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Abstract

Evolutionary algorithms (EAs) maintain populations through evolutionary oper-
ators to discover diverse solutions for complex tasks while gathering valuable
knowledge, such as historical population data and fitness evaluations. However,
traditional EAs face challenges in dynamically adapting to expanding knowledge
bases, hindering the efficient exploitation of accumulated information and lim-
iting adaptability to new situations. To address these issues, we introduce an
Optimization Knowledge Adaptation Evolutionary Model (OKAEM), which fea-
tures dynamic parameter adjustment using accumulated knowledge to enhance its
optimization capabilities. OKAEM employs attention mechanisms to model the
interactions among individuals, fitness landscapes, and genetic components sepa-
rately, thereby parameterizing the evolutionary operators of selection, crossover,
and mutation. These powerful learnable operators enable OKAEM to benefit
from pre-learned extensive prior knowledge and self-tune with real-time evolu-
tionary insights. Experimental results demonstrate that OKAEM: 1) exploits
prior knowledge for significant performance gains across various knowledge trans-
fer settings; 2) achieves competitive performance through self-tuning alone, even
without prior knowledge; 3) outperforms state-of-the-art black-box baselines in
a vision-language model tuning case; 4) can improve its optimization capabilities
with growing knowledge; 5) is capable of emulating principles of natural selection
and genetic recombination.
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1 Introduction

Inspired by biological evolution, evolutionary algorithms (EAs) continuously update
population systems through crossover, mutation, and selection to explore complex fit-
ness landscapes [1]. Prominent examples of EAs include the genetic algorithm (GA)
[2], the evolution strategy (ES) [3], and the genetic programming (GP) [4]. These
methods rely solely on the fitness values of individuals to drive the evolutionary pro-
cess without requiring gradient information. Advances in computational techniques [5]
have allowed EAs to provide diverse solutions for highly complex optimization tasks
such as neuroevolution [6, 7], robotic control [8, 9], industrial design [10], and scien-
tific discoveries [11, 12]. As the scale and complexity of these tasks increase [1, 13],
EAs generate a significant amount of valuable knowledge, including historical popula-
tions and their fitness data. However, existing EAs face challenges in enhancing their
optimization capabilities as knowledge bases grow. Two long-standing issues are par-
ticularly prominent: incomplete utilization of prior knowledge and inflexible knowledge
adaptation strategies.

Evolutionary knowledge transfer (EKT) leverages prior knowledge from source
tasks to accelerate evolutionary optimization for challenging target tasks [14-20].
Current mainstream EKT methods focus mainly on knowledge derived from highly
related individuals [21], thus neglecting valuable information from other candidates
within the population. This limited knowledge utilization hampers the exploitation of
underlying evolutionary behaviors on source tasks. Furthermore, adaptability has long
been a key challenge in the field of EAs [2, 22-24]. The absence of a unified frame-
work for heuristic evolutionary operators results in adaptability strategies specific
to particular EAs. For example, the covariance matrix adaptation used in evolution
strategies (CMAES) [25] may not be effective in GA contexts. Recent studies [26-30]
have explored training parameterized EAs in various tasks to improve generalization
and adaptability. However, these learnable EAs (LEAs) cannot dynamically adjust
parameters using generated populations and fitness data, potentially limiting their
optimization capabilities.

To address these challenges, we introduce the Optimization Knowledge Adap-
tation Evolutionary Model (OKAEM), which exhibits powerful transferability and
adaptability. OKAEM pre-learns extensive prior knowledge from source tasks and
dynamically adjusts to incorporate new knowledge from target tasks. By leveraging
attention mechanisms, OKAEM explicitly models the relationships among individuals,
fitness landscapes, and genetic components, guiding selection, crossover, and mutation.
These parameterized evolutionary operators enable learnable and highly parallelizable
update rules. Multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) with Dropout are employed to introduce
stochasticity into the operators. To our knowledge, this is the first instance where
neurons are used to represent the random behavior in EAs.

OKAEM involves two stages: pre-training and adaptive optimization (Fig. 1).
During the pre-training stage, OKAEM learns population evolution behaviors on
source tasks by predicting the next generation’s population, thereby leveraging prior
knowledge to enhance performance. In the adaptive optimization phase, OKAEM con-
tinuously generates offspring and dynamically tunes its parameters to adapt to new
evolutionary insights by minimizing the distance between generated populations and
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elite individuals. The novel combination of pre-training and self-tuning mechanisms
addresses the inflexibility of existing customized LEAs. Notably, even without prior
knowledge, users can still execute the adaptive optimization phase to effectively solve
target tasks.

Experimental results show that OKAEM significantly outperforms classical and
advanced EKT methods across 12 transfer scenarios with varying similarities, high-
lighting the efficient use of prior knowledge. Without prior knowledge (no pre-training),
OKAEM still achieves competitive performance on 24 black-box optimization prob-
lems compared to state-of-the-art LEAs, thanks to its self-tuning capabilities. Lever-
aging parallel computing, OKAEM requires only a few GPU seconds. In a practical
case study on prompt tuning for vision-language models, OKAEM surpasses state-of-
the-art black-box baselines. Moreover, we find that OKAEM improves its performance
with knowledge accumulation and explicitly learns the principles of natural selection
and genetic recombination.

2 Optimization knowledge adaptation evolutionary
model

We consider applying optimization knowledge to EAs to find the optimal solution of
a complex non-analytic function: min,[f(x) | M, P], where f € R! is the objective
function, and = € R? is the decision variable. M = {(P,Et), F,St)) | P,gt) € RVxd, F,gt) €
RNX1 k =1,...,K,t =1,...,T} represents a series of prior knowledge accumulated
from source tasks. P,Et) and F,Et) denote the population and fitness data of the k-th
source task at generation t. Each individual in the population represents a candidate
solution for the optimization task. Fig. 1a visualizes the prior knowledge M accumu-
lated by GA and CMAES on two 2D source optimization tasks: Ackley and Sphere.
These visualizations intuitively reflect the evolutionary behaviors of populations on
the source tasks. P = {(P®), F®) | PO ¢ RVN*d () ¢ RNX1 ¢ =1 ... j} denotes
the optimization knowledge accumulated from the 1st to the j-th generation on the
target task. The proposed OKAEM includes two stages: 1) pre-training on M (Fig.
la); adaptive optimization using P (Fig. 1b). For the pseudocode of OKAEM, see
Supplementary Appendix A.

2.1 Architecture

Given the current population P®) € RV*4 and fitness data F®*) € RV*! OKAEM
generates an offspring population Pt ¢ RNxd through selection, crossover, and muta-
tion, denoted as P) = OKAEMy (P®), F®) (Fig. 1 b(i)). The selection module
defines a selection matrix A®) € RV*N where A;; indicates individual j’s contribu-
tion to generating the i-th individual for crossover. Multi-head attention mechanisms
[31] parameterize A®) to model individual and fitness relationships. Using A®), the
crossover module recombines individuals in P) to produce an intermediate popula-
tion P’ In addition, an MLP with Dropout is employed to ensure the randomness
of the crossover operator. The mutation module perturbs each pgt) e R™L in P'(®) to

. . ~(t . .
generate the corresponding offspring pg ) € R¥*!. A mutation matrix M® ¢ Rxd



where Mjy, indicates the influence of the k-th gene on the mutation of the j-th gene,
is parameterized using attention mechanisms to model gene interactions. By apply-
ing M® to each individual pl(-t), we introduce gene-level perturbations to generate
each offspring ﬁl(-t). Collectively, these offspring form the offspring population P®_ For
detailed information on each component, see Methods 4.

Compared with traditional EAs, OKAEM offers three key advantages: learnability,
parallelizability, and interpretability.

® Learnability: The parameterized selection, crossover, and mutation modules can
be adaptively updated based on optimization knowledge, rather than relying
on heuristic rules. This adaptive learning capability enhances the generalization
performance.

e Parallelizability: By adhering to the fundamental design principles of neural
networks, OKAEM enables the direct application of existing GPU-based parallel
computing strategies. This significantly reduces computational costs and accelerates
the optimization process.

¢ Interpretability: OKAEM allows for the visualization of the selection and muta-
tion matrices, providing valuable insights into individual relationships, fitness
dynamics, and gene interactions during the evolutionary process. Specifically, obser-
vations from these visualizations reveal distinct statistical patterns: individuals with
higher fitness are more likely to be selected for crossover, and gene mutations exhibit
consistent patterns. For a detailed analysis of these advantages, see Fig 3.

2.2 Pre-training and adaptive optimization

The pre-training aims to uncover the patterns underlying prior knowledge to enhance

the performance of OKAEM. As shown in Fig. la, given prior knowledge M, the

optimization objective of pre-training is to minimize the Euclidean distance between

the predicted offspring population P,it) and the actual next-generation population
P]EH_U in the prior knowledge:

K T-1
inL; — pitY — pW2 - p — OKAEMy (P, F(M). 1
it L1 I;;Hk e k w(P s Fy?) (1)

This allows OKAEM to explicitly learn population evolution behavior by predicting
the next generation. Traditional EKT methods rely on heuristic rules to determine
what, when, and how to transfer knowledge, focusing only on a subset of promising
prior knowledge and heavily depending on expert design [14, 21]. In contrast, OKAEM
utilizes all prior knowledge for pre-training, avoiding knowledge waste. Moreover, prior
knowledge generated by different EAs on a set of source optimization tasks can be
used as training data, enabling OKAEM to learn diverse types of evolution behaviors
(see detailed analysis in Fig. 2b).

As shown in Fig. 1b, adaptive optimization comprises initialization, reproduction,
evaluation, elitism, and self-tuning. Over T' generations, the best individual p* € R?
is obtained. Initially, Latin hypercube sampling is used to generate a random initial



population from the search space. By leveraging the pre-trained OKAEM, we proceed
with population reproduction. Subsequently, the offspring population undergoes fitness
evaluation. Furthermore, an elitism strategy ensures that the top /N individuals with
the highest fitness are carried over to the next generation. Finally, self-tuning updates
OKAEM’s parameters by minimizing the distance between the generated offspring
population P(® and the elite individuals P*®):

min L = |[P*® — PO, 2)

During the self-tuning phase, OKAEM iteratively updates its parameters to adapt to
the current target task. From a learning perspective, pre-training and self-tuning cor-
respond to unsupervised and supervised learning paradigms, respectively. We can use
classical gradient optimizers such as AdamW [32] to update the model parameters W.
Pre-training aims to more comprehensively utilize prior knowledge (transferability),
while self-tuning aims to learn new knowledge generated by itself (adaptability). These
processes leverage population dynamics and fitness evaluations, independent of explicit
gradient information from the fitness function, providing a robust training strategy for
EAs. Furthermore, the modular design of pre-training and self-tuning ensures effec-
tiveness even without prior knowledge, enabling direct adaptive optimization on the
target task. This dual-phase approach enhances OKAEM’s ability to generalize and
adapt, making it suitable for a wide range of optimization challenges.

3 Results

3.1 Sequence transfer optimization problem

We evaluate OKAEM’s performance on the sequence transfer optimization problem
(STOP) suite [33], a comprehensive benchmark comprising 12 problems that simulate
knowledge transfer scenarios in EAs. Each STOP task encompasses a target task and
prior knowledge derived from a set of source optimization tasks, effectively representing
the spectrum of similarity relationships between optimal solutions encountered in real-
world applications. The problems are categorized into three groups based on their
degree of similarity: high (STOP1-4), mixed (STOP5-8), and low (STOP9-12). The
baselines include both classical and advanced EKT methods [21], encompassing various
dimensions of knowledge transfer: non-transfer strategies (N), what to transfer (H, M1,
WD, OC, ROC, KLD), how to transfer (M1-Te, M1-Tr, M1-Tm, M1-M, M2-A, OC-L,
OC-A, OC-K, OC-N, ROC-L), and when to transfer (F-1, F-5, F-10, D-M, D-P, and D-
G). Additionally, two variants of OKAEM serve as baselines for comparison: OKAEM-
PT, which relies solely on pre-training, and OKAEM-ST, which focuses exclusively
on self-tuning. This setup allows us to comprehensively assess the effectiveness of
OKAEM’s dual-phase approach in leveraging prior knowledge and adapting to new
tasks. For detailed problem configurations and parameter settings, see Supplementary
Appendix B.
As shown in Fig. 2a, the experimental results provide several key insights:
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Fig. 2 Experimental results on 12 STOP benchmarks over 20 independent runs, each with a max-
imum of 5000 evaluations. a. Logarithmic plot of objective values (lower is better). b. Performance
comparison between OKAEM, which learns different types of prior knowledge, and the correspond-
ing source algorithms on target tasks. Data are presented as the mean and standard deviation of the
objective values.

® Superior performance: OKAEM demonstrates significantly better performance
compared to baselines in complex knowledge transfer scenarios. Unlike existing EKT
methods that focus primarily on promising individuals or their variants, OKAEM
leverages comprehensive prior knowledge, including all individuals and their fitness,
thereby preventing knowledge wastage.

¢ Effectiveness in similar tasks: In high or mixed similarity scenarios (STOP1-
8), many EKT methods outperform non-transfer approaches (N), underscoring the
effectiveness and necessity of knowledge transfer. Prior knowledge from source tasks
markedly enhances the performance of EAs.



® Resilience in low similarity: Most EKT methods perform worse than non-
transfer approaches in low-similarity scenarios (STOP9-12) due to limited shared
knowledge and negative transfer [21]. Notably, OKAEM excels even under these
challenging conditions. Pre-training on low-similarity source tasks improves model
generalizability, leading to superior target task performance.

¢ Importance of pre-training and self-tuning: In all transfer scenarios, OKAEM
outperforms both OKAEM-ST and OKAEM-PT, highlighting the critical role of
integrating both pre-training and self-tuning phases in enhancing overall perfor-
mance.

¢ Enhanced optimization by self-tuning: OKAEM significantly surpasses
OKAEM-ST, with the key difference being the execution of self-tuning during
the optimization phase. This finding indicates that parameter adaptation allows
OKAEM to continuously improve its optimization performance as new knowledge
accumulates.

These results collectively demonstrate OKAEM’s robustness and adaptability
across diverse knowledge transfer scenarios, validating its effectiveness in leveraging
prior knowledge for enhanced EAs.

OKAEM exhibits the capability to learn from different types of prior knowledge.
For each STOP, we generate diverse prior knowledge using GA [2], particle swarm
optimization (PSO) [34], and CMAES [25] on source tasks, respectively. Detailed
parameter settings are provided in Supplementary Appendix B. Fig. 2b illustrates the
performance comparison between OKAEM, trained with different types of prior knowl-
edge, and the corresponding source algorithms on target tasks. In all cases, OKAEM
outperforms the source algorithms, indicating its capability to leverage various types
of prior knowledge to enhance optimization efficiency. This robust performance gain
highlights OKAEM'’s adaptability and versatility in enhancing optimization outcomes
using different strategies.

We visualize the selection and mutation matrices learned by OKAEM for STOP1,
STOPS5, and STOP9 (Fig. 3). Across all cases, these matrices exhibit clear statistical
patterns. For the selection matrix, individuals with higher fitness values are preferen-
tially selected, embodying the principle of “survival of the fittest”. Notably, individuals
with the lowest fitness are selected more frequently than those with mid-range fitness,
likely to maintain population diversity. The mutation matrix evolves from random to
ordered over generations, exhibiting “row-similarity” characteristics, which indicate
consistent patterns in gene variation. This evolution enhances the interpretability of
our method compared to existing LEAs. In addition, ablation studies (Supplementary
Table B5) show that eliminating either the crossover or mutation mechanisms results
in a substantial performance drop, highlighting their indispensable roles in driving
OKAEM’s superior performance.

3.2 Black-box optimization benchmark problem

In many practical scenarios, collecting prior knowledge can be challenging, render-
ing pre-training infeasible. Leveraging its flexibility, OKAEM can perform adaptive
optimization independently to solve complex tasks. This section evaluates OKAEM’s
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Fig. 3 Visualization of selection and mutation matrices learned by OKAEM on STOP1, STOPS5,
and STOP9. For the selection matrix, axes represent individuals ranked by their fitness scores, with
0 and 19 denoting the best and worst individuals, respectively. The matrix values are computed
as the mean across all H attention heads. For the mutation matrix, axes represent gene (decision
variable) indices. a. STOP1: (i)-(ii) First and T-th generation selection matrices; (iii)-(iv) First and
T-th generation mutation matrices. b. STOPS5: (i)-(ii) First and T-th generation selection matrices;
(iii)-(iv) First and T-th generation mutation matrices. c. STOPO: (i)-(ii) First and T-th generation
selection matrices; (iii)-(iv) First and T-th generation mutation matrices.

performance without pre-training on 24 commonly used black-box optimization bench-
marks (BBOBs) [35, 36], with a search space of [—10,10]¢ where d = 1000. The
BBOB suite encompasses a series of high-dimensional continuous optimization func-
tions, including unimodal, multimodal, rotated, and shifted functions, as well as those
with specific properties such as Lipschitz continuity and second-order differentiabil-
ity. We compare OKAEM against both classical adaptive EAs and advanced learnable
EAs, including SimpleGA [37], GESMR-GA [38], XNES [39], CMAES [25], LGA [26],
and LES [27]. All algorithms are implemented using JAX [40] for its acceleration ben-
efits. Detailed descriptions of the comparison baselines and parameter settings are
provided in Supplementary Appendix C.

As observed in Fig. 4a, OKAEM achieves superior performance across most
benchmarks, regardless of their diverse geometric properties. This indicates that
even without prior knowledge (i.e., pre-training), OKAEM’s adaptive optimization
can deliver highly competitive results. Unlike classical adaptive algorithms such as
GESMR, XNES, and CMAES, which rely on specific structures of evolutionary oper-
ators, OKAEM’s parameter adaptation is entirely driven by population dynamics
and fitness. This flexibility makes it suitable for any neural representation-based
evolutionary operator. By adjusting its parameters based on population dynamics,
OKAEM outperforms all baselines, demonstrating strong adaptability and optimiza-
tion capabilities. Conversely, LGA and LES rely on fixed parameters post-training,
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preventing them from adapting to population changes. As demonstrated by OKAEM’s
outstanding results, adaptability is crucial for enhancing the performance of EAs.
Moreover, Fig. 4b shows that OKAEM has the lowest computational cost among all
baselines, requiring only a few GPU seconds. This indicates that neural representation-
based OKAEM can significantly enhance computational efficiency through parallel
computing.

3.3 Black-box prompt tuning for the vision-language model

Pre-trained models, particularly those for vision-language tasks, are commonly
released as services that allow users to set task-specific prompts to query the models
[41]. EAs such as CMAES are widely used to optimize these prompts to enhance the
performance of pre-trained models [41-44]. Without access to the model’s architecture
or gradient information, optimizing prompts in this black-box setting remains a sig-
nificant challenge. Let the forward propagation of a vision-language model be denoted

10
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as f. Given batches of texts X and images Xy, along with respective text prompts
pr, and image prompts py, the model outputs a similarity score for each image-text
pair. As shown in Fig. 5a, with outputs and labels Y, the objective of prompt tuning
is to minimize the cross-entropy loss L:

Z* =arg min }L(Y,f({XL,PL}§{XVaPV}))> (3)

Z:{ZL,ZV

where

pL=ALZL, pv=AvZv,
and Z represents the parameter subspace for prompts to be optimized, composed of the
text intrinsic vector Zy, and visual intrinsic vector Zy . The randomly initialized fixed
matrices Ay, and Ay project Z;, and Zy into the text prompt py and image prompt
pv, respectively. This optimization objective is computed using only the forward pass
of the vision-language model, eliminating the need for backpropagation.

To validate OKAEM'’s capability to solve complex real-world problems, we evalu-
ate its performance on eight commonly used visual image classification datasets (see
Fig. 5b): Caltech101 [45], OxfordPets [46], StanfordCars [47], Food101 [48], UCF101
[49], SUN397 [50], EuroSAT [51], and DTD [52]. We compare OKAEM against three
types of methods: 1) Manually designed prompts [53], which use carefully crafted tem-
plates for zero-shot evaluation. 2) CMAES [41, 44], a state-of-the-art black-box tuning
algorithm widely used for optimizing prompts in pre-trained models. 3) OKAEM-ST,
a variant of OKAEM that performs only adaptive optimization without pre-training.
Additionally, we employ CMA-ES for prompt tuning on the Caltech101 dataset to
generate prior knowledge for pre-training OKAEM. Once trained, OKAEM directly
tunes prompts across all datasets without separate pre-training for each one. Detailed
experimental setups are provided in Supplementary Appendix D.

Fig. 5b illustrates that black-box tuning methods consistently outperform man-
ual prompting, underscoring the importance and efficacy of automated tuning.
After multiple function evaluations, OKAEM-ST achieves higher accuracy on most
datasets compared to the baselines. Notably, OKAEM demonstrates an advantage
over OKAEM-ST on the Caltech101 dataset. This is attributed to the prior knowl-
edge derived from Caltech101, highlighting the improvement in model performance
when the prior knowledge closely aligns with the target task. Moreover, Fig. 5¢ shows
that both OKAEM and OKAEM-ST exhibit lower computational costs compared to
CMAES, significantly accelerating evolutionary computation in practical applications.

3.4 Parameter sensitivity analysis

Fig. 6 presents the sensitivity analysis of OKAEM’s four critical parameters on the
STOP suite: the number of layers L, population size N, dropout probability pc in
crossover, and dropout probability pys in mutation. Fig. 6a illustrates that the per-
formance of OKAEM improves with an increase in both the number of source tasks
and model depth, regardless of whether the task similarity is high (STOP1-STOP4)
or low (STOP9-STOP12). More source tasks provide richer prior knowledge, allow-
ing deeper models to capture complex patterns. The positive correlation between
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Fig. 6 Sensitivity analysis of key parameters in OKAEM (20 independent runs with random ini-
tialization). The stopping criterion is set to a maximum of 5000 evaluations. a. Analysis of layers
L € [1,2,4] and number of source tasks K € [10,50,100,1000]. The heatmap displays the average
normalized objective values across different types of STOP, with all values scaled to the [0, 1] using
min-max normalization. b. Population size N € [10,20,40,50]. The y-axis shows the normalized
objective values. c¢. Dropout probability pc € [0.3,0.6,0.9,1] in crossover and dropout probability
pm € [0.3,0.6,0.9, 1] in mutation. The x-axis represents the objective values on a log scale.

performance and prior knowledge is especially pronounced in highly similar contexts
(STOP1-STOP4). This implies that OKAEM’s optimization capacity strengthens
with the accumulation of prior knowledge. Conversely, in mixed-similarity conditions
(STOP5-STOPS), the relationship between source tasks, model depth, and perfor-
mance becomes more complex. For these cases, we recommend manually tuning the
model depth for optimal results.

As indicated in Fig. 6b, a population size of 20 is recommended when the maximum
number of evaluations is 5000. In practice, the population size should be adjusted
based on the problem dimensions. Fig. 6¢ illustrates that initial increases in pc and
puy improve the performance of OKAEM. However, performance degrades when these
parameters exceed critical thresholds. Specifically, setting pc or pps to 1 eliminates
randomness in crossover or mutation, leading to suboptimal performance. Based on
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experimental results, we recommend using moderately high values for pc and pj; to
balance performance optimization and stability.

4 Methods

4.1 Implementation details of OKAEM
4.1.1 Selection

We employ attention mechanisms to model individual and fitness relations, parame-
terizing the selection module. Given the current population P*) € RN*? and fitness
F®) ¢ RN*1 the selection matrix A®) € RV*N is defined as follows:

AD L 40
A® = softmax (13\/}1? ) (4)
A

AR = (POWRR)(POWEP)T AR = (FOWRT)(FOWHNT,
Ag) captures pairwise interactions between individuals in the population, while

A;f) models the interplay between their fitness scores. The matrices W@ WEP ¢
RI*da and WRF WHEF ¢ R1*da are learnable parameters that transform the original
features into a space conducive to learning the selection policy. The softmax function
converts the relation scores into a probability distribution, scaled by v/d4 to stabilize

where

optimization and prevent gradient explosion. Element AZ(-;) in the selection matrix
can be used to quantify the extent to which individual j influences the generation of
individual ¢ by crossover.

4.1.2 Crossover
The crossover module begins by applying the selection matrix A®) to the current
population P®) for individual-level recombination:

o) = AW pOWY, (5)

where the transformation WV € R?*?4 reduces the dimensionality of the search
space. This dimensionality reduction is a well-established technique in EAs to enhance
optimization efficiency and reduce computational complexity [54, 55].

To enhance the expressiveness of the crossover, we employ multi-head attention
mechanisms that focus on the features of the population and fitness across different
subspaces. Given H heads, Eq. (5) becomes:

O = |1, AP POWY (6)

where

AP = Softmax <<P<t>W;?P><P<t>W;< M)+ (FOWRT(FEOWE F>T>
h )

Vda/H
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and WY, W2F WP e Rix(@a/H) ywRF yKF ¢ Rix(da/H),

Next, we introduce nonlinearity into Og) using a MLP with Dropout:
MLP(0%) = Dropout,,_ (Tanh(O% Wi + by))Ws + ba, (7)

where Tanh() is the activation function, and W; € Rdaxdm p ¢ RIv_ W, €
Rdv>d p, ¢ R? are parameters. The Dropout introduces stochasticity, with proba-
bility pc controlling neuron deactivation, thereby modulating the randomness of the
crossover process. Finally, residual connections are used to generate the post-crossover
intermediate population:

P’ = pW 4 MLPOY), (8)

which helps mitigate gradient vanishing during training, ensuring stable convergence.
In summary, the learnable parameters Wg¢ for the selection and crossover modules

are:
Wso = {W2F, WEP wRF WEE WY Wy by, Wa, by, h=1,..., H}. (9)

4.1.3 Mutation
(t)

The mutation module individually perturbs each individual p;”” € R?*! in the interme-

diate population P'(*) to generate the corresponding offspring ﬁgt) € R¥*!. Employing
attention mechanisms, we model gene relations to guide the mutation process. The
mutation matrix M® e R?*9 is defined as:

Vi 10)

where WOM WKM ¢ RIxda  GSimilar to the crossover module, we use residual
connections and a MLP to generate offspring:

M® = Softmax <(pz('t)WQM)(p§t) WKM)T>

p" =p" + MLP(O})), (11)
with

O = MOpI WM, (12)
and

MLP(0Y)) = Dropout,, , (Tanh(O%) Ws + b3)) Wy + ba, (13)

where WYM ¢ RIXda 15 € RIaxdn py ¢ RIM T, € RIM*1 and by € R, The
Dropout layer with probability ps introduces stochasticity into the mutation process.

All generated offspring are then combined into the offspring population P(t) €
RNXd:

P(t) = |, (5T (14)

The parameters of the mutation module are summarized as:

W]\/I = {WQMyWKIW7WVM7W3ab37W4ab4}' (15)
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In summary, the learnable parameters W of a single layer of OKAEM include all
weight matrices and bias vectors from the selection, crossover, and mutation:

W ={Wsc, W}
= (W2F WEP wRF WEE WY Wy, by, W, b, (16)
WM WEM VM v, by Wy, by, h=1,..., H}.

4.2 Computational complexity analysis

The selection matrix and the MLP primarily determine the computational complexity
of the selection and crossover. According to Eq. (4), the complexity of computing the
selection matrix is O(N - d-da + N? - da), where N is the population size, d is the
dimensionality of the search space, and d 4 is the embedding dimension. From Eq. (7),
the complexity of the MLP involved in the crossover is O(N -da - dy + N - dyy - d),
with dps representing the hidden layer dimension. Therefore, the total complexity for
selection and crossover is O(N -d-dg + N?-ds+ N -da-dy + N -dyy - d).

According to Eq. (10), the complexity of computing the mutation matrix is O(d -
da+d?-da). Eq. (13) indicates that the MLP involved in mutation has a complexity
of O(d-da -dyr). Thus, the overall complexity for mutation is: O(d?-da +d-da-dyy).

Consolidating these results, the total computational complexity for an L-layer
architecture is O(L-N-d-da+L-N?-da+L-N-da-dpy+L-N-dy-d+L-d*-da+L-d-
da-dyr). Assuming dy = dp; = d, this simplifies to O(L- N -d?>+ L-N?-d+L-d?). In
complex optimization scenarios, where the population size N is generally smaller than
the problem dimension d, the leading term of complexity is O(L - d*). This highlights
the significant impact of the problem dimension d on computational requirements in
high-dimensional search spaces. The assumption d4 = dj; = d simplifies the analysis
but may not hold in practice. Careful consideration should be given to the specific
values of d4 and dj; based on the application context.

5 Discussion

With the advancement in computational capabilities, complex optimization tasks in
scientific and industrial fields have become increasingly intricate and challenging. Tra-
ditional EAs often rely heavily on specific problem structures, limiting their ability to
leverage the vast amount of valuable knowledge generated during optimization. This
constrained transferability and adaptability hinder their optimization performance
and reduce confidence in practical applications. This paper introduces a novel neu-
ral representation-based evolutionary framework, OKAEM, which efficiently utilizes
prior knowledge and quickly adapts to self-generated new knowledge. As demonstrated
on 12 STOPs, 24 BBOBs, and a real-world case study, OKAEM exhibits superior
optimization performance compared to existing baselines, thanks to its robust trans-
ferability and adaptability. Extensive experiments show that OKAEM exhibits strong
learnability: 1) Its optimization capability improves as knowledge accumulates; 2)
It can explicitly learn the principles of natural selection and genetic combination
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in evolution. Thus, OKAEM takes a significant step forward in modeling transfer-
ability, adaptability, and learnability in EAs, overcoming the inflexibility of existing
customized methods and providing a foundational model for addressing larger-scale
complex optimization tasks.

Despite the notable progress made by OKAEM, several avenues for improvement
remain. Experimental results (Fig. 2a) show that in certain mixed-similarity scenar-
ios (STOP6 and STOPS8), OKAEM outperforms methods without knowledge transfer
but falls short of those specifically designed for ”what-to-transfer”. This highlights
the potential benefits of refining pre-training datasets to better match target tasks.
Integrating end-to-end training with fitness evaluation environments could enhance
OKAEM’s performance in real-world applications by leveraging the synergy between
evolution and evaluation. Additionally, the current framework is not tailored for multi-
objective optimization, a common application area for EAs [56, 57]. Constructing
prior knowledge, model architectures, and training paradigms for multi-objective opti-
mization merits further exploration. Selecting foundational source optimization tasks
when constructing prior knowledge datasets can significantly improve model gener-
alization, potentially leading to large-scale pre-trained models capable of addressing
diverse optimization challenges. Moreover, A rigorous convergence analysis of OKAEM
is crucial for establishing theoretical guarantees. Developing more advanced neu-
ral representation-based evolutionary operators, especially those with rotary position
embedding [58], promises to reduce computational complexity. It should be noted
that these challenges present engineering opportunities rather than insurmountable
barriers.

Data availability

The implementations of STOPs and BBOBs are publicly available. STOPs can be
accessed at https://github.com/XmingHsueh/STOP-G, while the BBOB implemen-
tation is provided at https://numbbo.github.io/coco/testsuites/bbob. In addition,
the prompt tuning for visual-language models is detailed in https://github.com/
BruthYU/BPT-VLM.

Code availability

The Python implementation of OKAEM is available at https://github.com/
xiaofangxd/OKAEM. Matlab codes for EKT methods can be found at https://
github.com/XmingHsueh/STO-EC. Additionally, the Python code for all compar-
ison baselines used in the BBOB experiments is provided at https://github.com/
RobertTLange/evosax.

Appendix A Pseudocode of OKAEM

The pseudocode of OKAEM is shown in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Optimization knowledge adaptation evolutionary model

Require:

Optimization task mingey f(z), X € R%;

Prior knowledge M = {(P", F") | P! e RNxd F{) ¢ RN*1 | =1,... K t =
1,...,T} (Optional);

Pre-training loss L; (Optional);

Self-tuning loss Lo;

Architecture parameters: number of layers L, embedding dimension d 4, attention
heads H, MLP hidden dimension dj;, dropout probability in crossover p¢c, dropout
probability in mutation ppy;

Training parameters: learning rate Ir, weight decay wd;

Evolutionary parameters: population size N, number of iterations 7'

Ensure:
Optimal individual p* € R9,
1: OKAEMyy « Initialization(L, da, H, dy, po, pa); > Initialize the model
2. WO « AdamW (L (M), Ir, wd); > Pre-train using AdamW with loss L,
(Optional)
3. P(O) ¢ RV*d « LHSampling(X); > Initialize the population using Latin
hypercube sampling
4: FO ¢ RN « f(PO), > Evaluate the fitness based on the optimization task
5: for t =0to T do
6 P« OKAEMy ) (P®, FO); > Reproduce using OKAEMyy )
. FO — f(PW), > Evaluate the fitness based on the optimization task
8: P F*®)  Elitism(P® u PO, FO U F®), > Select top N individuals
based on fitness
0. W® « AdamW (Lo (P, P*®), Ir, wd); > Self-tune using AdamW with loss
Ly
10: P p+1)  pxt) px®), > Update the population and fitness
11: end for
12: p* < Selection(PT), F(T)); > Select the best individual from the final population

Appendix B Sequence transfer optimization

problem

B.1 Problem configuration

The test suite consists of 12 sequential transfer optimization problems (STOPs), each
featuring a set of source optimization tasks and a target optimization task [33]. The
goal is to leverage knowledge acquired from the source tasks to improve performance
on the target task. As detailed in Supplementary Table B1, each STOP is config-
ured using six parameters: task family, transfer scenario, similarity distribution, task
dimensionality, number of source tasks, and source optimization algorithm.
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Table B1 Candidate configurations for STOP parameters.

Parameter Candidate configurations
Task family v {f1, f2, f3, fa, f5, fo, f7, fs}
Transfer scenario T {To,Te
Similarity distribution h {hl R R RS Y R RY R
Task dimension d 25 ~ 50
Number of source tasks K Nt
Source optimization algorithm A {GA,PSO,CMAES, ...}

® Task family: Eight single-objective functions with configurable optimal values serve
as candidate families (see Supplementary Table B2). These functions are widely
used in continuous optimization.

® Transfer scenario: Scenarios include intra-family transfer T,, where source and
target tasks belong to the same family, and inter-family transfer T,., where they
belong to different families.

e Similarity distribution: Three types of similarity distributions are examined:
high, mixed, and low (see Supplementary Table B3).

® Task dimension: To avoid the curse of dimensionality, problem dimensions are set
within a range of 25 to 50.

® Number of source tasks: This parameter is a positive integer, tailored to meet
specific experimental needs.

® Source optimization algorithm: Any population-based optimizer, such as
genetic algorithms (GA) [2], particle swarm optimization (PSO) [34], and covariance
matrix adaptation evolution strategy (CMAES) [25], can be employed as the source
optimization algorithm. Prior knowledge is generated by running these algorithms
on source tasks.

Supplementary Table B4 provides the configurations for the 12 STOPs, divided
into three categories based on similarity levels: high similarity (HS), mixed similarity
(MS), and low similarity (LS).

e HS: The optimal solutions of source and target tasks are closely aligned in the
common space, ensuring high transferability.

® MS: Four customized similarity distributions are employed to adjust the proportion
of similarity values, providing a balanced challenge between HS and LS scenarios.

e LS: The optimal solutions of source and target tasks differ significantly, presenting
the most challenging transfer conditions.

Each category includes four unique problems, spanning eight task families and two
transfer scenarios, ensuring a diverse range of challenges for evaluation. The number of
source tasks is set to 10. The source optimization algorithm is GA with a population
size of 20 and a maximum of 250 iterations, yielding 10 x 250 = 2500 prior knowledge
entries (populations and fitness data). For GA, we use simulated binary crossover
[59], polynomial mutation [60], and 1/2 truncation selection, with parameters p. = 1,
Ne = 15, pm = 1/d, and n,,, = 15.

In Fig. 2b, we evaluate three source optimization algorithms: GA, PSO, and CMA-
ES, each configured with a population size of 20 and a maximum of 250 iterations.

19



"9STOU WopURI §930Udp (T ‘Q)N ~ 3 pur ‘O[qeLIeA [3-2 973} Jo uormnjos ewiydo o) sjuasaidal ‘o ‘O[qrLIRA UOISIOOP Y)-2 oY) SI *T ‘uorsuowip wolqoid ayy st p

[0z ‘06—] 3 x ‘& + 1 =t [(Porg) wis + 1] (1 — Po) + [(1 + tow) s o1 + 1] (1T — @) [T + (o) juis = (x) 8/ urw Anop 8/
[00z ‘00z —] > x* A DLL 00 "] — (o — ) P OPF 4 1 = (x)4f utmt quemorty  L4f

[0 ‘0T—] 3 x‘pOT + [((*o — *@)xg)s00 0T + (o — tx)] T = (x)9f ur uBlysey  9f

[ce ‘ze—] 2 x %0 — *x = tz‘9 4 0g + Q“_E@moo Y mv dxe — A m.o|v dxe 05— = (x)9f urm foppy  f

[e'g=] > x‘ (fo—ta) x 1T K +2=(x)7furn  osiou yjm onprend)  ¥f

[og ‘0e—] 2 x‘|to — *x| T + |*o — x| 'K = (x)&f unu g'c Pjomg  Ef
[0g‘0e—] 3 x* (Yo — *a)(1 +1—p) 'K = (x)&f utm prosdig  &f

[00T ‘00T—] 3 x“ (*o — @) 1)K = (x) 1/ urm oroydg  1f
uoryenuULIO] swreN I

“Aurey yse], gd 9IqeL

20



Table B3 Similarity distribution.

Similarity Distribution
. o hyy _ o 1 [s—1)/0]2
High similarity hi(s) =6(s—1) = (}1310 \o\ﬁe
8s —4 8s — 4
hl(s) = ReLU(8s — 4) = %
Mixed similarity hi"(s) =1
hy'(s) = 2s
h3'(s) =2 —2s
<s<0.
hT(s): 4s, 0<s<0.5
4—4s, 05<s<1
S l _ o —(s/0)?
Low similarity hi(s) =46(s) = ;lino |a|ﬁe
4 -8 4—-38
hL(s) = ReLU(4 — 8s) = W
Table B4 STOP benchmark suite.
Problem ID Problem Configuration Similarity
(Y —T—h—d-—K—A)
STOP1 Sphere-Ta-h’f-SO-lO-GA High Similarity
STOP2 Ellipsoid-Te-h%-25-10-GA
STOP3 Schwefel-Ta-h{-30-10-GA
STOP4 Quartic-Te-h/-50-10-GA
STOP5 Ackley-Ta-h]"-25-10-GA Mixed Similarity
STOP6 Rastrigin-Te-h3'-50-10-GA
STOP7 Griewank-Ta-hj3"'-25-10-GA
STOP8 Levy-Te-h}"-30-10-GA
STOP9 Sphere—Ta—hll-QB—l()—GA Low Similarity
STOP10 Rastrigin-Te-h}-30-10-GA
STOP11 Ackley-Ta-h5-50-10-GA
STOP12 Ellipsoid-Te-h}-50-10-GA

In Fig. 6a, the number of source tasks is varied to 10, 50, 100, and 1,000. For
all configurations, GA serves as the source optimization algorithm, configured with a
population size of 20 and a maximum of 250 iterations. This setup yields 2,500, 12,500,
25,000, and 250,000 prior knowledge entries, corresponding to 10, 50, 100, and 1,000
source tasks, respectively.

B.2 Baseline

The baseline encompasses four types of methods: no knowledge transfer (N), what to
transfer, how to transfer, and when to transfer. The latter three categories specifically
address how the knowledge carried by solutions from source tasks is transferred to the
target task. Detailed implementations of these methods are provided in [21].

¢ No knowledge transfer (N) involves using evolutionary optimizers without
incorporating any prior knowledge.
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® What to transfer focuses on identifying solutions with the highest estimated
transferability for target tasks. Evaluation metrics include:

— Hamming distance (H)

— Euclidean distance (M1)

— Wasserstein distance (WD)

— Ordinal correlation (OC)

— Relaxed ordinal correlation (ROC)
— Kullback-Leibler divergence (KLD)

® How to transfer aims at enhancing the quality of transferred solutions. These
approaches typically involve adjusting solutions using the learned mapping between
the source and target tasks. Techniques include:

— Elite-based translation transformation (M1-Te)

— Random individual-based translation transformation (M1-Tr)
— Population mean-based translation transformation (M1-Tm)
— Multiplication transformation using estimated means (M1-M)
— Affine transformation (M2-A)

— Linear transformation with ordinal correlation (OC-L)

— Affine transformation with ordinal correlation (OC-A)

— Kernel mapping (OC-K)

— Neural network models (OC-N)

— Latent-space connected linear transformations (ROC-L)

® When to transfer addresses timing decisions for knowledge transfer throughout
the evolutionary process. This category includes fixed-interval methods, denoted as
F1, F5, and F10, and adaptive methods such as:

— Mixture model-based estimation (D-M)
— Representation model-based estimation (D-G)
— Population distribution-based estimation (D-P)

B.3 Parameter setting

All experiments are conducted on a Linux platform with a GPU 2080Ti (Memory: 12
GB, CUDA Version: 11.3). The parameter settings for all methods are provided as
follows.

General settings:

® Number of independent runs: 20.
e Maximum number of evaluations F: 5000.

General settings for all baselines:

e Common search space: [0, 1]¢, where d represents the problem dimension.

e Backbone optimizer: A classical GA with simulated binary crossover [59], polynomial
mutation [60], and 1/2 truncation selection, where p¢, 1, pm, and 7, are set to be
1, 15, 1/d, and 15, respectively.

® Population size N: 20.
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Parameter settings for what to transfer:

® Generation interval for transferring solutions G;: 1.

e Number of source tasks k: 10.

® Number of candidate source tasks providing optimized solutions per transfer
generation: 1.

Parameter settings for how to transfer:

® Generation interval for transferring solutions Gy: 1.

® Number of source tasks k: 10.

® Number of candidate source tasks providing optimized solutions per transfer
generation: 1.

® Source selection: Permutations from 1 to k.

Parameter settings for when to transfer:

® Number of source tasks k: 10.

® Number of candidate source tasks providing optimized solutions per transfer
generation: 1.

® Source selection: Permutations from 1 to k.

Parameter Settings for OKAEM:

® Architecture parameters:

Number of layers L: 1

— Embedding dimension d4: d

— Number of attention heads H: 4

— MLP hidden dimension dj;: 64

— Dropout probability in crossover pc: 0.95
— Dropout probability in mutation pys: 0.95

® Training parameters:

— Learning rate lr: 1le — 3
— Weight decay wd: le — 2
— Batch size for pre-training: 256

e Evolutionary parameters:
— Population size N: 20
— Number of iterations 7 250
B.4 Supplementary experimental results

The ablation study of the crossover and mutation modules is shown in Table B5.
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Table B5 Ablation study of crossover and mutation modules. The results, presented as
objective values (average + standard deviations), are obtained over 20 independent runs.
Symbols “+/ & /—” indicate that the baseline is significantly better/similar/worse than
OKAEM on the Wilcoxon rank-sum test with a confidence level of 0.95, respectively.

Problem | OKAEM-Crossover Only

OKAEM-Mutation Only

OKAEM

STOP1 1.47e + 03 £ 9.79¢ + 05 2.61e 4 03 + 2.49¢ + 06 1.30e + 00 = 1.44e + 00
STOP2 2.39¢ + 01 + 5.78¢ 4 03 4.79¢ + 01 + 1.26€ + 04 3.82¢ — 01 + 3.15¢ — 01
STOP3 1.18¢ 4 01 + 8.79¢ + 01 2.56¢ + 01 % 2.60e + 02 7.47e — 01 % 2.98¢ + 00
STOP4 2.83¢ + 03 + 5.38¢ + 06 8.07e + 03 & 1.11e + 07 3.87¢ — 01 + 1.13e — 02
STOP5 1.49¢ 4 01 =+ 3.41e + 00 7.10e + 00 + 1.21e 4 01 2.46e — 02 + 2.31e — 04
STOP6 2.19¢ 4 02 + 2.36¢ + 03 1.24e + 02 & 7.74e + 02 1.24e + 02 =+ 5.80e + 02
STOP7 9.07e — 01 + 2.82¢ — 01 7.19¢ — 02 4 1.07e — 02 7.75¢ — 03 4 7.33e — 05
STOPS 9.72e + 00 + 1.51e 4 02 4.72¢ 4 01 + 4.65¢ + 02 6.69¢ + 00 + 4.15¢ 4 01
STOP9 1.69¢ — 02 4 4.67¢ — 04 4.14e + 02 + 5.70e + 05 2.34¢ — 03 + 4.59¢ — 06
STOP10 8.65¢ + 01 + 6.28¢ + 02 5.93¢ + 01 + 3.42¢ + 02 3.45¢ + 01 + 3.95¢ 4 01
STOP11 2.79¢ 4 00 + 3.26¢ 4 01 1.81e + 01 = 7.32e — 01 2.53¢ 4 00 + 1.61e + 01
STOP12 2.12e + 04 + 1.65¢ 4 08 1.41e 4 04 =+ 6.20e + 07 3.17e + 02 4 1.45¢ + 05
+/~ /- 0/2/10 0/1/11 -

Appendix C Black-box optimization benchmark

problem

C.1 Baseline

This paper aims to advance the development of population-based evolutionary compu-
tation. Therefore, we do not compare with non-population-based approaches such as
Bayesian optimization, which struggles with continuous optimization problems exceed-
ing 100 dimensions. Furthermore, we omit large language models-based approaches
[61-63] from our baseline, as they are better suited for specific types of tasks. Our base-
line includes classical EAs and their adaptive variants, as well as advanced learnable
EAs.
Classical EAs and their adaptive variants:

e SimpleGA [37], one of the most popular EAs in black-box optimization.

e GA with group elite selection of mutation rates (GESMR-GA) [38], an advanced
adaptive variant of GA.

e CMAES [25] and XNES [39], widely regarded as state-of-the-art EAs for address-
ing challenging continuous optimization problems (e.g., ill-conditioned, non-convex,
non-continuous, or multi-modal).

Learnable EAs:

e Learnable GA (LGA) [26], which discovers new GAs in a data-driven manner,
applicable to unseen optimization problems, search dimensions, and evaluation
budgets.

e Learnable evolution strategy (LES) [27], which uses data-driven approaches to
discover novel evolution strategies with strong generalization and search efficiency.
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C.2 Parameter setting

All experiments are conducted on a Linux platform with a GPU 2080Ti (Memory: 12
GB, CUDA version: 11.3). The implementations of baselines are obtained from a JAX-
based evolutionary strategies library [40]. For SimpleGA, GESMR-GA, CMAES, and
XNES, the primary control parameters are automatically tuned. Other hyperparam-
eters are optimized using grid search to identify the best combinations. For LGA and
LES, we used the pre-trained parameters provided by the authors. All baselines are
configured with a population size of 20 and a maximum of 200 generations. Detailed
parameter settings are listed in Supplementary Table C6.

Table C6 Detailed parameter configurations for the baselines.

Algorithm Parameter Setting

SimpleGA Initial o = 0.2 We use grid search in [0.1, 1] with
a step size of 0.1.

Crossover probability p. = 0.7 We use grid search in [0.5, 1] with
a step size of 0.1.

GESMR-GA Initial o = 0.2 We use grid search in [0.1, 1] with
a step size of 0.1.
CMAES/XNES Initial o = 0.2 We use grid search in [0.1, 1] with
a step size of 0.1.
Initial p p = 1b+ randn(d) x (ub — Ib)
LGA All parameters We use the pre-trained parameters

provided by the authors.

LES All parameters We use the pre-trained parameters
provided by the authors.

ub and lb are the upper and lower bounds of the problem, respectively. randn(d) stands for
sampling a d-dimensional vector from a standard normal distribution.

The parameter settings for OKAEM are provided as follows:
® Architecture parameters:

— Number of layers L: 1

Embedding dimension d 4: 64

— Number of attention heads H: 1

— MLP hidden dimension dj;: 64

— Dropout probability in crossover pc: 0.95
— Dropout probability in mutation pas: 0.5

e Training parameters:
— Learning rate [r: 1le — 3
— Weight decay wd: 1le — 5
C.3 Supplementary experimental results

Performance comparison on 24 black-box optimization benchmark problems is shown
in Fig. C1.
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Fig. C1 Performance comparison on 24 black-box optimization benchmark problems (20 indepen-
dent runs with random initialization, population size N = 20, number of iterations 7' = 200). The
results are presented regarding objective values (lower is better).

Appendix D Prompt tuning for the
vision-language model

D.1 Datasets

We conduct experiments on eight visual image classification datasets: Caltech101
[45], OxfordPets [46], StanfordCars [47], Food101 [48], UCF101 [49], SUN397 [50],
EuroSAT [51], and DTD [52]. These datasets, covering a wide range of visual tasks,
are commonly used to evaluate prompt tuning tasks. Their statistics are summarized
in Supplementary Table D7.

e Caltech101, OxfordPets, and StanfordCars provide images for fine-grained
classification and recognition. Caltech101 includes images of 101 object categories;
OxfordPets features a diverse set of pet breeds; and StanfordCars offers detailed
images of car models for precise vehicle identification.

® Food101 focuses on food image classification, covering a broad spectrum of global
cuisines.

e UCF101 specializes in human action recognition from video clips, assessing both
category-specific and dynamic scene understanding.

e SUN397 provides a nearly exhaustive collection of scenes, suitable for evaluating
scene recognition tasks.

® EuroSAT comprises satellite imagery for land use classification, representing
various Earth surface covers from a spaceborne perspective.

e DTD targets the visual recognition of diverse textural patterns found in both
natural and artificial surfaces.
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D.2 Problem configuration

In alignment with the experimental setup in [64], the same 16-shot split for prompt
tuning is employed across all methods. Evaluation is conducted on the full test sets
for comparison.

Following the model configuration adopted in [41], the open-source CLIP model
with ViT-B/32 is used as the backbone for the visual encoder. The intrinsic dimension
is set to 1000. The vision prompt length and language prompt length are set to 8 and
5, respectively.

D.3 Parameter setting

All experiments are conducted on a Linux platform with a GPU 2080Ti (Memory: 12
GB, CUDA version: 11.3). The general settings are as follows:

® Loss function: Cross entropy.

e Number of independent runs: 5.

® Population size N: 12 for SUN397 to prevent memory overflow during parallel
computing, and 20 for other datasets.

® Interval for calculating test accuracy: Every 12 evaluations.

® Maximum number of evaluations F: See Supplementary Table D7.

The configuration of the manual prompt is consistent with [53]. The main control
parameters of CMAES are automatically adjusted. Other hyperparameters of CMAES
are tuned using grid search to determine the optimal combination (see Supplementary
Table C6 for specific settings). The parameter settings for OKAEM/OKAEM-FT are
provided as follows:

® Prior Knowledge Generation: We perform prompt tuning on the Caltech101 dataset
using CMAES with a population size of 20 and a maximum of 4800 evaluations.
This setup generates a total of 240 prior knowledge entries (populations and fitness
data).

® Architecture parameters:

Number of layers L: 1

— Embedding dimension d4: 512

— Number of attention heads H: 1

— MLP hidden dimension dj;: 64

— Dropout probability in crossover pc: 0.95
— Dropout probability in mutation pas: 0.5

® Training parameters:

— Learning rate [r: 1le — 3
— Weight decay wd: 1le — 5
— Batch size for pre-training: 16
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