster
convergence and improved solutions empirically. According
to Fig. 2, which depicts the convergence performance on
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TABLE I
COMPARATIVE RESULTS ON SYNTHETIC PROBLEMS OVER 20 INDEPENDENT RUNS.

Problems Quantile GP-based Optimization PMTO-FT (θl,θu)-PMTO-RT (θl,θu)-PMTO

Sphere-I

5% 3.4605e-02 (2.2632e-02) ≈ 3.3402e-02 (2.6492e-02) ≈ 8.7646e-02 (6.5269e-02) − 4.3264e-02 (1.6935e-02)
25% 1.2633e-01 (7.6585e-02) ≈ 1.2448e-01 (1.1445e-01) ≈ 2.7083e-01 (2.2507e-01) − 1.2737e-01 (5.0277e-02)
50% 2.9818e-01 (1.5592e-01) ≈ 3.1267e-01 (2.8268e-01) ≈ 5.8800e-01 (5.7331e-01) − 2.4507e-01 (1.0836e-01)
75% 8.9086e-01 (3.0498e-01) − 6.5575e-01 (3.6466e-01) − 1.2854e+00 (1.2831e+00) − 4.3753e-01 (2.3145e-01)
95% 3.4692e+00 (6.0544e-01) − 2.5749e+00 (1.0022e+00) − 3.3264e+00 (2.8819e+00) − 8.3653e-01 (4.1045e-01)

Sphere-II

5% 1.2980e+00 (8.1092e-02) − 1.3668e+00 (4.8590e-02) − 1.0247e+00 (2.8961e-01) − 4.2056e-01 (2.5906e-01)
25% 2.2877e+00 (8.6464e-02) − 2.1996e+00 (2.2345e-02) − 1.9613e+00 (2.8010e-01) − 1.1867e+00 (5.3394e-01)
50% 3.2896e+00 (1.7396e-01) − 3.0190e+00 (5.2262e-02) − 2.8556e+00 (2.7824e-01) − 2.0908e+00 (7.1504e-01)
75% 4.5694e+00 (3.5324e-01) − 4.0215e+00 (1.0754e-01) ≈ 3.9965e+00 (3.1599e-01) ≈ 3.3347e+00 (1.0237e+00)
95% 6.9576e+00 (1.0843e+00) ≈ 5.6836e+00 (2.4876e-01) ≈ 6.0923e+00 (5.4639e-01) ≈ 5.6729e+00 (2.1257e+00)

Ackley-I

5% 2.1040e+00 (1.8214e-01) − 9.6333e-02 (1.8901e-02) ≈ 1.7585e-01 (1.2440e-01) − 9.7543e-02 (3.9146e-02)
25% 2.9738e+00 (1.8514e-01) − 2.0568e-01 (3.5956e-02) ≈ 5.2164e-01 (5.8015e-01) − 2.0331e-01 (7.4606e-02)
50% 3.5819e+00 (1.6709e-01) − 3.5220e-01 (5.6119e-02) ≈ 7.7263e-01 (7.7222e-01) − 3.2185e-01 (1.1253e-01)
75% 4.5056e+00 (1.1115e-01) − 6.7452e-01 (1.0479e-01) − 9.9810e-01 (7.4903e-01) − 4.8967e-01 (1.7913e-01)
95% 6.0673e+00 (2.1242e-01) − 2.0580e+00 (1.5660e-02) − 1.9350e+00 (1.6146e+00) − 9.1072e-01 (4.9060e-01)

Ackley-II

5% 3.6226e+00 (1.7790e-01) − 3.7061e+00 (4.6585e-02) − 3.4072e+00 (2.8914e-01) − 2.5089e+00 (7.6250e-01)
25% 4.3273e+00 (1.9539e-01) − 4.2669e+00 (6.6596e-02) − 4.0061e+00 (1.9874e-01) ≈ 3.5385e+00 (7.6554e-01)
50% 4.9140e+00 (2.6313e-01) ≈ 4.6222e+00 (6.0964e-02) ≈ 4.4228e+00 (1.6292e-01) ≈ 4.3123e+00 (8.1509e-01)
75% 5.5161e+00 (2.7997e-01) ≈ 5.2040e+00 (1.5259e-01) ≈ 4.9905e+00 (2.3661e-01) ≈ 4.9644e+00 (8.1048e-01)
95% 6.4260e+00 (4.2145e-01) ≈ 5.8336e+00 (1.3509e-01) ≈ 5.6838e+00 (2.5812e-01) ≈ 5.8641e+00 (7.5154e-01)

Rastrigin-I

5% 2.6359e+01 (6.2784e+00) ≈ 2.5169e+01 (2.6266e+00) ≈ 2.7618e+01 (3.6902e+00) ≈ 2.6238e+01 (2.5165e+00)
25% 4.4250e+01 (7.7101e+00) ≈ 4.2094e+01 (3.1510e+00) ≈ 4.4928e+01 (5.5935e+00) ≈ 4.2326e+01 (3.6744e+00)
50% 5.9753e+01 (1.0151e+01) − 5.6112e+01 (3.9190e+00) ≈ 5.9310e+01 (8.8632e+00) ≈ 5.4785e+01 (5.4205e+00)
75% 8.3515e+01 (1.8001e+01) − 7.4887e+01 (6.2412e+00) − 7.9073e+01 (1.9286e+01) − 6.8098e+01 (8.2728e+00)
95% 1.5818e+02 (4.3552e+01) − 1.3682e+02 (2.2979e+01) − 1.2808e+02 (5.8301e+01) − 8.9259e+01 (1.5389e+01)

Rastrigin-II

5% 6.4737e+01 (1.7582e+00) − 6.3057e+01 (2.2005e+00) − 6.1093e+01 (2.8075e+00) − 4.5054e+01 (6.0348e+00)
25% 9.7163e+01 (3.5574e+00) − 9.3105e+01 (2.6550e+00) − 9.6881e+01 (4.1387e+00) − 7.1361e+01 (1.1557e+01)
50% 1.2564e+02 (6.9602e+00) − 1.1905e+02 (3.9188e+00) − 1.2988e+02 (9.3123e+00) − 9.4798e+01 (1.6858e+01)
75% 1.6150e+02 (1.3363e+01) − 1.5109e+02 (6.5386e+00) − 1.6934e+02 (1.5657e+01) − 1.2334e+02 (2.3236e+01)
95% 2.2799e+02 (2.9678e+01) − 2.0929e+02 (1.4155e+01) ≈ 2.3501e+02 (2.6453e+01) − 1.7181e+02 (3.4438e+01)

Griewank-I

5% 1.4295e+00 (3.6791e-01) ≈ 1.2337e+00 (1.7745e-01) ≈ 1.5408e+00(2.4038e-01) − 1.3317e+00 (1.5637e-01)
25% 2.9319e+00 (1.5217e+00) − 2.1563e+00 (6.2049e-01) ≈ 2.6166e+00(5.5361e-01) − 2.0979e+00 (4.5880e-01)
50% 5.6758e+00 (3.7501e+00) − 3.7437e+00 (1.3372e+00) ≈ 4.1832e+00(1.1701e+00) − 3.0935e+00 (1.0398e+00)
75% 1.1592e+01 (7.4868e+00) − 7.8351e+00 (2.3734e+00) − 7.8516e+00(3.4542e+00) − 4.7885e+00 (1.9504e+00)
95% 2.8449e+01 (1.2148e+01) − 2.4819e+01 (5.0000e+00) − 1.9363e+01(1.1093e+01) − 8.5325e+00 (4.3527e+00)

Griewank-II

5% 8.5584e+00 (4.8922e-01) − 8.1302e+00 (5.1623e-01) − 6.7492e+00 (1.2233e+00) − 4.0665e+00 (1.3843e+00)
25% 1.3381e+01 (6.6195e-01) − 1.3655e+01 (1.6315e-01) − 1.2651e+01 (1.6883e+00) − 9.0974e+00 (3.1722e+00)
50% 1.8848e+01 (1.3946e+00) − 1.9214e+01 (5.9426e-01) − 1.8282e+01 (2.5765e+00) ≈ 1.4656e+01 (4.2747e+00)
75% 2.5659e+01 (2.6930e+00) ≈ 2.6220e+01 (8.5712e-01) ≈ 2.5084e+01 (3.7183e+00) ≈ 2.2094e+01 (5.0576e+00)
95% 3.7448e+01 (6.2271e+00) ≈ 3.8192e+01 (1.5611e+00) ≈ 3.7894e+01 (6.7145e+00) ≈ 3.5562e+01 (6.5583e+00)

sample tasks in two exemplified synthetic problems, PMTO-
FT achieves better empirical convergence results compared
to the single-task counterpart. This improvement contributes
to the superior task model performance observed in TABLE
I and verifies the theory analysis provided in Section IV-B.
Additionally, TABLE I includes results for a (θl,θu)-PMTO-
RT variant, which replaces the strategic task evolution module
with randomly generating a task parameter per iteration.
Serving as an ablation study, the proposed method significantly
outperforms this random search variant in most quantiles,
underscoring the effectiveness of the task evolution module in
actively exploring the task space during optimization. These
findings highlight the effectiveness of (θl,θu)-PMTO.

D. Case Study in Adaptive Control System

1) Robot Arm Optimization Problem: As shown in
Fig. 3(a), the robot arm optimization problem is to adjust the
angular positions of the joints to bring the end effector as
close as possible to the target position3. Here, the distance

3One can refer to [11] for the exact formulation of the objective function.

between the end effector and the target position is considered
the objective function, while the angular positions of the joints
serve as the solution (i.e., α1, α2, α3 in Fig. 3(a)). The task
space includes task parameter L bounded by [0.5/n, 1/n] and
αmax bounded by [0.5π/n, π/n], where L is the length of
each arm, αmax identifies the maximal range of the rotation
of each joint, and n is the number of joints set to n = 3 in
our case study. The position of the first joint attached to the
ground is set as [0, 0] while the target position is fixed to [0.5,
0.5] for all optimization tasks. As shown in TABLE II and
Fig. 4(a), compared to GP-based optimization, PMTO-FT can
stably achieve better optimization performance for the 50%,
75%, 95% quantile optimization results, whereas for the best
cases 5% and 25%, both optimization methods in the fixed
set of tasks do not show significant difference. The fixed-
task methods are limited by constrained task environments,
hindering optimization results. In contrast, by enabling the
joint search in the solution space and the task space, the
proposed (θl,θu)-PMTO leverages related tasks to enhance
convergence and achieve better objective values in best case
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TABLE II
COMPARATIVE RESULTS ON ADAPTIVE CONTROL SYSTEMS OVER 20 INDEPENDENT RUNS

Problems Quantile GP-based Optimization PMTO-FT (θl,θu)-PMTO

Robot Arm

5% 4.2821e-02 (1.9260e-02) − 3.4766e-02 (7.9264e-03) − 1.7336e-02 (5.2244e-03)
25% 8.9019e-02 (2.5297e-02) − 7.6430e-02 (1.7672e-02) − 4.7606e-02 (1.4060e-02)
50% 1.3401e-01 (2.0803e-02) − 1.0522e-01 (2.0310e-02) − 7.5639e-02 (1.6956e-02)
75% 1.7645e-01 (1.5028e-02) − 1.3607e-01 (1.9514e-02) ≈ 1.1816e-01 (1.8595e-02)
95% 2.3556e-01 (1.6606e-02) − 1.7845e-01 (1.4280e-02) ≈ 1.7742e-01 (8.5307e-03)

Crane Load-I

5% 3.0679e+04 (5.7316e+04) − 1.4233e+03 (1.3452e+03) − 4.6175e+02 (3.2924e+02)
25% 1.1283e+05 (1.4729e+05) − 2.7508e+04 (2.0614e+04) − 1.0081e+04 (4.3555e+03)
50% 2.1993e+05 (2.1653e+05) − 1.0485e+05 (7.1414e+04) − 3.9601e+04 (1.2591e+04)
75% 3.7102e+05 (2.9138e+05) − 2.6922e+05 (1.6376e+05) − 1.4146e+05 (1.2170e+05)
95% 6.0364e+05 (3.7526e+05) ≈ 6.1116e+05 (3.8202e+05) ≈ 3.4578e+05 (3.2520e+05)

Crane Load-II

5% 6.3392e+02 (3.5072e+02) − 4.7310e+02 (1.1462e+02) − 1.5026e+02 (7.6382e+01)
25% 1.6577e+04 (9.7445e+03) − 1.1846e+04 (3.3891e+03) − 3.0218e+03 (9.1541e+02)
50% 7.4319e+04 (4.7370e+04) − 5.7356e+04 (1.8227e+04) − 1.1835e+04 (2.1282e+03)
75% 1.7974e+05 (9.7858e+04) − 1.6482e+05 (5.2057e+04) − 2.9978e+04 (7.5976e+03)
95% 3.9408e+05 (2.0022e+05) − 3.8901e+05 (1.1719e+05) − 8.8104e+04 (3.5100e+04)
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Fig. 4. The comparative results on adaptive control problems: (a) Robot arm optimization under distinct operating conditions (b) Crane-load system optimization
under distinct environments.

5% optimization results and enhance the moderately worse
case optimization results (25% and 50%) as well.

2) Crane-Load System Optimization with Time De-
lays (Crane Load-I): As shown in Fig. 3(b), we consider
optimizing a crane-load system control problem [60]. The
goal is to accelerate the system with crane m1 and load m2

by an external drive force F to achieve a target velocity
with minimal time and oscillation. The solutions for this
control system are shown in Fig. 3(b), where t1, t2, t3 are
decision variables to switch the drive force F during the
control process. In actual operating conditions, however, time
delays in the control system can arise from environmental
uncertainties and they can destabilize the entire system and
induce oscillations [61]. Therefore, the task space includes
the possible time delays ∆t1,∆t2,∆t3 for each time interval.
As shown in TABLE II, under various time delays, PMTO-
FT can achieve a more stable system control compared to
the GP-based optimization, exhibiting the power of multi-task
optimization enabled by the inclusion of task parameters in the
optimization loop. Moreover, with the additional capability of
the joint search in both solution and task spaces, optimization
results in different quantiles can be significantly enhanced by

the proposed (θl,θu)-PMTO.

3) Crane-Load System Optimization with Diverse Oper-
ating Conditions (Crane Load-II): Here, we still consider
optimizing the control problem for the crane-load system in
Fig. 3(b) to accelerate the system with crane m1 and load
m2 by an external drive force F to achieve a target velocity
with minimal time and oscillation. Differently, we introduce a
distinct task space including the diverse operating conditions.
Diverse types of suspension l, loads m2, and resistance W for
a fixed crane can occur due to distinct operating conditions
and environments. Therefore, we consider identifying the
optimal solutions for diverse possible tuples of (l, m2, W )
in a bounded continuous task space. Although in a different
context, optimization results under distinct environment factors
can still be enhanced by PMTO-FT, attributing the merits to
the synergies across the system optimization under various op-
erating conditions. Empowered by task evolution, as depicted
in TABLE II and Fig. 4(b), the joint search across solution and
task spaces can further enhance the optimization results across
all the quantiles, showing (θl,θu)-PMTO’s ability to stabilize
the crane-load system under diverse operating conditions.
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Minimax SAEA ( l, u)-PMTO
Methods
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Fig. 5. The comparative result for the minimax optimization problem. The
optimal solution is generated by the baseline minimax solver and (θl,θu)-
PMTO algorithm. The objective values of the generated designf under various
processing errors are exhibited.

E. Case Study in Robust Engineering Design

In this case study, we address a robust engineering design
problem as shown in Fig. 3(c), where the objective is to mini-
mize the aggregated function of both the structural weight and
joint displacement of the truss by optimizing the lengths of two
bars θ1 and θ2. However, due to the existing processing errors,
even when the length of bars are designed as θ = (θ1, θ2), the
operating truss structure obtained after actual processing may
deviate from the original design. Let this processing error be
represented by x = (x1, x2) so that the operating structural
parameters are (θ + x). In robust optimization, the design
problem we aim to solve can then be formulated as:

min
θ

max
x

f(x,θ). (22)

Consequently, we show that PMTO can be an effective
approach to solve this minimax optimization problem. We
reformulate the minimax problem (22) by treating the original
design variables θ as task parameters and the processing error
x as the decision vector. As per the formulation (3), a task
model can be constructed in PMTO to estimate the worst-
case processing error corresponding to each design variable by
x∗ =M(θ). This obtained task model supports to solve the
problem (22) as minθ f(M(θ),θ). Thereafter, the minimax
optimization shown as (22) can be solved by the PMTO.

As shown in Fig. 5, we compare (θl,θu)-PMTO to a
popular minimax optimization solver, Minimax SAEA [13].
To evaluate the robustness of the generated design, we impose
many possible processing errors (800 randomly processing
errors) on the generated design from both Mimimax SAEA
and (θl,θu)-PMTO. As shown in Fig. 5, (θl,θu)-PMTO can
generate a relatively more robust plain truss design, showing
that the proposed (θl,θu)-PMTO can serve as a generic tool
to solve minimax optimization as well.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces PMTO as a novel generalization of
MTO from a fixed and finite set of tasks to infinite task
sets. The proposed (θl,θu)-PMTO algorithm enables joint

exploration of continuous solution and task spaces through
two key approximations: mapping the solution space to the
objective space for inter-task transfer and mapping the task
space to the solution space to target under-explored regions.
Experimental results demonstrate two main benefits. First,
incorporating continuous task parameters as a medium for
knowledge transfer accelerates multi-task optimization and
improves convergence. Second, an evolutionary exploration
empowered by a calibrated task model in the joint solution-
task space enhances the use of information from under-
explored areas, boosting overall optimization efficiency.

Despite these advancements, our study primarily addresses
low- to moderate-dimensional problems, reflecting the inherent
limitations of GP models in high-dimensional search spaces.
Enhancing the scalability of PMTO methods to extend their
applicability to higher-dimensional optimization problems re-
mains a crucial direction for future work. Additionally, the
application of PMTO to multi-objective optimization settings
remains an open problem and represents another promising
avenue for future exploration.

APPENDIX
PROOF OF THE THEOREM

Proof: Given the dataset Dpmt, in the multivariate Gaus-
sian case, the conditional information gain about the objective
function corresponding to arbitrary parameterized task of
interest m∗ ∈ [M ] is:

I([y(1), . . . , y(T )]; fm∗ |Dpmt) =
1

2
log |I+ σ−2

ϵ Kpmt,m∗ |,
(23)

where Kpmt,m∗ denotes the conditional covariance matrix for
the parameterized task m∗, derived from the dataset Dpmt,
which includes data from all tasks. Next, we show how to
calculate Kpmt,m∗ . Let πi, i ∈ [M ] represents a rearrangement
of the values {1, 2, . . . ,M}, then Kpmt can be further denoted
as follows:

Kpmt =


Kπ1,π1

Kπ1,π2
· · · Kπ1,πM

Kπ2,π1 Kπ2,π2 · · · Kπ2,πM

...
...

. . .
...

KπM ,π1
KπM ,π2

· · · KπM ,πM

 , (24)

where each block matrix Ki,j ∈ RT×T can be defined as
follows:
Ki,j =κ((x1,i,θi), (x1,j ,θj)) · · · κ((x1,i,θi), (xT,j ,θj))

...
. . .

...
κ((xT,i,θi), (x1,j ,θj)) · · · κ((xT,i,θi), (xT,j ,θj))

 .

(25)
Without loss of generality, let πM = m∗,

K\m∗ =

 Kπ1,π1
· · · Kπ1,πM−1

...
. . .

...
KπM−1,π1

· · · KπM−1,πM−1

 , (26)

and B =
[
KπM ,π1 KπM ,π2 · · · KπM ,πM

]T
, then we can

further formulate Kpmt as:

Kpmt =

[
K\m∗ B
BT Km∗,m∗

]
. (27)



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2021 12

Using the properties of the conditional Gaussian distribution,
Kpmt,m∗ can be calculated as:

Kpmt,m∗ = Km∗,m∗ −BT (K\m∗ + σ−2
ϵ I)−1B. (28)

Likewise, in terms of the independent strategy, the corre-
sponding conditional information gain is

I([y(1), . . . , y(T )]; fm∗ |Dm∗) =
1

2
log |I+ σ−2

ϵ Kind,m∗ |,
(29)

where Kind,m∗ is the covariance matrix with all the samples
in Dm∗ . Based on the assumption on the kernel function
that κpmt((x,θm), (x′,θm)) = κind(x,x

′), it follows that
Kind,m∗ = Km∗,m∗ . This can further help us to analyze the
relationship of the two conditional information gains. Since the
covariance matrix Kpmt, K\m∗ and Km∗,m∗ are both positive
semi-definite (PSD), then according to the Schur complement
theorem [62], we know Km∗,m∗−BT (K\m∗+σ−2

ϵ I)−1B and
K\m∗ +σ−2

ϵ I are also PSD. Then, considering the Minkowski
determinant inequality that for PSD matrices C and D, we
have |C+D| ≥ |C|+|D| ≥ |C|. Substituting C and D by C =
I + σ−2

ϵ Kpmt,m∗ and D = I + σ−2
ϵ BT (K\m∗ + σ−2

ϵ I)−1B,
respectively, then the follows can be obtained:

|I+ σ−2
ϵ Km∗,m∗ | = |I+ σ−2

ϵ Kind,m∗ |
≥ |I+ σ−2

ϵ Kpmt,m∗ |.
(30)

This results in the fact that

I([y(1), . . . , y(T )];fm∗ |Dm∗)

≥ I([y(1), . . . , y(T )]; fm∗ |Dpmt).
(31)

Hence, we can deduce from (31) that γT,m∗ ≤ γind
T,m∗ .
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