
Analyzing the Runtime of the Gene-pool Optimal Mixing
Evolutionary Algorithm (GOMEA) on the Concatenated Trap

Function
Yukai Qiao

∗

School of Information Technology and Electrical

Engineering

University of Queensland

Brisbane, Australia

kai.barnes@uqconnect.com

Marcus Gallagher

School of Information Technology and Electrical

Engineering

University of Queensland

Brisbane, Australia

marcusg@uq.edu.au

ABSTRACT
The Gene-pool Optimal Mixing Evolutionary Algorithm (GOMEA)

is a state of the art evolutionary algorithm that leverages linkage

learning to efficiently exploit problem structure. By identifying and

preserving important building blocks during variation, GOMEA has

shown promising performance on various optimization problems.

In this paper, we provide the first runtime analysis of GOMEA on

the concatenated trap function, a challenging benchmark problem

that consists of multiple deceptive subfunctions. We derived an

upper bound on the expected runtime of GOMEA with a truthful

linkage model, showing that it can solve the problem in 𝑂 (𝑚3
2
𝑘 )

with high probability, where𝑚 is the number of subfunctions and 𝑘

is the subfunction length. This is a significant speedup compared to

the (1+1) EA, which requires𝑂 (𝑙𝑛(𝑚) (𝑚𝑘)𝑘 ) expected evaluations.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Theory of computation→ Evolutionary algorithms; Theory
of randomized search heuristics; Evolutionary algorithms; •
Computing methodologies→ Neural networks.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Evolutionary Algorithms (EAs) are a class of optimization algo-

rithms inspired by the principles of natural evolution. They main-

tain a population of candidate solutions and apply selection and

variation operators to improve the solutions over generations. The

performance of EAs heavily depends on the choice of variation op-

erators and the problem structure. Recombination operators, such

as crossover, play a crucial role in exploiting the structure of the

problem by combining partial solutions from different individuals.

However, the effectiveness of recombination is often hindered by
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the linkage between problem variables, i.e., the inter-dependencies

between different components of the solution.

To address this issue, the Gene-pool Optimal Mixing Evolution-

ary Algorithm (GOMEA)[7] was introduced. GOMEA is a novel EA

that employs a linkage model to capture the dependencies between

problem variables and performs variation by mixing partial solu-

tions according to this model. The linkage model is represented

by a Family of Subsets (FOS), which is a set of subsets of problem

variables that are considered to be interdependent. By using this

linkage knowledge, GOMEA aims to efficiently exploit the problem

structure and avoid disrupting important building blocks during

variation.

In this paper, we perform the first rigorous runtime analysis of

GOMEA on the concatenated trap function, a well-known bench-

mark problem that consists of multiple deceptive subfunctions. We

derive an upper bound on the expected runtime of GOMEA with a

truthful FOS, showing that it can efficiently solve the problem by

recombining optimal subsolutions. We also provide an upper bound

on the simple (1+1) EA, demonstrating the significant speedup

achieved by GOMEA’s informed recombination.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides

the necessary definitions and background on the concatenated

trap function, the (1+1) EA, and GOMEA. In Section 3, we present

our theoretical analysis of the runtime of both algorithms on the

concatenated trap function. Section 4 reports our experimental

results, verifying the derived upper bound for GOMEA. Finally,

Section 5 concludes the paper and discusses potential future work.

2 DEFINITIONS
2.1 Concatenated Trap Function
The concatenated trap function [2] [6] is a concatenation of𝑚 of

𝑘-bit trap functions, each designed to have a local optimum and a

global optimum. The function is defined as follows:

Let 𝑥 = (0, 1)𝑚𝑘 be a binary string of length𝑚𝑘 . The string is

divided into𝑚 non-overlapping substrings of equal length 𝑘 .

The fitness of each substring 𝑥 (𝑖 ) is evaluated using the trap

function 𝑓𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑝 :

𝑓𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑝 (𝑘 ) (𝑥 (𝑖 ) ) =
{
𝑘 − 𝑢 (𝑥 (𝑖 ) ), if 𝑢 (𝑥 (𝑖 ) ) < 𝑘

𝑘, otherwise

(1)

where 𝑢 (𝑥 (𝑖 ) ) is the number of ones in the substring 𝑥 (𝑖 ) .
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The overall fitness of the candidate solution 𝑥 is the sum of the

fitness values of all the substrings:

𝑓𝑀𝐾 (𝑥) =
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑓𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑝 (𝑘 ) (𝑥 (𝑖 ) ) (2)

This is an additively separable function, with each subfunction

being NP hard with growing 𝑘 . For each of the trap function, a

hill climber is expected to be either randomly initialized at the

global optimum, or to be at the slope leading to the local optimum.

Once trapped at the local optimum, the only way to get out is by

performing a 𝑘 bits jump, which is exponentially unlikely with

growing 𝑘 .

2.2 (1+1) Evolutionary Algorithm
The (1+1) Evolutionary Algorithm, denoted as (1+1) EA, is a simple

yet fundamental evolutionary algorithm. It maintains a population

of size one and applies mutation as the sole variation operator, as

described in Algorithm 1.

2.3 Family Of Subsets
As a form of substructure representation, a Family Of Subsets

(FOS)[7] F is a set of subsets of S = {0, 1, 2, .., 𝑙 − 1} which are

the indices of problem parameters with a size of 𝑙 . Each element F𝑖
is assumed to be relatively independent of the rest of the parameters

S − F𝑖 .
In a Marginal Product FOS, each element is mutually exclusive

of the other; F𝑖 ∩ F𝑗 = ∅ for any F𝑖 , F𝑗 ∈ F . In its simplest form,

each subset consists of only one parameter which is the univariate

FOS.

For the purpose of this paper, we only consider a separable

problem that can be truthfully represented by a Marginal Product

FOS. We say a MP FOS is truthful if each subset contains only

inputs of a specific subfunction. For example, a truthful MP FOS

for the concatenated trap function with parameter𝑚 and 𝑘 would

be: {{𝑖𝑘, 𝑖𝑘 + 1, ...𝑖𝑘 + 𝑘 − 1}|𝑘 ∈ [𝑚 − 1]}.

Algorithm 1 (1+1) EA

1: Initialize a candidate solution 𝑥 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛
2: while termination criterion not met do
3: 𝑥 ′ ←𝑚𝑢𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 (𝑥, 𝑝) //Each bit has an independent probabil-

ity p of flipping

4: if 𝑓 (𝑥 ′) ≥ 𝑓 (𝑥) then
5: 𝑥 ← 𝑥 ′

6: end if
7: end while
8: return 𝑥

2.4 Gene-pool Optimal Mixing EA
In an Optimal Mixing (OM) operator the FOS is traversed in a

random order and an offspring is produced by two parents swapping

genetic material using a different FOS element as a crossover mask.

Specifically, the FOS element describes a subset of variables to be

swapped into the first parent from the second parent. The offspring

is only accepted if it outperforms the first parent and when it

Algorithm 2 GOMEA with random selection

function GOM(𝑝0, 𝑃, F )
for F𝑖 in F do

𝑝1 ← 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑚𝑆𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑃 − 𝑝0)
𝑝𝑛𝑒𝑤

0
← 𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑊 𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑀𝑎𝑠𝑘 (𝑝0, 𝑝1, F𝑖 )

𝑒𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑎𝑡𝑒𝐹𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 (𝑝𝑛𝑒𝑤
0
)

if 𝑝𝑛𝑒𝑤
0

.𝑓 𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 > 𝑝0 .𝑓 𝑖𝑡𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 then
𝑝0 ← 𝑝𝑛𝑒𝑤

0

end if
end for
Return 𝑝0

end function

function GOMEA(F )
while termination criterion not met do

𝑃 ← 𝑢𝑛𝑖 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑚𝐼𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑧𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

𝑝0 ← 𝑢𝑛𝑖 𝑓 𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑆𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛(𝑃)
𝑝0 ← 𝐺𝑂𝑀 (𝑝0, 𝑃, F )

end while
Return 𝑝∗ // Return the individual with highest fitness

end function

F = {{1, 2, 3}, {4, 5, 6}, {7, 8, 9}}

Donor 1: 111 011 011 fitness = 3

Donor 2: 000 000 110

F𝑖 = {1, 2, 3}

Offspring: 000 010 011 fitness = 2

discarded

Donor 1: 111 011 011 fitness = 3

Donor 3: 101 111 001

F𝑖 = {4, 5, 6}

Offspring: 111 111 011 fitness = 6

accepted

Donor 1: 111 111 011 fitness = 6

Donor 4: 010 111 000

F𝑖 = {7, 8, 9}

Offspring: 111 111 000 fitness = 8, accepted

Figure 1: A GOM process with a truthful MP FOS on the
concatenated trap function with k=3, m=3

does it will replace the first parent. A pseudo-code is provided

in Algorithm.2.

Figure 1 and Figure 2 provide two examples of a GOM process

with or without a truthful FOS on the concatenated trap function. It

can be clear that with a truthful FOS, an individual will never lose

an optimal sub solution on a fully separable problem, conversely,

without a truthful FOS, one risks of trading an optimal sub solutions

with inferior ones but with higher short term fitness gain.



Analyzing the Runtime of the Gene-pool Optimal Mixing Evolutionary Algorithm (GOMEA) on the Concatenated Trap FunctionGECCO ’24 Companion, July 14–18, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia

F = {{1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}, {7, 8, 9}}

Donor 1: 111 011 011 fitness = 3

Donor 2: 000 000 110

F𝑖 = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6}

Offspring: 000 000 011 fitness = 4

accepted

Donor 1: 000 000 011 fitness = 4

Donor 4: 010 111 000

F𝑖 = {7, 8, 9}

Offspring: 000 000 000 fitness = 6, accepted

Figure 2: A GOM process with an untruthful MP FOS on the
concatenated trap function with k=3, m=3

3 ANALYSIS
3.1 (1+1) EA runtime on the Concatenated Trap

Function
Theorem 3.1. The expected optimization time of (1+1)EA on con-

catenated trap function with𝑚 substrings of length𝑘 is𝑂 (ln𝑚(𝑚𝑘)𝑘 )
with a mutation rate of 1

𝑚𝑘

Proof. First, we separate the search process into two stages. In

stage one, at least one substring is neither at the local optimum

nor the global optimum of the trap function. In stage two, all sub-

strings are either at the local optimum or the global optimum and

the search finishes when all substrings are at the global optimum.

In the first stage, it only requires a single 1 being flipped to 0 for

an increase of fitness, this is then reduced to a OneMax problem

with a problem size of𝑚(𝑘 − 1) and mutation probability
1

𝑚𝑘
since

each local optimum provides a fitness of 𝑘 − 1 at most. Without

further proving, the expected time spent in stage 1 is 𝑂 (𝑚𝑘 ln𝑚𝑘).
For stage two we apply the multiplicative drift theorem[3]. Let state

𝑠 be the number of non-optimal substrings. To make an improve-

ment, a whole substring needs to be flipped at once, this yields a

multiplicative drift of at least:

Δ𝑡 (𝑠) ≥𝑠 (
1

𝑚𝑘
)𝑘 (1 − 1

𝑚𝑘
) (𝑚−𝑠 )𝑘

≥𝑠 ( 1

𝑚𝑘
)𝑘 (1 − 1

𝑚𝑘
)𝑚𝑘

≥ 𝑠
𝑒
( 1

𝑚𝑘
)𝑘

=𝛿𝑠

(3)

where 𝛿 = 1

𝑒 (𝑚𝑘 )𝑘 . This gives the bound:

𝑂 ( 1 + ln𝑚

𝛿
) =𝑂 (𝑒 (𝑚𝑘)𝑘 + 𝑒 ln𝑚(𝑚𝑘)𝑘 )

=𝑂 (ln𝑚(𝑚𝑘)𝑘 )
(4)

□

The runtime in stage 1 is absorbed by stage 2, thus the final

upper bound is 𝑂 (ln𝑚(𝑚𝑘)𝑘 ).

3.2 GOMEA runtime on the Concatenated Trap
Function

The proof consists of two parts. First, we show that the initial

population will contain all optimal substrings most of the time for a

large enough population size. Then, assuming a truthful MP FOS is

given, we show that GOMEA can recombine the optimal substrings

across the population efficiently by approximating this process as

a diffusion process.

Lemma 3.2. The probability of all𝑚 optimal substrings to occur at
least once in a population size 𝜇 = 𝑐𝑚2

𝑘 is 1 − 𝜖 where 𝜖 =𝑚𝑒−𝑐𝑚

which is exponentially small with𝑚 and 𝑐 = Ω(1).

Proof. Let 𝑋𝑖 denote the number of optimal substrings for the

𝑖-th trap function in the population. It is clear that 𝐸 [𝑋𝑖 ] = 𝜇 1

2
𝑘 as

the probability of a uniformly initiated bitstring with size of 𝑘 being

all ones is
1

2
𝑘 . Applying the Chernoff bound to the probability that

𝑋𝑖 = 0 i.e. none of the substring at subfunction 𝑖 is all ones.

𝑃 (𝑋𝑖 = 0) ≤ 𝑒
−𝜇
2
𝑘

Using the union bound, the probability that at least one subfunc-

tion has no optimal strings for 𝜇 individuals is at most:

𝑃

(
𝑚⋃
𝑖=1

𝑃 (𝑋𝑖 = 0)
)
≤ 𝑚𝑒

−𝜇
2
𝑘

The probability for each subfunction optimal string to appear at

least once in the population is then at least 1−𝑚𝑒
−𝜇
2
𝑘
. Let 𝜇 = 𝑐𝑚2

𝑘
,

the probability becomes 1 −𝑚𝑒−𝑐𝑚 with the second term being

exponentially small with m. □

Theorem 3.3. The expected optimization time of GOMEA with
a truthful FOS on concatenated trap function with𝑚 substrings of
length k is 𝑂 (𝑚3

2
𝑘 ) with a probability of 1 − 𝜖 where 𝜖 = 𝑚𝑒−𝑐𝑚

which is exponentially small with𝑚, if the population size 𝜇 = 𝑐𝑚2
𝑘

where 𝑐 = Ω(1)

Proof. The property of the Gene Pool Optimal Mixing opera-

tor determines that when a trap function optimum is obtained by

an individual, it will never be lost from recombination given that

the FOS is truthful, since the mixing is done one subset at a time

and only an improvement is accepted. This means that there is no

hitchhiking where optimal genes are out-competed by numerous

non-optimal genes. When a uniform selection is used, the spreading

rate of an optimal substring depends solely on its current concen-

tration in the population.This also means the portion of optimal

substrings at a timestep for each subfunction are i.i.d. Formally,

let 𝐸 (𝑃𝑡 ) denote the expected portion of individuals containing

an optimal substring for a subfunction at the 𝑡th GOM. At each

GOM an offspring is produced using each subset in the FOS as a

crossover mask with a random donor each time (i.e.𝑚 times for this

problem), and the probability of a randomly selected parent gaining

an optimal substring is (1 − 𝐸 (𝑃𝑡 ))𝐸 (𝑃𝑡 ). The expected change is

then:

𝐸 (𝑃𝑡+1) − 𝐸 (𝑃𝑡 ) =
(1 − 𝐸 (𝑃𝑡 ))𝐸 (𝑃𝑡 )

𝜇
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For the purpose of asymptotic analysis, this stochastic process

can be estimated by a continuous-time diffusion process where 𝑝𝑡
denotes the portion of optimal substrings at time step 𝑡 , location 𝑖:

𝑝𝑡

𝑑𝑡
=
(1 − 𝑝𝑡 )𝑝𝑡

𝜇

This is a logistic differential equation, and has a known solution

with 𝑝0 = 1

𝜇 :

𝑝𝑡 =
1

1 + (𝜇 + 1)𝑒−(
𝑡
𝜇
)

Let 𝑡 = 𝜇𝑚

𝑝𝑡 =
1

1 + (𝜇 + 1)𝑒−𝑚

substitute 𝜇 = 𝑐𝑚2
𝑘
in

𝑝𝑡 =
1

1 + (𝑐𝑚2
𝑘 )𝑒−𝑚

Assume𝑚 grows faster than 𝑘 , i.e.𝑚 > 𝑐𝑘 where 𝑐 is a constant

greater than log
𝑒
2
, 𝑝𝑡 is exponentially close to 1 as𝑚 grows, which

also means that the portion of individuals with all optimal sub-

strings

∏𝑚
1
𝑝𝑡 is exponentially close to 1. Thus, it takes 𝑂 (𝑚2

2
𝑘 )

GOM operations for the optimal solution of concatenated trap func-

tion to take over the population, note that each GOM contains𝑚

evaluations, resulting in an take over time of Θ(𝑚3
2
𝑘 ).𝑂 (𝑚3

2
𝑘 ) is

then an upper bound of the first hitting time of the occurrence of

the optimal solution.

□

This is a significant speed-up compared to the 1+1 EA for 𝑘 > 3

since we avoided the expensive (𝑚𝑘)𝑘 term, which corresponds

to the time complexity of jumping 𝑘 bits by mutation only. This

shows the tremendous advantage that can be achieved by having

a diverse population and a recombination operator that preserves

optimal subsolutions.

This analysis does not consider the affect of mutation. However,

if the mutation is applied after a crossover with an FOS element as

mask and is limited to the FOS element only, it does not change the

fact that an optimal substring will not be lost during this process

i.e. no hitchhiking. The probability of a selected parent gaining an

optimal substring will then be multiplied by some constant greater

than
𝑚

√︃
1

𝑒 as the probability of mutation flips no bits, as a conse-

quence, 𝑡 will need to be at most
𝑚
√
𝑒 times larger for 𝑝𝑡 to converge

to 1 at the same speed as no mutation. For a randomly initialized

population, mutation is still necessary in case the population does

not contain all optimal subsolutions, even though it would mean

a Ω((𝑚𝑘)𝑘 ) runtime in this case. For a very short time window, a

less than 𝑘 bit jump might also result in a gain of optimal substring

before the selective pressure eliminate the number of ones in the

sub-optimal substrings.

This upper bound can be expanded to any separable function con-

sist of𝑚 subfunctions with 𝑘-bit bitstrings as domain, if replacing

any subfunction value to the optimal value yields an improvement

in the total fitness. Formally:

𝑓𝑖 : [0, 1]𝑘 ↦→ R, 𝑓𝑖 (𝑥) ≥ 𝑓𝑖 (𝑥) for 𝑥 ∈ [0, 1]𝑘 ,𝐺 : R𝑚 ↦→ R
𝐹 (𝑥1, 𝑥2, ..., 𝑥𝑚) = 𝐺 (𝑓1 (𝑥1), 𝑓2 (𝑥2), ..., 𝑓𝑚 (𝑥𝑚))

𝐺 (𝑓1 (𝑥1), 𝑓2 (𝑥2), ..., 𝑓𝑚 (𝑥𝑚) ≤ 𝐺 (...𝑓𝑖 (𝑥𝑖 ), ..., 𝑓𝑚 (𝑥𝑚)) for 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚]

4 EXPERIMENT
4.1 Verification of Theorem 3.3
To verify the upper bound we initialize a population of size𝑚2

𝑘
,

with bitstrings length𝑚𝑘 with all 0 bits, and for each FOS element,

a random individual receives a substring of all ones. This is to

simulate the worst case scenario while not considering the case

where the population does not contain all the optimal substrings.

All results are averaged over 100 runs.

The results are shown in Figure 3. It is clear that the upper bound

is valid in most cases, except for when𝑚 is too small compared with

𝑘 , as we have discussed that𝑚 needs to outgrow 𝑘 by a constant for

the bound to be accurate. The bound is also tight when𝑚 is small,

and the gap between the bound and the actual runtime increases as

𝑚, which is expected, since the bound is an estimation of take over

time of the optimal solution rather than the hitting time. The effect

of including a local mutation where only the bits in the current FOS

element are mutated, agrees with our analysis before, and appears

to multiply the runtime by a factor that reduces with𝑚.

4.2 Success Rate with Constant 𝑐
We have shown that the probability of a population containing

all optimal substrings is exponentially close to 1 with 𝑐 , when

𝜇 = 𝑐𝑚2
𝑘
. To verify this empirically, we run GOMEA 1000 times

on the concatenated trap function with 𝑘 = 4, 𝑚 = 6. To show

the capability of GOM to preserve optimal genes, we also run a

(𝜇+1) GA with deterministic crowding[4], uniform crossover and

uniform selection. GOM and deterministic crowding shares the

property where an offspring directly competes with its closest

parent, thus it is only for a fair comparison for GA to apply this

diversity preserving mechanism. A run is considered successful,

if the optimal solution is found within 2𝑐𝑚3𝑘2
. For (𝜇+1) GA, this

limit is increased by 10 times.

The results in Figure 4 suggest that as 𝑐 increases, the success

rate does approach 1 exponentially with GOMEA. With a local

mutation, the success rate is also constantly higher. The reason

is as we have discussed, that before the non-optimal substrings

are pushed to the local minimum, some optimal strings might be

gained by mutation at a much higher probability than 𝑘-bits jump.

Consequentially, the runtime is higher since the optimal substrings

gained from mixing might be disrupted by mutation. The (𝜇+1) GA

on the other hand, even with all optimal substrings available in the

population, only found optimal solution around half of the time at

𝑐 = 2, with 10 times higher runtime limit.

5 FUTUREWORK
The theoretical and empirical results presented in this paper demon-

strate the effectiveness of GOMEA on the concatenated trap func-

tion, a problem with a clear modular structure and deceptive sub-

functions. Our analysis shows that GOMEA can efficiently exploit

this problem structure by recombining optimal subsolutions using

a truthful linkage model. This leads to several promising directions

for future research.

It would be interesting to investigate the performance of GOMEA

on other classes of modular problems, such as the NK-landscape.
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(a) 𝑘 = 4 (b) 𝑘 = 5

(c) 𝑘 = 6 (d) 𝑘 = 7

(e) (1 + 1)𝐸𝐴

Figure 3: (a) to (d) Upper bound vs worst case performance (e) Comparison with (1+1) EA with k=4 in logarithmic scale

These problems exhibit a more complex structure, with dependen-

cies between subproblems at different levels of hierarchy. Although

empirical results exist, analyzing GOMEA’s runtime on these prob-

lems could provide further insights into its ability to deal with more

challenging problem structures.
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(a) (b)

(c)

Figure 4: (a) The success rate of GOMEA and (𝜇+1)EA with deterministic crowding (b) Corresponding average runtime of
succeeded runs.𝑘 = 4 ,𝑚 = 6, over 1000 runs (c) Average runtime including (𝜇 + 1) GA in logarithmic scale

Our analysis assumes a truthful linkage model, where the FOS

perfectly captures the dependencies between problem variables. In

practice, however, the linkage model may not be known a priori and

needs to be learned from the population. Analyzing the impact of

linkage learning on GOMEA’s performance and developing efficient

linkage learning techniques for problems with unknown structure

is an important direction for future work.

The concatenated trap function is particularly interesting be-

cause it represents a class of problems that can be decomposed

into NP hard subproblems. The insights we gained on studying

this problem thus might potentially transfer into problems sharing

similar properties, for example, optimization of a mixture of experts

system, which is now a backbone of Large Language Models, or the

optimization of neural network weights, which has been shown to

have a modular inter-dependency[5].

6 CONCLUSION
We presented the first runtime analysis of the Gene-pool Optimal

Mixing Evolutionary Algorithm (GOMEA) on the concatenated trap

function. By leveraging a truthful linkage model, GOMEA is able

to efficiently exploit the modular problem structure and recombine

optimal subsolutions. We derived an upper bound of 𝑂 (𝑚3
2
𝑘 ) on

the expected runtime, showing a significant speedup compared to

the simple (1+1) EA, which requires 𝑂 (ln𝑚(𝑚𝑘)𝑘 ) evaluations.
Our empirical results verified the derived upper bound and

demonstrated GOMEA’s ability to find the optimal solution with

high probability when the population size is set appropriately. The

experiments also highlighted the importance of the Optimal Mixing

operator in preserving important building blocks during variation,

as evident from the comparison with a (𝜇 + 1) GA using determin-

istic crowding.
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This work provides new theoretical insights into the behavior of

GOMEA and its ability to exploit problem structure through linkage

learning and optimal mixing. The analysis of the concatenated trap

function, a problem consisting of multiple deceptive subfunctions,

showcases GOMEA’s potential for solving optimization problems

with modular interdependencies.

Future research directions include extending the analysis to more

complex modular problems, such as NK-landscapes, and investi-

gating the impact of linkage learning on GOMEA’s performance

when the problem structure is unknown. Furthermore, the insights

gained from studying the concatenated trap function could poten-

tially transfer to real-world optimization problems with similar

properties, such as the optimization of mixture of experts systems

or neural network weights.

In conclusion, this paper contributes to the theoretical under-

standing of GOMEA and highlights its effectiveness in exploiting

problem structure through informed variation operators. The run-

time analysis on the concatenated trap function serves as a founda-

tion for further investigations into the behavior and performance

of GOMEA on a broader class of optimization problems.

7 CONTINUATION
7.1 Definitions
7.1.1 Generalized trap function. Following the definition in [2]. A

generalized trap function has three extra parameters. 𝑎 is the local

optimal, 𝑏 is the global optimal, and 𝑧 defines the starting point of

both slopes leading to the local optimal and global optimal.

𝑓𝑔𝑒𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑝 (𝑘 ) (𝑥 (𝑖 ) ) =
{
𝑎
𝑧 (𝑧 − 𝑢 (𝑥

(𝑖 ) ) ), if 𝑢 (𝑥 (𝑖 ) ) ≤ 𝑧
𝑏
𝑘−𝑧 (𝑢 (𝑥

(𝑖 ) ) − 𝑧), otherwise

(5)

The trap function we have discussed above is a special case where

𝑎 = 𝑘 − 1, 𝑏 = 𝑘, 𝑧 = 𝑘 − 1.

7.1.2 Optimal Region. We define the optimal region 𝑋∗ of a gen-
eralized trap function to be the set of all bitstrings which has a

function value greater than the local optimal 𝑎.

𝑋∗ = {𝑥 |𝑓𝑔𝑒𝑛_𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑝 (𝑘 ) (𝑥) > 𝑎} (6)

In terms of 𝑢, this is a region between [⌈𝑎 (𝑘−𝑧 )
𝑏
⌉ + 𝑧, 𝑘]

The probability of a bitstring being uniformly initialized in the

optimal region is thus 𝑃𝑟 (𝑥 ∈ 𝑋∗) = 𝑃𝑟 (𝐵𝑖𝑛(𝑘, 0.5) ≥ ⌈𝑎 (𝑘−𝑧 )
𝑏
⌉ +𝑧)

7.2 GOMEA with local mutation runtime on
concatenated generalized trap function

The strategy is similar as above. First, we calculate the population

size required for each of the optimal region for each subproblem

to occur at least once. Then, we show that GOMEA can effectively

recombine those optimal regions and perform hill-climbing after-

ward.

For simplicity, we refer 𝑃𝑟 (𝑥 ∈ 𝑋∗) as 𝑝∗

Lemma 7.1. The probability of all𝑚 optimal regions to occur at
least once in a population size 𝜇 = 𝑐

𝑝∗
𝑚 is 1 − 𝜖 where 𝜖 = 𝑚𝑒−𝑐𝑚

which is exponentially small with𝑚 and 𝑐 = Ω(1).

Proof. Same as the proof in Lemma 3.2, as we only need to

replace
1

2
𝑘 to 𝑝∗ □

Theorem 7.2. The expected optimization time of GOMEA with
a truthful FOS and a local mutation with mutation rate of 1

𝑘
on

concatenated generalized trap function with𝑚 substrings of length k
with parameters 𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑧 is at most ⌊ (𝑏−𝑎) (𝑘−𝑧 )

𝑏
⌋ (𝑚 ln𝑚) (𝑒𝑘 (1+ 𝑐

𝑝∗
) +

𝑐𝑒
𝑝∗
𝑚 ln𝑚)+ 𝑐

𝑝∗
𝑚3 which is𝑂 ( 1

𝑝∗
𝑚3) with a probability of 1−𝜖 where

𝜖 = 𝑚𝑒−𝑐𝑚 which is exponentially small with𝑚, if the population
size 𝜇 = 𝑐

𝑝∗
𝑚 where 𝑐 = Ω(1)

Proof. Since the GOM operator will never lose a substring in

the optimal region to a substring not in the optimal region, we can

safely apply the same strategy in the previous proof of Theorem 3.3.

We consider𝑚 i.i.d optimization process, with a level definition:

𝑙 (𝑋 ) = 𝑚𝑎𝑥 (0,𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑢 (𝑋 )) − (⌊ (𝑏−𝑎) (𝑘−𝑧 )
𝑏

⌋)). 𝑙 tells us how far

has the best substring traveled along the slope toward the global

optimal.There are ⌊ (𝑏−𝑎) (𝑘−𝑧 )
𝑏

⌋ levels at most and we will estimate

the time spent in each level.

We separate each level to two stages, in stage one, The best

substring spread to a constant portion of the population. In stage

two, the local mutation operator climb towards the global optimum

by adding a 1.

In the worst case, the population only contain one substring

at level 𝑙 , the spreading of such substring with time can be again

modeled as a diffusion process where 𝑝𝑡 denotes the portion of

substring at level 𝑙 at time step 𝑡 . This time, however, the effect of

mutation will put a coefficient of approximately
1

𝑒 to the diffusion

rate since the probability of mutation not changing any bit is:(1 −
1

𝑘
)𝑘 ≈ 1

𝑒 as 𝑘 approaches infinity.

𝑝𝑡

𝑑𝑡
=
(1 − 𝑝𝑡 )𝑝𝑡

𝑒𝜇

With 𝑝0 = 1

𝜇

𝑝𝑡 =
1

1 + (𝜇 + 1)𝑒−(
𝑡
𝑒𝜇
)

Let 𝑡 = 𝑒𝜇 ln𝑚

𝑝𝑡 =
1

1 + (𝜇 + 1)𝑒− ln𝑚)

=
1

1 +
𝑐
𝑝∗𝑚+1
𝑚

≈ 1

1 + 𝑐
𝑝∗

(7)

Which is a constant. The time spent in this stage is thus 𝑡 =
𝑐𝑒
𝑝∗
𝑚 ln𝑚

In stage two, with a constant portion of the population at level 𝑙 ,

the probability of a local mutation improve a level 𝑙 substring is at

least:

1

1 + 𝑐
𝑝∗

( 1
𝑘
) (1 − 1

𝑘
)𝑘−1 >

1

(𝑒𝑘) (1 + 𝑐
𝑝∗
)

The time spent in this stage is then at most: 𝑒𝑘 (1 + 𝑐
𝑝∗
)

The expected time for the 𝑖𝑡ℎ of the𝑚 processes to reach maxi-

mum level is thus 𝐸 (𝑇𝑖 ) = ⌊ (𝑏−𝑎) (𝑘−𝑧 )𝑏
⌋ (𝑒𝑘 (1 + 𝑐

𝑝∗
) + 𝑐𝑒𝑝∗𝑚 ln𝑚)
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However, as we are solving for a concatenation of such sub-

problems, the expected time for optimal subsolutions to occur at

least once for all subproblems is 𝐸 (max

𝑚
(𝑇𝑖 )). Assuming 𝑇𝑖 follows

exponential distribution and given they are i.i.d, 𝐸 (max

𝑚
(𝑇𝑖 )) can be

approximated[1] as 𝐸 (𝑇𝑖 ) ln(𝑚). Each GOM operator also consists

of𝑚 function evaluations. The expected time spent on finding all

optimal subsolutions is in the end ⌊ (𝑏−𝑎) (𝑘−𝑧 )
𝑏

⌋ (𝑚 ln𝑚) (𝑒𝑘 (1 +
𝑐
𝑝∗
) + 𝑐𝑒𝑝∗𝑚 ln𝑚). This can be reduced to 𝑂 (𝑚𝑘 ln𝑚 + 1

𝑝∗
𝑚2

ln
2𝑚)

Finally, GOMEA need to recombine the optimal subsolutions

present at this point, using the same argument in the previous proof,

the time is bounded by 𝜇𝑚2 = 𝑐
𝑝∗
𝑚3 = 𝑂 ( 1

𝑝∗
𝑚3). Assuming 𝑚

grows faster than𝑘 , the bound of the previous level climbing process

is absorbed, thus the final upper bound is 𝑂 ( 1

𝑝∗
𝑚3) asymptotically.

□

Again, this bound can be generalized to any subproblems with a

given probability 𝑝∗ of being initialized in an optimal region, if an

hill climber can efficiently optimize to the global optimum from any

point within the optimal region. Including a hill climbing process

provides a much deeper understanding of how GOMEA works on

a much broader set of problems.

7.3 Experiment
7.3.1 Verification of Theorem 7.2. For convenience, we set 𝑎 = 1

and 𝑏 = 𝑘 , as we only need to change 𝑧 in order to control the

starting point of the optimal region which is just 𝑧 + 1. We then run

experiments with different settings and different resulting 𝑝∗ on
the worst case population, where for each subproblem, a substring

with 𝑧 + 1 ones occurs only once, with the rest of substrings being

zeros.

We compare the worst case performance to the upper bound

of the full expected runtime 𝐸 (𝑇 ), and only the last term of 𝐸 (𝑇 ),
1

𝑝∗
𝑚3

, excluding the hill climbing process. The results in Figure.5(a)

to (e) showed that the runtime of the hill climbing is generously

overestimated and the last term
1

𝑝∗
𝑚3

seems to contribute the ma-

jority of the runtime. Figure.5(f) supported our hypothesis that the

difficulty of the problem to GOMEA is dominated by 𝑝∗, regardless
of the actual size of the problem.

7.3.2 Success rate with c and comparison to GA. A similar exper-

iment is run on GOMEA and GA with deterministic crowding,

verifying GOMEA’s ability of maintaining successful subsolutions.

1000 runs are performed on the concatenated generalized trap func-

tion with 𝑚 = 8, 𝑘 = 6, 𝑧 = 4 with a 𝑝∗ = 0.1094 consequently.

From the previous experiment, we see
𝑐
𝑝∗
𝑚3

is actually a pretty

accurate estimation rather than the complete 𝐸 (𝑇 ), thus the success
condition for GOMEA is within 2 times of

𝑐
𝑝∗
𝑚3

and 20 times for

GA.

The result in Figure.6(c) and (e) confirmed that GOMEA required

a much smaller population size with the concept of optimal region,

as we only need substrings in the optimal region rather than be at

the global optimal. Surprisingly, GA seems to perform pretty well

on this problem as well. This may be because the problem is no

longer deceptive, since we keep the local optimum at the value 1,

the average schema fitness with more zeroes are going to be lower

than the average schema fitness with more ones, resulting in benign

hitchhiking, where the crossover favor one good gene over several

bad genes. For example, if an existing optimal substring with a

fitness value of 6 is to be disrupted during a crossover in GA with

deterministic crowding, the offspringwill only be accepted if it gains

extra fitness value of 6 else where, and it is almost impossible with

the local optimum having a low fitness value of 1. In other words,

the optimal substrings are maintained even through a disruptive

crossover.

We then designed a tailed trap function shown in Fig.6(b), where

the local optimum has a much higher fitness value but the optimal

region has the same size. This is however, not a fully deceptive

problem since the schemas with the size of 𝑘 − 1 are not misleading.

With the same 𝑝∗, the performance of GOMEA is identical for these

two problems, in fact, the expect runtime would be the same for a

hill climber, as the number of bit flips required to escape the local

optimum is the same. For GA with deterministic crowding however,

the problem is suddenly impossible to solve, unless with extremely

lucky initialization.
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(a) 𝑘 = 4 (b) 𝑘 = 5

(c) 𝑘 = 6 (d) 𝑘 = 7

(e) 𝑘 = 4 (f) 𝑘 = 5

Figure 5: (a) to (e) Upper bound vs worst case performance (e) Comparison between different 𝑝∗



GECCO ’24 Companion, July 14–18, 2024, Melbourne, VIC, Australia Yukai and Marcus

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)

Figure 6: (a)(c)(e) Results of concatenated generalized trap function (b)(d)(f) Results of concatenated tailed trap function
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