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Unleashing the Potential of Differential Evolution
through Individual-Level Strategy Diversity

Chenchen Feng, Minyang Chen, Zhuozhao Li, and Ran Cheng

Abstract—Since Differential Evolution (DE) is sensitive to
strategy choice, most existing variants pursue performance
through adaptive mechanisms or intricate designs. While these
approaches focus on adjusting strategies over time, the struc-
tural benefits that static strategy diversity may bring remain
largely unexplored. To bridge this gap, we study the impact
of individual-level strategy diversity on DE’s search dynamics
and performance, and introduce iStratDE (DE with individual-
level strategies), a minimalist variant that assigns mutation
and crossover strategies independently to each individual at
initialization and keeps them fixed throughout the evolutionary
process. By injecting diversity at the individual level without
adaptation or feedback, iStratDE cultivates persistent behavioral
heterogeneity that is especially effective with large populations.
Moreover, its communication-free construction possesses intrinsic
concurrency, thereby enabling efficient parallel execution and
straightforward scaling for GPU computing. We further provide
a convergence analysis of iStratDE under standard reachability
assumptions, which establishes the almost-sure convergence of
the best-so-far fitness. Extensive experiments on the CEC2022
benchmark suite and robotic control tasks demonstrate that
iStratDE matches or surpasses established adaptive DE variants.
These results highlight individual-level strategy assignment as
a straightforward yet effective mechanism for enhancing DE’s
performance. The source code of iStratDE is publicly accessible
at: https://github.com/EMI-Group/istratde.

Index Terms—Differential Evolution, Population Diversity,
GPU Computing

I. INTRODUCTION

IFFERENTIAL Evolution (DE), introduced by Storn and

Price [1], is a widely adopted population-based algorithm
for continuous optimization. Its appeal lies in the simplicity
of its operators (mutation, crossover, and selection), which
are governed by only three parameters: population size (N),
scaling factor (F), and crossover rate (C'R). Owing to this
minimalist design, DE has delivered reliable performance
across a broad spectrum of optimization problems [2-5] and
remains a strong contender in benchmark competitions, includ-
ing those organized by the IEEE Congress on Evolutionary
Computation (CEC) [6].A persistent challenge, however, lies
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in choosing suitable parameters and strategies. The No Free
Lunch (NFL) theorems imply that no single configuration is
uniformly optimal across problem domains [7]. In response, a
substantial body of work has sought to enhance performance
and adaptability through algorithmic variation. Representa-
tive examples include SaDE [8], JADE [9], EPSDE [10],
EDEV [11], and the LSHADE family [12-15]. These ap-
proaches typically incorporate adaptation mechanisms that dy-
namically tune parameters or switch among multiple strategies
based on historical success: SaDE maintains an adaptively
selected strategy pool; JADE introduces historical learning via
an archive; and LSHADE and its successors further improve
robustness through population resizing, parameter memories,
and ensemble-style search.

Although these methods have achieved considerable suc-
cess, they often add layers of algorithmic complexity. Oper-
ating predominantly at the population level, they depend on
centralized feedback and bookkeeping, which leads to several
practical limitations. First, the proliferation of interacting com-
ponents and hyperparameters can undermine generality and
robustness when prior knowledge is scarce or problem char-
acteristics vary widely. Second, population-wide adaptation
tends to lose effectiveness in high-dimensional or large-scale
regimes, where cross-individual dependencies grow rapidly
and global statistics become less informative [16, 17]. Third,
synchronization barriers and reliance on global archives hinder
fine-grained parallelism on modern accelerators, which results
in poor utilization and control-flow divergence on GPUs [18].

These observations motivate a re-examination of DE’s core
design assumptions, particularly those concerning strategy
assignment. Whereas most methods employ a uniform or adap-
tively shared strategy at the population level, the alternative of
assigning strategies independently at the individual level (even
in a non-adaptive manner) has been largely overlooked. This
perspective suggests a path to behavioral diversity with min-
imal algorithmic complexity and strong potential for parallel
scalability.

We revisit strategy assignment in DE by studying the effect
of individual-level strategy diversity on search dynamics and
performance, and operationalize this perspective via iStratDE
(DE with individual-level strategy). Concretely, iStratDE as-
signs each individual its mutation and crossover strategies
(together with their parameters) randomly and independently
at initialization and then keeps them fixed throughout evo-
lution. This construction induces individual-level structural
diversity: heterogeneous search behaviors arise without feed-
back, archives, or dynamic tuning, while the lack of cross-
individual dependencies makes it naturally compatible with
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fine-grained parallel execution.The design of iStratDE yields
a simple intuition: a population of independently randomized
strategies functions as an implicit ensemble, thereby diver-
sifying trajectories, broadening exploration, and mitigating
premature convergence through decentralized variation. Rather
than layering additional adaptive machinery, iStratDE attains
behavioral richness by injecting fixed heterogeneity at the
structural level. Moreover, the same independence that sustains
diversity also confers intrinsic concurrency: the absence of
global adaptation, archives, and historical statistics enables
iStratDE to perform communication-free and fully parallel
updates, thereby sidestepping the synchronization bottlenecks
typical of adaptive variants. In summary, the main contribu-
tions of this work are as follows:

o We study individual-level strategy diversity in DE and
instantiate this perspective as iStratDE, a simple yet
effective DE variant that assigns mutation and crossover
strategies (and parameters) randomly and independently
to each individual at initialization, thereby achieving algo-
rithmic diversity without feedback, archives, or dynamic
tuning.

o We leverage iStratDE’s communication-free design to
develop a GPU-accelerated implementation that exploits
the resulting intrinsic concurrency, thereby enabling fully
parallel updates with minimal synchronization and high
hardware utilization.

« We provide a convergence analysis of iStratDE under
standard assumptions and conduct extensive experiments
on the CEC2022 benchmark suite and robotic control
tasks, where iStratDE matches or surpasses strong adap-
tive DE variants and exhibits favorable scaling behavior.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II reviews the related work. Section III presents iStratDE
and its convergence analysis. Section IV reports experimental
results. Section V concludes the work.

II. RELATED WORK
A. Overview of DE

Differential Evolution (DE) is a population-based optimiza-
tion algorithm introduced by Storn and Price [1]. It is de-
signed to solve complex optimization problems by iteratively
improving candidate solutions through three core operations:
mutation, crossover, and selection. DE variants adhere to a
standardized naming scheme, DE/x/y/z, where x denotes
the base vector used for mutation, y specifies the number of
differences involved, and z represents the crossover method
applied. For instance, the DE variant described in Algorithm
1 is referred to as DE/rand/1/bin. We now detail the core
components of DE and provide a step-by-step breakdown of
its operational process.

1) Initialization: The DE algorithm commences with the
initialization of a population of N individuals. Each individual
x;, where i € {1,2,..., N}, represents a potential solution in
a D-dimensional search space. The initial population is gen-
erated randomly within predefined lower and upper bounds:

x; € [b,ub], Vi=1,2,... N. (1)

Algorithm 1 Differential Evolution (DE)
Input: D, N, GmaXa Fa CRa lb’ ub
1: Initialize X = {@1,...,xn} within [Ib, ub]
2: Evaluate y = {f(x1),..., f(zn~)}
3: g+ 0
4: while g < Gax do

5: for i =1to N do

6: Select 71,712,753 € {1,..., N} \ {¢}
7: Vi Try + F (2ry — Try)

8: Choose jranda € {1,...,D}

9: for j =1to D do

10: if rand(0,1) < CR or j = jrand then
1 wilj]  vilj]

12: else

13 wlj] — ailj]

14: end if

15: end for

16: if f(u;) < f(x;) then

17: T; — U;

18: end if

19: end for

20: g+—g+1

21: end while

22: return Toest, f(Toest)

Here, Ib and ub represent the lower and upper bounds for
each dimension, thereby ensuring that all solutions are feasible
within the problem’s constraints. The choice of initialization
technique can significantly affect the diversity and convergence
speed of DE, as discussed extensively in existing literature
[19]. Each individual in the population is initialized as:

T p]. 2)

The fitness of each individual is evaluated using an objec-
tive function f(a;), which quantifies solution quality. The
algorithm is designed to minimize (or maximize) this fitness
function over generations:

f:RP 5 R. (3)

This initial population provides the starting point for the
evolutionary process.

2) Mutation: Mutation introduces diversity into the popu-
lation by perturbing existing solutions, thereby enabling the
algorithm to explore new areas of the search space. Several
mutation strategies are available, each balancing exploration
and exploitation differently [20]. The following sections in-
troduce several common mutation strategies used in DE.

a) DE/rand/1: In the DE/rand/1 strategy, the mutant
vector is generated using three randomly selected individuals:

vV = m’l“l + F (wrg - a:’l‘g)7 (4)

where 1,719,735 € {1,2,...,N} are distinct indices, and
F € ]0,2] is the scaling factor that controls the magnitude
of the difference vector. This strategy promotes exploration
by introducing randomness into the search.

b) DE/best/I: In contrast, the DE/best /1 strategy bi-
ases the search toward the best-known solution:

Vi = Lpest T F (a:rl - .’137«2), (5)

where xy. 1s the individual with the best fitness in the current
population. This approach enhances exploitation, but it risks
premature convergence.

T; = [%‘,1, T2,
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¢) DE/current/I: In the DE/current/1 strategy, the

mutation is focused around the current individual:

vi=x; + F(x,, — ), (6)
where x; is the individual undergoing mutation. This method
promotes local exploration but limits the search’s global scope.

d) DE/current-to-pbest/1: To address this limitation, the
DE/current-to-pbest/1 strategy combines both explo-
ration and exploitation by using the current individual and a
top-performing individual selected from the best p% of the
population:

V; = Ty + F (mpbest - wi) + F (337'1 - :L'rg), (7)
where Xphesr is randomly selected from the top p% of the
population, and x; is the current individual. This strategy
achieves a balance between local and global search.

e) DE/current-to-rand/I: The
DE/current-to-rand/1l strategy enhances exploration
by combining the current individual with a randomly selected
individual from the population:

v, =x;+ F(x,, —x;) + F(xr, — ry), (8)
where x; denotes the current individual, and x, , x,,, and
x,, are mutually distinct random individuals selected from
the population. This mutation scheme significantly improves
global search performance by guiding the individual toward
random directions, thereby reducing the risk of premature
convergence.

These mutation strategies allow DE to be flexible, thereby
adapting its behavior to suit different types of optimization
problems by tuning the balance between exploration and
exploitation.

3) Crossover: After mutation, DE applies crossover to
combine the mutant vector v; with the current target vector
x;, thereby creating a trial vector u; by exchanging elements.
Crossover aims to produce superior offspring by integrating
parental components, thereby promoting diversity and bal-
ancing exploration and exploitation. Common DE crossover
techniques, such as binomial, exponential, and arithmetic,
significantly influence search behavior [21].

a) Binomial Crossover: The binomial crossover bin
operates element-wise between x; and v;:

w = Jvids if rand(0,1) < CR or j = jrand
i zij,

otherwise,
where CR € [0,1] is the crossover rate, which controls the
likelihood of taking elements from the mutant vector v;. The
index jr.na ensures that at least one element from v; is included
in u;.

b) Exponential Crossover: The exponential crossover
exp selects a continuous segment from the mutant vector
v;, starting from a random position jinq. It copies exactly L
consecutive elements into the trial vector u;, and the remaining
elements are copied from the target vector x;:

— Vi js ajrand + L - 1}
Uij =
Ti,j5,

where indices are taken modulo D, and the number of ele-
ments L is determined probabilistically based on the crossover
rate CR.

©))

j € {jrand»jrand + ]-a e

. (10)
otherwise,

c) Arithmetic Crossover: The arithmetic crossover, i.e.,
arith, produces a trial vector by linearly combining v; and
;!

u; = av; + (1 — o)z,

Y

where a € [0,1] is a random weight controlling the con-
tribution from each vector. This crossover promotes smooth
transitions between solutions, which makes it particularly
useful for continuous optimization tasks.

The selection among these crossover techniques, and the
meticulous setting of the C'R parameter, substantially shape
DE’s search dynamics and overall efficacy. While binomial
crossover is widely adopted due to its component-wise re-
combination efficacy and generally robust performance across
various problems, exponential and arithmetic crossovers offer
alternative mechanisms for information exchange that might be
advantageous for specific problem structures or search phases
[21, 22]. Ultimately, these crossover techniques provide dif-
ferent ways of balancing exploration and exploitation, thereby
enhancing the search capability of DE by influencing the
diversity and evolutionary trajectory of the population.

4) Selection: The final step in each generation is the
selection process, where the algorithm determines whether the
trial vector u; or the target vector x; survives to the next
generation. This process ensures that only better-performing
solutions are retained, thereby gradually improving the overall
population quality.

The selection mechanism is formulated as:

L) {u if f(ui) < f(@:)
‘ Ly,

otherwise,
where f(x) represents the objective function used to evaluate
the quality of the solution «. The trial vector w; replaces the
target vector x; only if it yields a better objective value.

This greedy selection ensures fast convergence by retaining
the best solutions from the current and previous generations,
while maintaining diversity through mutation and crossover.
By repeating this process over multiple generations, the pop-
ulation gradually evolves toward optimal solutions.

However, as the dimensionality or population size increases,
the computational burden escalates, which highlights the
need for efficient parallelization. This challenge is addressed
through GPU acceleration, as discussed in Section II-D.

12)

B. Adaptive and Distributed DE

To address the challenges of strategy selection and parame-
ter tuning inherent in canonical DE, two dominant research
paradigms have emerged: Adaptive Differential Evolution
and Distributed Differential Evolution. Adaptive DE departs
from the traditional fixed-parameter approach by introducing
mechanisms to dynamically adjust control parameters (e.g., F’
and C'R) and mutation strategies based on feedback gathered
during the evolutionary process [8, 9, 23]. Distributed DE, in
contrast, employs a multi-population framework that partitions
the main population into several sub-populations. These sub-
populations evolve in parallel and periodically exchange indi-
viduals via a migration policy, which is a mechanism intended
to promote population diversity and search efficacy [24, 25].
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Recent research in Distributed DE has focused on lever-
aging this multi-population structure for sophisticated algo-
rithmic enhancements [26]. One prominent direction uses the
framework to ensemble various DE variants or operators, as
demonstrated in algorithms such as MPEDE [27], EDEV [11],
and IMPEDE [28]. Another active research area employs these
distributed populations for adaptive resource allocation, as
exemplified by DDE-AMS [29] and DDE-ARA [30].

The contemporary landscape of Adaptive DE is character-
ized by refined methodologies built upon foundational success-
history mechanisms, as established by SHADE [12] and
LSHADE [13]. Recent advancements further refine these con-
cepts: LSHADE-RSP [15] introduces mechanisms for selective
pressure, IMODE [31] focuses on integrating multiple distinct
DE variants, and LADE [32] automates the adaptation learning
process.

C. Paradigms of Strategy Assignment in DE

Non-adaptive DE variants employ a fixed set of strategies
and control parameters that are assigned at initialization and
are not adjusted during the evolutionary process. A key advan-
tage of this approach is its simplicity and low computational
overhead. Lacking a continuous adaptation mechanism, these
algorithms are computationally efficient, which makes them
attractive for problems with tight computational budgets or
limited resources.

However, a significant limitation of non-adaptive DE algo-
rithms is their lack of flexibility in responding to dynamic
changes in the optimization landscape. These algorithms are
prone to premature convergence, particularly in complex or
high-dimensional search spaces, as they cannot adjust to
the evolving needs of the search. Without adaptation, they
may either overexplore certain areas of the solution space
or become trapped in local optima, which ultimately reduces
their overall effectiveness.In response to these limitations,
adaptive DE variants have become increasingly popular. These
approaches introduce mechanisms for dynamically adjusting
control parameters or strategies based on feedback from the
evolutionary process. Although such adaptations have often led
to performance improvements, they also introduce substantial
algorithmic complexity. Consequently, the performance gains
of many DE variants have been accompanied by a progres-
sive increase in algorithmic complexity, a trend that deviates
from the simplicity originally emphasized by the Differential
Evolution paradigm.

As an alternative direction within the non-adaptive
paradigm, iStratDE adopts a structurally decentralized ap-
proach. Rather than employing uniform or globally shared
configurations, it assigns strategies and control parameters in-
dividually and randomly at initialization. These per-individual
assignments remain fixed throughout evolution, thereby avoid-
ing internal adaptation mechanisms. While iStratDE shares
the non-adaptive nature of its predecessors, it differs in the
granularity of strategy deployment across the population. The
structural implications of this design are explored in Section
1.

D. GPU-Accelerated Evolutionary Algorithms

The population-based structure of evolutionary algorithms
(EAs) naturally aligns with the capabilities of modern par-
allel computing architectures, particularly GPUs. In DE, for
instance, core operations such as mutation, crossover, and se-
lection are typically applied to each member of the population
independently. This inherent characteristic directly facilitates
concurrent computation across a large number of threads.

This structural independence has motivated growing in-
terest in applying GPU acceleration to EAs, especially for
high-dimensional or complex problems [33-35]. When imple-
mented appropriately, each individual in the population can be
assigned to a separate GPU thread or block, thereby enabling
efficient execution of the algorithm at scale.

Despite this potential, the extent to which a DE variant
can benefit from GPU acceleration depends on its internal
structure. Adaptive DE algorithms often incorporate feedback-
based mechanisms, which introduce inter-individual depen-
dencies that limit parallel efficiency due to synchronization
requirements and control flow divergence. Although asyn-
chronous evolutionary algorithms have been proposed to mit-
igate idle time and improve resource utilization in parallel
environments [36], they do not fundamentally eliminate the
need for cross-individual communication. For example, the
Fuzzy Adaptive Differential Evolution (FADE) algorithm [37]
employs a fuzzy rule system to dynamically adjust parameters.
Although this approach improves flexibility, it introduces
global dependencies that make it less suitable for efficient
parallel execution. In contrast, non-adaptive DE variants are
generally more suitable for parallel execution due to their
simpler control logic. When strategies and parameters are fixed
per individual at initialization and remain unchanged during
evolution, each individual’s update can be computed indepen-
dently, thereby reducing coordination overhead. Nevertheless,
frameworks such as MetaDE [38] have demonstrated that GPU
acceleration can be successfully applied to DE, achieving high
performance through parallel computation.

III. METHOD
A. Motivation

The field of DE has witnessed substantial progress, with
numerous variants achieving strong performance on complex
optimization problems by incorporating sophisticated strate-
gies designed and adapted at the population level. Such designs
steer the entire ensemble of solutions under a unified set of
rules or dynamically adjusted parameters, thereby fostering co-
ordinated progression toward promising regions of the search
space [2, 3].

While this population-level coherence can be powerful,
it also entails inherent limitations, particularly on challeng-
ing multimodal problems. When the behavior of the entire
population is synchronized under a single strategy, even an
adaptive one, exploration directions and tempos become highly
correlated. As a result, the population is prone to being
drawn collectively into one dominant region of attraction,
which in multimodal landscapes often corresponds to a local
optimum. Once trapped, premature convergence ensues, as the
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population loses its exploratory vigor and becomes unable to
escape toward the global optimum.

To address these limitations, the design of iStratDE is
predicated on deploying strategies at an alternative granularity:
the individual level. The core tenet of our methodology is
to endow each solution with a unique and immutable behav-
ioral profile at initialization. Consequently, rather than being
governed by a monolithic strategic directive, the evolutionary
search in iStratDE emerges from the collective interplay of
these heterogeneous, individual-specific behaviors. This ap-
proach is motivated by a central hypothesis: a population of
individuals, each characterized by a simple, fixed, and distinct
behavior, can inherently maintain sufficient persistent diversity
to ensure robust convergence toward the global optimum. A
primary objective of this design is therefore to intrinsically
mitigate the risk of premature convergence, thereby obviating
the need for complex adaptive control systems or explicit inter-
individual coordination.

The design is also guided by two key principles. First, in
line with DE’s original ethos of simplicity [1], iStratDE delib-
erately pursues algorithmic simplicity as the means to achieve
diversity, rather than resorting to additional adaptive layers or
control mechanisms. Second, a design based on independent
individuals with fixed strategies is inherently conducive to par-
allel processing [18, 33, 39], which offers clear advantages for
scalability when handling large populations or computationally
intensive problems. These considerations form the foundation
of our proposal and shape both the conceptual underpinnings
and the practical realization of iStratDE.

B. Framework

The fundamental framework of the iStratDE algorithm,
illustrated in Fig. 1, centers on the deployment of strategies
at the individual level, where each member of the population
operates under a unique and persistent strategy. The process
begins with the creation of an initial population, in which
solution vectors are randomly generated within the search
space. As shown in the figure, each individual ¢ is associated
with a solution vector x;, whose fitness y; is obtained by
evaluating the objective function. In addition, iStratDE assigns
to each individual a dedicated and permanent strategy set S;
and a parameter set P; during initialization. This one-time
assignment of distinct and fixed strategic attributes establishes
the structural diversity described in the previous section,
ensuring that every individual embarks on the search with a
unique behavioral profile.The cornerstone of this framework
is the persistence of strategic assignments: an individual’s
strategy set .S; and parameter set P; remain fixed throughout
the evolutionary process. As depicted in the central and bottom
panels of Fig. 1, the generational workflow executes this prin-
ciple through individual-level reproduction and selection. In
each generation, every individual applies its assigned mutation
and crossover operations to produce a trial vector u,;. A one-
to-one greedy Selection follows, in which the trial vector
competes directly with its parent x;. the fitter (or equally
fit) candidate survives into the next generation. Consequently,
while the solution vector x; may be replaced, its underlying
strategic attributes S; and P; persist.

This static assignment of strategies deliberately severs the
link between runtime performance feedback and strategy ad-
justment that characterizes many adaptive DE variants. In
iStratDE, diversity is therefore not a dynamically managed
state but a structural property embedded at initialization. This
design results in a decentralized population of fixed-strategy
individuals operating in parallel, in which simplicity and
inherent concurrency underpin both scalability and robustness.
The specific contents of the individual strategy sets S; are
detailed in the following section.

Population (Generation t)

Individual 1

Solution: (:Bl, yl)
Strategies:  S;

Parameters: P;

Individual 2
Solution: (wz,yz)
Strategies: Sy
Parameters: P,

Individual N
Solution: (:cN, yN)
Strategies: Sy
Parameters: Py

v

Reproduction

v; = M(ﬂli,si,Pi)
u; = O(wiavia S“Pz)

(Mutation)

(Crossover)

Population (Generation ¢t + 1)

Individual N

Solution: (:c?v, y’N)
Strategies: Sy
Parameters: Py

Individual 2
ion- (!
Solution: (:1:2,y2)
Strategies: S,
Parameters: P,

Individual 1
one (! oy
Solution: (a:l,yl)
Strategies: S
Parameters: P;

Fig. 1: Framework of iStratDE. Each individual is initialized with a unique
combination of mutation strategy S; and control parameters P;. During
reproduction, mutation and crossover are applied according to these assigned
configurations, producing a trial vector w,; that competes with its parent
solution «;; the fitter candidate survives into the next generation. Although the
solution vector a; and its fitness y; evolve over time, the assigned strategy S;
and parameters P; remain fixed, thereby sustaining persistent diversity across
the population.

C. Strategy Pool

A core principle of iStratDE is to establish individual-
level strategy diversity by assigning each individual a unique
and fixed search strategy at population initialization, which it
retains throughout the entire optimization process. This design
produces a heterogeneous population from the outset, where
each individual acts as a specialist that consistently follows its
own methodology. This diversity is realized through a strategy
pool constructed from several fundamental components.

The foundation of each strategy is a generalized mutation
operator constructed from two base vectors: a left base vector
(xp;) and a right base vector (xp,). These vectors are selected
from four canonical choices (rand, best, pbest with
p = 0.05, and current) to determine the search direction,
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thereby balancing global exploration with local exploitation.
The mutation vector v is then defined as

v=ay+F (o —xp) +F- (A1 + Ao+ -+ Agp), (13)

where each A; denotes the difference between two distinct
individuals not previously selected. The overall magnitude
of the perturbation is further controlled by the number of
differential vectors, dn € {1,2,3,4}.

To complete the strategy definition, a crossover scheme
(bin, exp, or arith) is selected to determine how the
mutant vector is combined with its parent. In addition, each
individual is assigned its own scaling factor F' and crossover
rate C'R, independently sampled from a uniform distribution
U (0, 1), which introduces another layer of variability.

Accordingly, each individual’s fixed strategy can be rep-
resented in the format DE/bl-to-br/dn/cs. The combi-
nations listed in Table I yield a pool of 192 distinct con-
figurations. When coupled with the per-individual random
sampling of F' and CR, this combinatorial richness produces
a diverse initialization space. Moreover, the large population
size employed in iStratDE ensures that this random sampling
statistically provides comprehensive and balanced coverage
of the entire strategy space, which secures robust structural
diversity across the population.

TABLE I
CONSTITUENTS OF THE STRATEGY POOL IN ISTRATDE. THE CARTESIAN
PRODUCT OF THESE COMPONENTS YIELDS 192 DISTINCT
CONFIGURATIONS, FROM WHICH EACH INDIVIDUAL IS RANDOMLY
ASSIGNED A FIXED STRATEGY AT INITIALIZATION.

Component Candidate Values

Base Vector Left (bl)

Base Vector Right (br)
Differential Vector Number (dn)

Crossover Scheme (cs)

rand, best, pbest, current
rand, best, pbest, current
1,2,3,4

bin, exp, arith

To further justify the composition of our strategy pool, we
conducted extensive sensitivity analyses and component exclu-
sion experiments, which are presented in the Supplementary
Material. We examined the impact of varying the strategy pool
size (e.g., 1, 5, 20, and 192) and observed a positive correlation
where larger pools yield superior performance. This finding
confirms that iStratDE’s robustness stems fundamentally from
the sufficient richness of the strategy source rather than from
the fine-tuning of a specific combination. Additionally, tests
involving the removal of specific mutation or crossover types
(e.g., retaining only exploitation-heavy strategies) highlight
the necessity of the full pool to maintain a critical balance
between exploration and exploitation. Comprehensive data and
discussions are provided in the Supplementary Document.

D. Convergence Analysis

We analyze the convergence of iStratDE under standard
assumptions following the Markov chain framework widely
used in evolutionary algorithm theory [40, 41]. Let P(*) =
{wgt) N | denote the population at iteration ¢, which consti-
tutes the state of a time-homogeneous Markov chain on the
state space S = XV, where X C RP is the decision space

and N is the population size. We assume throughout that X
is compact (closed and bounded) [42] and that the objective
function f : X — R is continuous, which ensures the existence
of at least one global optimum x* € X.

Define the best individual in P(*) as

(t)

Ty = arg min_ [ (). (14)

iStratDE employs one-to-one greedy selection, which ensures
that the best-so-far fitness never deteriorates:

Flaliy < fal).

Thus, {f (:cl()?st)}fio is monotonically non-increasing. Because
f is bounded below on compact X, this sequence is guaranteed
to converge.

We assume that the variation operators of iStratDE satisfy
a uniform global reachability property: for any ¢ > 0, there
exists a constant p. > 0 such that, from any population state
P € S, the probability of generating at least one offspring in
the e-ball B.(«*) around a global optimum is at least p.. This
condition guarantees that, regardless of the current state, the
algorithm always has a positive, state-independent probability
of generating an individual arbitrarily close to x*.

For any 1 > 0, define the level set

Ay ={P eS| f(mus(P)) < f(x*)+n}. (16

By the monotonicity of f (a:t(,?st), once the process enters
A,, it cannot leave. Consequently, A, is an absorbing set.
By the continuity of f, there exists an €(n) > 0 such that
x € B.y(x*) implies f(x) < f(x*) + n. This result,
combined with the uniform reachability assumption, implies
that A,, is reached with probability one in finite time. As this
holds for any n > 0, we conclude that

Prf Jim f(ain) = f(@")) = 1.
Therefore, under the assumptions of compactness, continuity,
and uniform global reachability, iStratDE converges almost
surely to the global optimum as the number of iterations
tends to infinity. Although computational resources are finite in
practice, this analysis provides a theoretical foundation for the
robust convergence behavior observed empirically. The struc-
tural diversity inherent to iStratDE helps balance exploration

and exploitation, thereby mitigating premature convergence.
These properties are further demonstrated in Section IV.

15)

a7

E. Discussion

As described in Section III-B, iStratDE introduces
population-wide structural heterogeneity by assigning strate-
gies independently at the individual level. This decentralized
assignment fosters a diverse set of search behaviors that
collectively enhance the algorithm’s robustness and resistance
to premature convergence. Unlike traditional DE variants that
typically impose a uniform or adaptively shared strategy,
iStratDE allows individuals to follow distinct and persistent
trajectories, thereby broadening exploration across multimodal
landscapes [43]. The procedural framework of iStratDE is
summarized in Algorithm 2.

Through this mechanism, iStratDE maintains individuals
that simultaneously pursue exploration and exploitation. For
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Algorithm 2 iStratDE

Input: D, N, Gmax, Ib, ub
1: Initialize X = {@1,..., @~} uniformly within [Ib, ub]
2: Randomly assign a strategy set S; and parameter set P; to each
individual x;
3: Evaluate fitness y = {f(x1),..., f(xzn)}
4: g+ 0
5: while g < Gax do
6.
7
8

for i =1to N do
Vi M(:E“SZ,PZ)
: U; <—C(mi,v¢,S¢,PZ~)
9: if f(uz) S f(:l}l) then

10: T < U;
11: end if

12: end for

13: g+—g+1

14: end while

15: return Toest, f(Toest)

instance, configurations such as DE/rand/1/bin introduce
large perturbations and enhance global exploration, whereas
strategies such as DE/current-to-pbest/1/bin em-
phasize local refinement near promising areas. The coexis-
tence of such complementary behaviors prevents stagnation,
ensuring that new areas of the search space are continuously
discovered while existing optima are refined. This perspective
resonates with prior studies highlighting the importance of
population diversity for evolutionary search, such as Ursem’s
diversity-guided evolutionary algorithms [44].

From a computational perspective, the time complexity
of iStratDE per generation, as detailed in Algorithm 2, is
O(N-(D+T(f))), where N is the population size, D is the
problem dimension, and T'(f) is the cost of one function evalu-
ation. This complexity is identical to that of canonical DE. The
algorithm achieves this equivalence because its only additional
operation is a one-time, negligible O(N) cost incurred at
initialization. As shown in Algorithm 2 (line 2), this cost is
for randomly assigning the fixed strategies and parameters to
each individual. Crucially, the main evolutionary loop does
not introduce any complex adaptive mechanisms, such as
historical archive maintenance or feedback-based parameter
adjustments. Moreover, considering the GPU architecture, the
independence of individuals allows for fully parallel compu-
tation. Consequently, even as the population size increases
significantly, the actual wall-clock time per generation does not
rise proportionally. Within the effective parallel capacity of the
GPU, the expansion of the population size has a limited impact
on the runtime, which makes the deployment of massive
populations computationally feasible.

An additional advantage of iStratDE lies in its scalable
simplicity. Whereas advanced methods like jSO [14] rely
on success-history adaptation and multiple control layers,
iStratDE achieves robustness by implicitly sustaining popula-
tion heterogeneity through randomized, fixed strategies. This
design dispenses with extra control components and synchro-
nization, which yields a streamlined yet versatile framework
that adapts well across different problem domains.

Conceptually, the emphasis on structural diversity aligns
with the philosophy of Quality Diversity (QD) algorithms [45],

most notably the MAP-Elites framework [46]. QD methods
aim to produce collections of high-performing yet behav-
iorally distinct solutions. This principle has been shown to
enhance adaptability, for instance, in robots recovering from
damage [47]. While iStratDE does not explicitly construct
a behavior—performance map or employ feature descriptors,
its randomized and fixed assignment of strategies naturally
encourages the preservation of diverse behavioral niches,
enabling individuals to specialize in distinct regions of the
search space. In this sense, iStratDE attains a similar effect,
i.e., maintaining behavioral variety, without the bookkeeping
typically required in QD algorithms.

A similar parallel can be drawn with Novelty Search
(NS) [48], which rewards behavioral novelty to drive explo-
ration. Although iStratDE does not measure novelty explic-
itly, its decentralized design guarantees that a subset of the
population continuously explores along diverse trajectories.
This persistent heterogeneity reduces the risk of premature
convergence and improves the algorithm’s capacity to traverse
complex, high-dimensional landscapes. Thus, while iStratDE
is not an explicit QD or NS method, it converges philosophi-
cally with both by treating structural diversity as a first-class
mechanism for resilience and adaptability.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

This section reports a comprehensive experimental evalua-
tion of iStratDE to assess both its effectiveness and practical
applicability. The study consists of three parts. First, iStratDE
is benchmarked against representative DE variants on the
CEC2022 test suite [49] to evaluate relative performance.
Second, iStratDE is compared with the top-performing algo-
rithms from the CEC2022 Competition on Single-objective
Bound-constrained Numerical Optimization. Finally, iStratDE
is applied to robotic control tasks to demonstrate its utility in
real-world scenarios.

We conducted all experiments on a workstation equipped
with an Intel Core 19-10900X CPU and an NVIDIA RTX
3090 GPU. To ensure a fair comparison and to exploit GPU
acceleration, we implemented all algorithms and test functions
within the EvoX framework [50].

A. Experimental Setup

We evaluate the efficacy of iStratDE on the CEC2022
benchmark suite [49], a comprehensive set of twelve test
functions designed to challenge evolutionary algorithms across
diverse levels of difficulty. The suite comprises basic functions
(F1—F3), hybrid functions (Fs—Fg), and composition functions
(Fy—F12), which collectively cover a wide range of modalities,
separability, and ruggedness.

For comparison, we selected several representative Dif-
ferential Evolution variants. These include the classical
DE/rand/1/bin and a set of widely recognized adap-
tive or ensemble-based algorithms: JADE [9], SHADE [12],
CoDE [51], SaDE [8], LSHADE-RSP [15], and EDEV [11].
These methods are competitive across many benchmark stud-
ies and thus serve as strong baselines. To ensure a consistent
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implementation, all algorithms were implemented within the
EvoX framework [50].

Unless otherwise specified, the baseline algorithms used
a population size of 100, which follows common practice,
as larger populations often lead to stagnation or degraded
performance in conventional DE variants. We configured their
control parameters, such as the scaling factor F' and crossover
rate C'R, according to the recommendations in the original
studies.

In contrast, iStratDE deliberately departs from this conven-
tion. As discussed in Section III, its architecture eliminates
manual parameter tuning and is explicitly designed to exploit
large-scale populations in parallel computing environments.
To test this central hypothesis, we set the population size for
iStratDE to 100,000. Although such a scale is rarely feasible
for traditional DE algorithms due to computational constraints,
iStratDE leverages this massive population to mitigate the risk
of premature convergence and demonstrate its performance
advantages. To ensure a rigorous and fair comparison, we
additionally evaluated the baselines under varying population
sizes (see Section IV-E), thereby enabling a more meaningful
assessment of their intrinsic scalability.

For the time controlled experiments, we used a fixed time
budget of 60 seconds. In a GPU accelerated environment,
this duration enables tens of millions of function evalua-
tions, a scale that substantially exceeds standard CPU based
experiments. Empirical observations indicate that baseline
algorithms typically stagnate within the first 5 to 10 seconds.
Consequently, this 60 second budget is sufficient to ensure that
all methods can fully exhaust their search potential.

For numerical stability, results with an error smaller than
10~ were rounded to zero. Each experiment was indepen-
dently repeated 31 times to ensure statistical reliability.

B. Performance Comparison under Equal Time

For this experiment, we established a fixed runtime of 60s
as the termination criterion and a uniform population size of
100 for all algorithms. This configuration ensures a fair com-
parison of convergence behavior under identical time budgets.
The evaluation was conducted on both the 10D and 20D ver-
sions of the CEC2022 benchmark suite, which contains highly
multimodal and composition functions. Fig. 2 presents the
convergence trajectories for five representative functions in the
10D setting. Comprehensive results for all functions, including
the 20D cases, are provided in the Supplementary Document.
Across these problems, iStratDE exhibits consistently fast and
stable convergence, often achieving the lowest fitness values.
On more challenging instances, its advantage is particularly
evident, as iStratDE avoids stagnation in local optima and
steadily progresses toward globally optimal regions.

Notably, iStratDE does not outperform competitors on all
instances, such as the 10D F}; case in the Supplementary Ma-
terial. This reflects the No Free Lunch theorem: while greedy,
adaptive algorithms excel on simple landscapes through ag-
gressive exploitation, iStratDE avoids such rapid convergence.
This represents a deliberate trade-off, sacrificing maximal
precision on simple problems to prioritize robustness on the
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Fig. 2: Convergence curves on 10D problems in the CEC2022 benchmark
suite.

complex, multimodal landscapes that constitute the primary
focus of this study.

This performance stems from iStratDE’s population-wide
structural diversity. By assigning strategies and parameters
randomly at the individual level, the algorithm maintains a
heterogeneous search behavior, thereby improving exploration
and reducing the likelihood of premature convergence. This
mechanism enhances global coverage of the search space and
enables better adaptation to different landscape characteristics.

In addition to effectiveness, iStratDE also demonstrates
strong execution efficiency. Fig. 3 reports the number of func-
tion evaluations (FEs) completed by conventional DE variants
within the 60-second budget. iStratDE performs on the order of
10 evaluations—two to three orders of magnitude higher than
the 10°-107 evaluations achieved by competing algorithms.
This substantial gap reflects the algorithm’s intrinsic concur-
rency: its fully independent update mechanism maps naturally
onto GPU architectures, enabling massive parallelism without
additional synchronization overhead. By contrast, although
other algorithms are also implemented with GPU support, their
complex adaptive mechanisms introduce control dependencies
and synchronization barriers, thereby limiting the extent to
which GPU acceleration can be fully exploited.

C. Performance Comparison under Equal FEs

To further assess optimization performance independent
of runtime, we compared iStratDE and baseline differential
evolution algorithms under an equal number of function evalu-
ations (FEs). The FE limit for each algorithm was set to match
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Fig. 3: Average number of function evaluations (FEs) completed within 60 s
on 10D and 20D problems in the CEC2022 benchmark suite.

the number of evaluations performed by iStratDE within 60
seconds in the previous experiment (Section IV-B). Due to
space constraints, Table II reports representative results on a
subset of challenging functions from the CEC2022 suite. Full
results across all problems are provided in the Supplementary
Document. The table presents the mean and standard deviation
of final errors, with the best results highlighted. Statistical sig-
nificance was assessed using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test at a
0.05 significance level. Overall, iStratDE consistently delivers
superior results under equal FEs. On difficult cases such as
F,, Fy, and Fyy, it achieves near-zero average error across
multiple runs, which clearly demonstrates its ability to avoid
local optima and converge reliably to global solutions. Even
where other algorithms show progress, their improvements are
typically modest compared to iStratDE.

These findings emphasize that the benefit of iStratDE is
not simply the volume of evaluations it can process, but
also the effectiveness with which those evaluations are trans-
lated into quality improvements. The algorithm’s structural
heterogeneity allows it to exploit large evaluation budgets
more productively, which leads to rapid error reduction even
on rugged landscapes where competing methods stagnate.
Importantly, the advantage is observed across different cat-
egories of functions (i.e., basic, hybrid, and composition),
which highlights the broad applicability of iStratDE as a
general-purpose optimizer, particularly in settings where ample
computational resources are available.

D. Performance Comparison under High Dimension

To further evaluate the scalability and robustness of iStratDE
in solving large-scale optimization problems, we extended
our experiments to high-dimensional landscapes. Specifi-
cally, we tested the algorithms on rotated and shifted 200-
dimensional (200D) versions of representative multimodal
functions: Schwefel, Rastrigin, and Ackley. In this experimen-
tal setup, the population size for iStratDE was set to 10,000,
while the population size for all comparative algorithms was
maintained at 100. To ensure the difficulty of the optimization
task and mimic realistic black-box scenarios, all functions
were subjected to shift and rotation operations.

Fig. 4 illustrates the convergence trajectories of iStratDE
and the comparative algorithms over time. The results indicate
that the curse of dimensionality severely impacts most tradi-
tional adaptive DE variants (e.g., SaDE, JADE, and SHADE)

and standard baselines (e.g., CMA-ES), which leads to early
stagnation or slow convergence rates. In contrast, iStratDE
exhibits substantial scalability. Its individual-level strategy di-
versity and large population size, enabled by GPU parallelism,
allow iStratDE to maintain a continuous downward trend in
fitness values, thereby effectively escaping local optima that
trap other algorithms.

iStratDE is also highly competitive when compared with
other specialized high-dimensional or GPU-accelerated algo-
rithms. As observed in Fig. 4, iStratDE significantly outper-
forms established large-scale optimizers such as CSO and SL-
PSO-US. Moreover, it exhibits superior robustness compared
to MetaDE, a state-of-the-art learning-based algorithm pub-
lished in 2025 [38] that is similarly designed based on GPU
architecture. While both algorithms achieve rapid convergence
on Schwefel and Rastrigin, iStratDE distinguishes itself on
the Ackley function, where it successfully locates the global
optimum, whereas MetaDE shows slightly weaker perfor-
mance than iStratDE. This demonstrates that even without
complex learning mechanisms, the structural diversity intrinsic
to iStratDE provides a highly competitive and scalable solution
for high-dimensional optimization.
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Fig. 4: Convergence curves on 200D rotated and shifted Schwefel, Rastrigin,
and Ackley functions.

E. Population Scaling Performance

We next examine the impact of population size on opti-
mization performance. Consistent with the experimental setup
in Section IV-B, all experiments in this section use a fixed
time budget of 60 seconds as the termination condition.
Fig. 5 presents the normalized average fitness values of
iStratDE on 10D and 20D CEC2022 problems under different
population sizes. The results reveal a clear and consistent
trend: the performance of iStratDE improves steadily as the
population grows, which confirms its suitability for large-
population settings. This trend is attributable to the core design
of iStratDE: assigning randomized strategies and parameters
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TABLE II
COMPARISONS BETWEEN ISTRATDE AND OTHER DE VARIANTS UNDER EQUAL FES. THE MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN PARENTHESES) OF THE
RESULTS OVER MULTIPLE RUNS ARE DISPLAYED. BEST MEAN VALUES ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func iStratDE DE SaDE JADE

CoDE SHADE LSHADE-RSP EDEV MetaDE

F>  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 5.95E+00 (2.37E+00)— 5.95E+00 (4.48E+00)— 6.38E+00 (3.21E+00)— 5.36E+00 (2.15E+00)— 4.75E+00 (3.68E+00)— 3.87E+00 (3.25E+00)— 5.04E+00 (2.94E+00)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 7.90E+00 (3.35E+00)— 7.30E-01 (5.71E-01)— 2.49E+01 (1.21E+01)— 6.63E-01 (5.93E-01)— 2.92E+00 (5.71E-01)— 1.78E+00 (6.60E-01)— 4.61E+00 (1.76E+00)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~

Fs  1.33E-02 (8.36E-03)

1.08E-01 (1.92E-01)— 3.42E+00 (3.10E+00)— 5.83E-01 (4.15E-01)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+ 1.46E+00 (4.16E+00)— 4.20E-06 (1.54E-05)+ 4.30E-01 (5.44E-01)—

5.50E-04(3.96E-04)+

10D @ 175E-06 (0.00E+00) 2.29E+02 (3.92E-06)— 2.29E+02 (8.77E-06)— 2.29E+02 (4.33E-06)— 2.29E+02 (6.19E-06)— 2.29E+02 (0.00E+00)— 2.29E+02 (8.65E-06)— 2.29E+02 (4.84E-06)— 3.36E+00(1.77E+01)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 1.00E+02 (4.65E-02)— 1.20E+02 (2.65E+01)— 1.08E+02 (2.93E+01)— 1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)— 1.03E+02 (2.58E+01)— 1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)— 1.01E+02 (3.04E+01)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fiz 6.35E+01 (7.77E+01) 1.62E+02 (1.52E+00)— 1.63E+02 (1.70E+00)— 1.62E+02 (231E+00)— 1.59E+02 (3.68E-01)— 1.63E+02 (8.33E-01)— 1.64E+02 (1.56E+00)— 1.63E+02 (9.38E-01)— 1.39E+02(4.63E+01)—
Fy  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 4.70E+01 (1.90E+00)— 4.91E+01 (1.96E+00)— 4.68E+01 (1.27E+00)— 4.91E+01 (4.20E-06)— 4.55E+01 (1.96E+00)— 4.50E+01 (2.00E+00)— 4.47E+01 (1.55E+01)—  1.26B-02(3.74E-02)—
Fi  LO4E+01 (241E+00) 2.11E+01 (9.69E+00)— 8.56E+00 (2.46E+00)+ 7.31E+01 (348E+01)— 9.95E+00 (1.82E+00)x 1.27E+01 (3.17E+00)— 8.69E+00 (2.34E+00)+ 1.86E+01 (6.63E+00)— 2.02E+00(8.56E-01)+
sop [ 3301 GOSEOD  TIGE-01 (S3UE0D)— 40SE+01 AIERO1)— 6.33E+01 280401~ 1OSEO1 (10401~ S06E+01 (0GE+01)— 552400 (L44E+00)— 3626401 283E401)—  LIGE-0L2.TIE02)+
20D 1y 1.00E+02 (0.00E+00) 1.81E+02 (4.27E-06)— 1.81E+02 (7.79E-06)— 1.81E+02 (447E-06)— 1.81E+02 (1.10E-05)— 1.81E+02 (8.82E-06)— 1.81E+02 (9.73E-06)— 1.81E+02 (8.14E-07)— 1.07E+02(1.98E+01)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 1.25E+02 (8.32E+01)— 1.00E+02 (1.68E-02)— 1.01E+02 (3.81E+01)— 1.00E+02 (2.09E-02)— 1.07E+02 (2.97E+01)— 1.06E+02 (2.89E+01)— 1.17E+02 (4.28E+01)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fiz 231B+02 (1.40E+00) 2.37E+02 (3.64E+00)— 242E+02 (6.10E+00)— 2.35E+02 (4.44E+00)— 234E+02 (3.38E+00)— 2.37E+02 (3.26E+00)— 2.40E+02 (4.38E+00)— 2.44E+02 (4.51E+00)— 2.29E+02(6.08E-01)+
+iml— - 0/0/12 1/0/11 0/0/12 1/1/10 0/0/12 2/0/10 0/0/12 41414

*"Wilcoxon rank-sum tests (a = 0.05) were performed between iStratDE and each comparator. The bottom row reports the number of functions where the
comparator performed significantly better (4), similar (=), or worse (—) than iStratDE.

at the individual level becomes increasingly effective at scale,
as larger populations sustain greater behavioral diversity and
exhibit stronger resistance to premature convergence [39].
The benefits are particularly pronounced on hybrid and
composition functions such as Fy and F}o, where the search
space contains multiple competing basins of attraction. Such
complex landscapes demand extensive exploration, and the
heterogeneous population dynamics of iStratDE enable it to
navigate them more effectively. To validate our design and
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Fig. 5: Normalized average fitness on 10D and 20D CEC2022 problems under
different population sizes. The left panel shows results for 10D problems, and
the right panel shows results for 20D problems.

highlight the limitations of conventional DE algorithms, we
analyzed the performance of baseline variants under increas-
ing population sizes. Fig. 6 reports representative results on
selected functions. For direct comparison, the performance
of iStratDE is also plotted on the same axes. In contrast to
iStratDE, most baselines fail to exhibit significant improve-
ments as population size increases. On difficult problems
such as Fy, performance remains stagnant regardless of scale,
whereas on simpler functions (e.g., Fg in the 10D case),
only minor gains are observed. Even with populations as
large as 10,000, baseline algorithms fail to achieve substantial
improvements. This stagnation reflects an inherent structural
ceiling in traditional DE designs [16, 17], which prevents
them from effectively exploiting large-scale parallelism. Taken
together, these results demonstrate a fundamental contrast:
whereas conventional DE variants face a performance ceil-
ing and fail to leverage large populations, iStratDE scales
robustly and benefits directly from increasing population size.
Its concurrency-friendly architecture allows it to transform

additional individuals into meaningful search diversity, thereby
avoiding stagnation and unlocking scalability in ways that
traditional DE cannot.

F. Comparisons with Top Algorithms in CEC2022 Competi-
tion

To further assess the competitiveness of iStratDE, we
compare its performance with the top three algorithms from
the CEC2022 competition under an identical computational
budget. The FE limit was set to the number of evaluations
completed by iStratDE within 60 seconds. The baselines in-
clude EA4eig [52], NL-SHADE-LBC [53], and NL-SHADE-
RSP [54], all of which represent state-of-the-art designs.

As summarized in Table III and Table IV, iStratDE con-
sistently attains comparable or superior mean fitness values
across both 10D and 20D benchmark functions, which un-
derscores its robustness across diverse problem types. These
results confirm that iStratDE is not only highly competitive
against classical and adaptive DE variants but also matches
or surpasses the most advanced entries from the CEC2022
competition.

Notably, the competing algorithms are highly sophisticated:
EAd4eig employs eigen-decomposition to accelerate conver-
gence on non-separable and ill-conditioned problems, while
NL-SHADE-LBC and NL-SHADE-RSP extend the SHADE
framework with advanced features such as adaptive population
sizing, parameter control, and learning-based mechanisms for
balancing exploration and exploitation. In contrast, iStratDE
relies solely on a simple yet scalable mechanism of individual-
level diversity and yet achieves highly competitive perfor-
mance under identical evaluation budgets. This comparison
highlights that structural diversity, rather than increasingly
complex adaptive machinery, can serve as a powerful design
principle for advancing evolutionary algorithms.

G. Key Mechanisms in iStratDE

1) Implicit Elitism: A central mechanism underlying this
behavior is implicit elitism. Unlike traditional DE variants that
enforce synchronized convergence through population-wide
adaptation, iStratDE does not require uniform progress across
all individuals. Instead, it capitalizes on the disproportionate
influence of a small subset of elite individuals that emerge
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TABLE III

COMPARISONS BETWEEN ISTRATDE AND THE TOP 3 ALGORITHMS FROM CEC2022 COMPETITION (10D). THE MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN
PARENTHESES) OF THE RESULTS OVER MULTIPLE RUNS ARE DISPLAYED IN PAIRS. RESULTS WITH THE BEST MEAN VALUES ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func iStratDE EAdeig NL-SHADE-LBC NL-SHADE-RSP
I3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
s 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  1.33E+00 (1.88E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 1.66E+00 (9.38E-01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  3.23E+00 (4.31E-01)—
F5 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fs 1.33E-02 (8.36E-03) 4.50E-04 (4.44E-04)4 6.13E-02 (8.03E-02)— 1.28E-02 (8.82E-03)~
Fr 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 2.17E-06 (4.33E-06)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fg 7.45E-03 (7.36E-03) 2.09E-05 (7.77E-06)+ 6.81E-04 (6.80E-04)+ 3.02E-03 (2.19E-03)+
Fy 1.75E-06 (0.00E+00) 1.86E+02 (0.00E+00)— 2.29E+02 (0.00E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)-
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)— 1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)— 2.00E+01 (4.00E+01)—
F11 7.71E-06 (9.16E-06) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)4+  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)4+  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)-
Fya 6.35E+01 (7.77E+01)  1.50E+02 (6.39E+00)— 1.65E+02 (3.60E-03)— 1.65E+02 (1.81E-01)—

+/=/ - - 3/4/5 2/5/5 3/6/3

* The Wilcoxon rank-sum tests (with a significance level of 0.05) were conducted between iStratDE and each algorithm individually. The final row displays
the number of problems where the corresponding algorithm performs statistically better (+), similar (=), or worse (—) compared to iStratDE.

TABLE IV

COMPARISONS BETWEEN ISTRATDE AND THE TOP 3 ALGORITHMS FROM CEC2022 COMPETITION (20D). THE MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN
PARENTHESES) OF THE RESULTS OVER MULTIPLE RUNS ARE DISPLAYED IN PAIRS. RESULTS WITH THE BEST MEAN VALUES ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func iStratDE EAdeig NL-SHADE-LBC NL-SHADE-RSP
F 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
s 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  4.91E+01 (0.00E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 1.04E+01 (2.41E+00)  7.36E+00 (1.85E+00)+  3.18E+00 (9.75E-01)4-  2.83E+01 (3.31E+00)—
F5 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 9.09E-02 (1.82E-01)—
Fg 3.53E-01 (3.05E-01) 2.54E-01 (3.83E-01)~ 1.23E+00 (7.97E-01)— 1.58E-01 (5.64E-02)--
Fr 1.09E+00 (1.07E+00) 1.17E+00 (8.71E-01)~ 6.24E-02 (1.25E-01)+ 5.37E+00 (7.95E+00)—
Fy 7.21E+00 (9.40E+00) 2.02E+01 (1.15E-01)— 6.32E+00 (7.68E+00)~  1.73E+01 (5.38E+00)—
Fy 1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)  1.65E+02 (0.00E+00)— 1.81E+02 (0.00E+00)— 1.81E+02 (0.00E+00)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  1.23E+02 (4.58E+01)— 1.00E+02 (2.84E-02)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F1q 1.41E-05 (2.37E-05) 3.20E+02 (4.00E+01)— 3.00E+02 (0.00E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+
Fia 2.31E+02 (1.40E+00)  2.00E+02 (2.32E-04)-+ 2.35E+02 (6.60E-01)— 2.37E+02 (3.31E+00)—
+ /=1 - - 2/6/4 2/4/6 2/4/6

* The Wilcoxon rank-sum tests (with a significance level of 0.05) were conducted between iStratDE and each algorithm individually. The final row displays
the number of problems where the corresponding algorithm performs statistically better (+), similar (=), or worse (—) compared to iStratDE.
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naturally through the random assignment of strategy configura-
tions. Once such elites arise, they are preferentially referenced
during mutation (e.g., via best or pbest), thereby steering
the population toward promising regions. As shown in Fig. 7,

12%

10%

8%

6%

Proportion

4%

2%

1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000
Generation

Fig. 7: Proportion of individuals reaching the global optimum over generations
in iStratDE.

the proportion of individuals attaining the global optimum
steadily increases over generations, which indicates that only
a few strong performers appearing early in the search can
propel population-wide progress. This result is obtained on the
relatively difficult F5 problem, and similar effects are observed
on other challenging functions. Although most individuals are
not optimally configured, they remain valuable for sustaining
structural diversity, while the well-configured few drive the
search forward in a decentralized manner.

2) Asynchronous Convergence: As analyzed in the previous
section, implicit elitism explains how a few strong individuals
can drive population-wide progress without explicit adaptation
rules. This observation directly connects to iStratDE’s second
key mechanism: asynchronous convergence.

As illustrated in Fig. 8, the fitness rank trajectories of
iStratDE individuals exhibit substantial temporal diversity:
some converge rapidly within a few hundred generations,
while others progress more slowly or remain stagnant for
extended periods. This pattern demonstrates that iStratDE
allows individuals to evolve independently along distinct tem-
poral trajectories, whereas most DE variants impose strong
convergence pressure that drives the entire population to
converge simultaneously. This behavior is evident in the tightly
clustered and flat trajectories of DE, SHADE, and CoDE,
where individuals converge together and then stagnate. Such
synchronized dynamics indicate strong interdependencies and
limited temporal diversity, thereby increasing the risk of search
collapse in complex landscapes.

By contrast, iStratDE’s randomized and fixed per-individual
configurations decouple search behaviors, which prevents pre-
mature synchronization and allows each individual to ex-
plore and exploit independently. As a result, the population
maintains distributed activity across the landscape rather than
collapsing into a single region. This asynchronous dynamic
also gives rise to two informal roles within the population:
early leaders, which quickly identify promising regions, and
late leaders, which explore broadly before contributing high-
quality solutions at later stages. These distinct temporal con-
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Fig. 8: Evolution of normalized individual fitness ranks for 20 randomly
selected individuals under different DE algorithms on a 10D benchmark
problem. The ‘Normalized Rank’ (Y-axis) is scaled from 0.0 (best fitness
rank) to 1.0 (worst fitness rank). iStratDE exhibits asynchronous convergence:
individuals improve at different rates and stabilize at different times. In
contrast, other DE variants show synchronized convergence, where most
individuals settle simultaneously, reflecting stronger convergence pressure and
reduced resilience to premature stagnation.

tributions improve robustness and sustain exploration potential
over long horizons.

H. Application to Robot Control

To further evaluate the real-world applicability of iStratDE
and its capability to solve high-dimensional optimization prob-
lems, we apply it to three robot control tasks within the
Brax framework [55]. Evolutionary optimization of neural
networks has shown strong potential in robotic control, which
makes this an important application domain for Evolutionary
Reinforcement Learning (EvoRL) [56-58]. The selected tasks
are Swimmer, Reacher, and Hopper. Each involves evolving
approximately 1,500 parameters of a multilayer perceptron
(MLP) policy to maximize cumulative rewards'. In this setting,
iStratDE employs a population of 10,000, thereby leverag-
ing substantial concurrency to efficiently explore the high-
dimensional solution space. The policy models for these tasks
adopt a similar neural network architecture, consisting of three
fully connected layers with task-specific input and output
dimensions. Consequently, the parameter counts differ slightly,
namely 1,410 for Swimmer, 1,506 for Reacher, and 1,539 for
Hopper.

For comparative evaluation, iStratDE was benchmarked
against several representative algorithms. This set includes
mainstream DE variants such as DE [1], CoDE [51], SHADE
[12], LSHADE-RSP [15], and EDEV [11]. In addition, two
widely recognized algorithms with strong performance in

ISee Supplementary Document for additional details.
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Fig. 9: Reward curves of iStratDE and other DE algorithms on Brax robot
control tasks.

this domain, CMA-ES [59] and CSO [60], were included
as key reference baselines. Each baseline algorithm was run
independently with a population size of 100, and the termi-
nation criterion was fixed at 60 minutes to account for the
computational demands of the simulations.

As shown in Fig. 9, iStratDE achieves competitive or
superior performance across all three tasks, confirming its
robustness in high-dimensional policy optimization. Notably,
iStratDE reliably converges to solutions near the performance
upper bound, as its randomized assignment of mutation strate-
gies and control parameters enhances exploration in search
spaces susceptible to plateaus. These findings highlight iS-
tratDE’s potential for tackling complex real-world tasks.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper presented iStratDE, an enhanced variant of
Differential Evolution (DE) that assigns randomized strate-
gies and control parameters at the individual level. By cul-
tivating population-wide heterogeneity, iStratDE achieves a
more balanced exploration-exploitation trade-off and exhibits
robust performance across both synthetic benchmarks and
challenging robotic control tasks. These results demonstrate
not only the practical effectiveness and scalability of iStratDE
but also the value of designing evolutionary algorithms that
prioritize diversity as a core principle.Several promising re-
search directions emerge from this work. On the algorithmic
side, more informed initialization (e.g., through problem-aware
strategy pools or adaptive biasing) could further enhance
sampling efficiency. On the theoretical side, a deeper study
of iStratDE’s implicit elitism and asynchronous convergence
could reveal general principles that extend beyond this method.
More broadly, our findings highlight that population-level
heterogeneity is not a mere design choice but a fundamental
driver of robustness and adaptability in evolutionary search.
This perspective suggests that future work should embrace

heterogeneity as a unifying principle to tackle the growing
complexity of real-world optimization problems.
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VI. SUPPLEMENTARY BENCHMARK RESULTS

A. Detailed Numerical Comparisons

TABLE I

THE FOLLOWING TABLE DETAILS THE RESULTS FOR 10-DIMENSIONAL (10D) PROBLEMS FROM THE CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. ALL PEER
DIFFERENTIAL EVOLUTION (DE) VARIANTS WERE CONFIGURED WITH A POPULATION SIZE OF 100. EACH EXPERIMENTAL RUN HAD A UNIFORM
RUNTIME OF 60 SECONDS. PERFORMANCE IS REPORTED AS THE MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN PARENTHESES) CALCULATED OVER THESE
MULTIPLE RUNS, PRESENTED IN PAIRS. THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND & INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE,

OR STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES ACHIEVED ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

LSHADE-RSP

MetaDE

Func iStratDE DE SaDE JADE CoDE SHADE EDEV
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~x  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~x  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  5.89E+00 (2.40E+00)—  5.96E+00 (4.00E+00)—  5.47E+00 (3.63E+00)—  4.62E+00 (2.90E+00)—  4.69E+00 (4.15E+00)—  2.52E+00 (3.09E+00)—  6.94E+00 (241E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~x  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  6.64E+00 (3.05E+00)—  9.68E-01 (8.55E-01)— 2.28E+01 (1.34E+01)—  1.O6E+00 (7.12E-01)— 2.92E+00 (5.71E-01)— 3.26E+00 (1.81E+00)—  7.10E+00 (4.98E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fs 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~x  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  1.10E+02 (4.11E+02)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fs 6.44E-03 (3.72E-03) 2.49E-01 (1.91E-01)— 3.03E+00 (2.18E+00)— 7.85E-01 (8.47E-01)— 3.82E-03 (6.22E-03)+ 1.29E+00 (2.44E+00)— 3.71E-01 (1.11E-01)— 5.80E-01 (6.43E-01)— 5.50E-04 (3.96E-04)+
P 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  7.24E-02 (2.28E-01)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~>  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  1.35E-03 (3.74E-03)— 1.09E+01 (9.86E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fg 1.10E-03 (2.98E-03) 8.43E-02 (2.08E-01)— 1.01E-01 (1.20E-01)— 1.75E+401 (4.40E+00)— 2.46E-03 (7.09E-03)~ 1.45E+00 (4.99E+00)— 1.69E+00 (5.09E+00)— 9.68E+00 (9.89E+00)— 5.52E-03 (4.41E-03)~
Fy 1.78E-06 (2.19E-07) 2.29E+02 (5.12E-06)— 2.29E+02 (3.75E-06)— 2.29E+02 (7.17E-06)— 2.29E+02 (7.94E-06)— 2.29E+02 (3.81E-06)— 2.29E+02 (9.43E-06)— 2.29E+02 (1.10E-05)— 3.36E+00 (1.77E+01)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  1.00E+02 (4.94E-02)— 1.04E+02 (1.84E+01)— 1.00E+02 (6.81E-02)— 1.00E+02 (5.54E-02)— 1.07E+02 (2.60E+01)— 1.07E+02 (2.63E+01)— 1.00E+02 (6.33E-02)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fiy 1.05E-05 (1.29E-05) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  9.70E+00 (3.70E+01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  2.67E+01 (9.98E+01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  1.00E+01 (3.75E+01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+
Fia 6.11E+01 (7.60E+01)  1.62E+02 (1.43E+00)— 1.63E+02 (1.55E+00)— 1.62E+02 (1.97E+00)— 1.59E+02 (1.02E+00)— 1.63E+02 (8.33E-01)— 1.64E+02 (1.09E+00)— 1.62E+02 (1.49E+00)— 1.39E+02 (4.63E+01)—
+/=/ - 1/3/8 0/4/8 17417 2/5/5 0/4/8 17219 0139 2/8/2
TABLE 11

THE FOLLOWING TABLE DETAILS THE RESULTS FOR 20-DIMENSIONAL (20D) PROBLEMS FROM THE CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. ALL PEER
DIFFERENTIAL EVOLUTION (DE) VARIANTS WERE CONFIGURED WITH A POPULATION SIZE OF 100. EACH EXPERIMENTAL RUN HAD A UNIFORM
RUNTIME OF 60 SECONDS. PERFORMANCE IS REPORTED AS THE MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN PARENTHESES) CALCULATED OVER THESE
MULTIPLE RUNS, PRESENTED IN PAIRS. THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND & INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE,

OR STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES ACHIEVED ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func

iStratDE

DE

SaDE

JADE

CoDE

SHADE

LSHADE-RSP

EDEV

MetaDE

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
9.62E+00 (2.59E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
3.97E-01 (3.00E-01)

1.60E+00 (2.59E+00)
6.18E+00 (8.96E+00)
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
1.41E-05 (2.37E-05)

2.31E+02 (1.59E+00)

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
477E+01 (1.97E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
2.07E+01 (9.21E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.60E-01 (3.83E-01)~

7.11E+00 (9.51E+00)—
5.81E+00 (8.78E+00)~
1.81E+02 (1.50E-05)—

1.31E+02 (8.79E+01)—
3.47E+02 (4.99E+01)—
239E+02 (3.71E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
3.27E+01 (2.31E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
8.90E+00 (1.90E+00)+
1.51E+00 (1.90E+00)—
1.65E+03 (1.35E+03)—
1.52E+01 (4.89E+00)—
2.20E+01 (3.46E-01)—

1.81E+02 (5.88E-05)—

1.00E+02 (4.17E-02)—

3.13E+02 (3.40E+01)—
2.40E+02 (4.63E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.91E+01 (2.53E-05)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
7.00E+01 (3.24E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
3.63E+02 (7.80E+02)—
4.23E+00 (6.32E+00)—
2.65E+01 (1.18E+00)—
1.81E+02 (6.02E-05)—

1.03E+02 (4.35E+01)—
3.13E+02 (3.40E+01)—
2.37E+02 (4.60E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.91E+01 (1.52E-05)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
9.88E+00 (2.01E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
6.51E-01 (1.25E+00)—

2.03E+00 (3.81E+00)—
1.45E+01 (8.75E+00)—
L8IE+02 (0.00E+00)—
LOOE+02 (3.55E-02)—

3.13E+02 (3.40E+01)—
235E+02 (3.24E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.58E+01 (1.22E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.27E+01 (2.63E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
6.53E+01 (3.34E+01)—
1.03E+01 (7.34E+00)—
2.06E+01 (1.52E-01)—

1.81E+02 (2.00E-05)—

1.08E+02 (2.94E+01)—
3.27E+02 (4.42E+01)—
2.40E+02 (3.56E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
3.00E+02 (9.65E+02)—
7.58E+00 (2.84E+01)~
L94E+01 (2.08E+01)—
5.73E+02 (2.15E+03)—
1.89E+01 (7.08E+00)—
2.40E+01 (1.15E+01)—
2.20E+01 (2.05E+00)—
2.39E+02 (2.19E+02)—
1.OOE+02 (7.56E-02)—

3.78E+02 (1.16E+02)—
2.46E+02 (1.26E+01)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.23E+01 (1.66E+01)—
1.27E-04 (4.68E-04)—

228E+01 (6.47E+00)—
1.69E-01 (3.02E-01)—

231E+03 (3.91E+03)—
2.72E+01 (7.52E+00)—
L96E+01 (5.02E+00)—
LBIE+02 (1.69E-04)—

LI2E+02 (6.28E+01)—
3.07E+02 (2.49E+01)—
241E+02 (3.93E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.26E-02 (3.74E-02)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
2.02E+00 (8.56E-01)+
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
116E-01 (2.79E-02)+
5.17E-02 (6.21E-02)+
7.19E-01 (1.02E+00)4
1LOTE+02 (1.98E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
7.28E-05 (3.06E-04)—
2.29E+02 (6.08E-01)+

0/5/7

1219

0/3/9

0/4/8

0139

0/2/10

0/1/11

51413
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TABLE III
THE FOLLOWING TABLE DETAILS THE RESULTS FOR 10-DIMENSIONAL (10D) PROBLEMS FROM THE CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. PEER
DIFFERENTIAL EVOLUTION (DE) VARIANTS WERE CONFIGURED WITH A POPULATION SIZE OF 100. ALL ALGORITHMS WERE RUN FOR A UNIFORM
NUMBER OF FUNCTION EVALUATIONS (FES). THIS FE BUDGET WAS SET BASED ON THE FES ACHIEVED BY ISTRATDE (USING A POPULATION SIZE OF
100,000) WITHIN A 60-SECOND EXECUTION. PERFORMANCE IS REPORTED AS THE MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN PARENTHESES) CALCULATED
OVER MULTIPLE RUNS, PRESENTED IN PAIRS. THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND X INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY

WORSE, OR STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES ACHIEVED ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func

iStratDE

DE

SaDE

JADE

CoDE

SHADE

LSHADE-RSP

EDEV

MetaDE

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~=

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~

B 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)x>  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)x  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~

Fp 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  5.95E+00 (2.37E+00)—  5.95E+00 (4.48E+00)—  6.38E+00 (321E+00)—  536E+00 (2.15E+00)—  4.75E+00 (3.68E+00)—  3.87E+00 (325E+00)—  5.04E+00 (294E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  7.90E+00 (3.35E+00)—  7.30E-01 (5.7IE-0)—  2.49E+01 (121E+0)—  6.63E-01 (5.93E-01)—  2.92E+00 (5.71E-01)—  1.78E+00 (6.60E-01)—  4.61E+00 (1.76E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=2
Fs 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  5.97E-03 (223E-02)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fs 1.33E-02 (8.36E-03)  L.OSE-01 (1.92E-01)—  3.42E+00 (3.10E+00)—  5.83E-01 (4.15E-01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  146E+00 (4.16E+00)—  4.20E-06 (1.54E-05)+  4.30E-01 (S.44E-01)—  5.50E-04 (3.96E-04)+
Fr 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  1.25E-01 (2.50E-01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=¢  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~2  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  1.31E+01 (9.28E+00)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)=2
Fy 745E-03 (136E-03)  1.29E-01 (248E-01)—  1.54E-03 (5.78E-03)+  1.83E+01 (4.05E+00)—  9.83E-05 (2.54E-04)+  149E-02 2.07E-02)—  1.33E-01 (2.55E-01)—  9.35E+00 (LOOE+01)—  5.52E-03 (441E-03)~
Fy 175E-06 (0.00E+00)  2.29E+02 (3.92E-06)—  2.29E+02 (8.77E-06)—  2.29E+02 (433E-06)—  229E+02 (6.19E-06)—  2.29E+02 (0.00E+00)—  2.29E+02 (8.65E-06)—  2.29E+02 (4.84E-06)—  3.36E+00 (1.77E+01)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  1.00E+02 (4.65E-02)—  1.20E+02 (2.65E+01)—  1.0S8E+02 (2.93E+01)—  1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)—  1.03E+02 (2.58E+01)—  1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)—  1.OIE+02 (3.04E+0)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fiy 7.71E-06 (9.16E-06)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)4  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  2.67E+01 (9.98E+01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+  4.10E+01 (9.25E+01)—  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+
Fia 6.35E+01 (1.77E+01)  1.62E+02 (1.52E+00)—  1.63E+02 (L70E+00)—  L.62E+02 (231E+00)—  1.59E+02 (3.68E-01)—  1.63E+02 (833E-01)—  1.64E+02 (1.56E+00)—  1.63E+02 (9.38E-0)—  1.39E+02 (4.63E+01)—

+lx)— - 1318 2/4/6 1417 3/415 0/4/8 2/4/6 0/3/9 21812
TABLE IV

THE FOLLOWING TABLE DETAILS THE RESULTS FOR 20-DIMENSIONAL (20D) PROBLEMS FROM THE CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. PEER
DIFFERENTIAL EVOLUTION (DE) VARIANTS WERE CONFIGURED WITH A POPULATION SIZE OF 100. ALL ALGORITHMS WERE RUN FOR A UNIFORM
NUMBER OF FUNCTION EVALUATIONS (FES). THIS FE BUDGET WAS SET BASED ON THE FES ACHIEVED BY ISTRATDE (USING A POPULATION SIZE OF
100,000) WITHIN A 60-SECOND EXECUTION. PERFORMANCE IS REPORTED AS THE MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN PARENTHESES) CALCULATED
OVER MULTIPLE RUNS, PRESENTED IN PAIRS. THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND & INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY

WORSE, OR STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES ACHIEVED ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func

iStratDE

DE

SaDE

JADE

CoDE

SHADE

LSHADE-RSP

EDEV

MetaDE

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
LO4E+01 (2.41E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
3.53E-01 (3.05E-01)

LO9E+00 (1.07E+00)
7.21E+00 (9.40E+00)
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
1.41E-05 (2.37E-05)

231E+02 (1.40E+00)

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.70E+01 (1.90E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
2.11E+01 (9.69E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
7.16E-01 (5.31E-01)—

3.09E+00 (6.76E+00)—
7.27E+00 (9.51E+00)~
1.81E+02 (4.27E-06)—

1.25E+02 (8.32E+01)—
3.47E+02 (4.99E+01)—
2.37E+02 (3.64E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.91E+01 (1.96E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
8.56E+00 (2.46E+00)-+
6.87E-01 (7.89E-01)—

4.05E+01 (241E+01)—
1L.64E+00 (748E-01)—
2.04E+01 (8.57E-02)—
1.81E+02 (7.79E-06)—
1.00E+02 (1.68E-02)—
3.13E+02 (3.40E+01)—
2.42E+02 (6.10E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.68E+01 (1.27E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
731E+01 (3.48E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
6.33E+01 (2.80E+01)—
4.74E+00 (6.19E+00)—
2.61E+01 (7.25E-01)—

1.81E+02 (4.47E-06)—

1LOIE+02 (3.81E+01)—
3.13E+02 (3.40E+01)—
235E+02 (444E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.91E+01 (4.20E-06)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
9.95E+00 (1.82E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.OSE+01 (1.04E+01)—
3.12E+00 (6.65E+00)—
1.72E+01 (6.83E+00)—
1.81E+02 (1.10E-05)—

1.00E+02 (2.09E-02)—

3.27E+02 (4.42E+01)—
2.34E+02 (3.38E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.55E+01 (1.96E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.27E+01 (3.17E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
5.06E+01 (3.06E+01)—
7.80E+00 (7.76E+00)—
2.03E+01 (2.94E-01)—
1.81E+02 (8.82E-06)—
1O7E+02 (297E+01)—
327E+02 (442E+01)—
237E+02 (3.26E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.50E+01 (2.00E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
8.69E+00 (2.34E+00)+
5.97E-03 (2.23E-02)—

5.52E+00 (3.44E+00)—
3.67E+00 (6.47E+00)—
1.50E+01 (8.79E+00)—
1.81E+02 (9.73E-06)—

1.06E+02 (2.89E+01)—
3.27E+02 (4.42E+01)—
2.40E+02 (4.38E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
447E+401 (1.55E+01)—
3.04E-05 (5.32E-05)—

1.86E+01 (6.63E+00)—
6.57E-02 (1.81E-01)—

3.62E+01 (2.83E+01)—
230E+01 (6.07E+00)—
2.04E+01 (3.26E-01)—
1.81E+02 (8.14E-07)—
1LI7E+02 (4.28E+01)—
3.09E+02 (2.87E+01)—
244E+02 (4.51E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.26E-02 (3.74E-02)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
2.02E+00 (8.56E-01)+
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.16E-01 (2.79E-02)+
5.17E-02 (6.21E-02)+
7.19E-01 (1.02E+00)+
LOTE+02 (1.98E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
7.28E-05 (3.06E-04)—
2.29E+02 (6.08E-01)+

0/4/8

1219

0/3/9

0/4/8

0/3/9

17219

0/1/11

5/4/3
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B. Convergence and Population Analysis
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Fig. 1: Convergence curves on 10D problems in CEC2022 benchmark suite. The peer DE variants are set with population size of 100.
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Fig. 2: Convergence curves on 20D problems in CEC2022 benchmark suite. The peer DE variants are set with population size of 100.
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Fig. 3: The performance of the baseline algorithms on 10D problems in CEC2022 benchmark suite as the population changes.
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Fig. 4: The performance of the baseline algorithms on 20D problems in CEC2022 benchmark suite as the population changes.
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VII. ALGORITHMIC COMPONENT ANALYSIS
A. Strategy Diversity & Utilization

To evaluate strategy dominance, we analyzed the performance of iStratDE on the CEC2022 benchmark suite across 10 and 20 dimensions by comparing
the frequency of successful updates with the composition of the top 10% elite individuals. The results indicate that no single strategy universally dominates the
evolutionary process. Specifically, strategies based on the Current vector achieve high success rates through local search mechanisms, whereas the Best and
PBest strategies predominate within the elite population, accounting for over 60% of the composition and thereby driving global convergence. These findings
confirm that fixed strategy approaches are insufficient, as they are prone to stagnation or suffer from low success rates. In contrast, the adaptive mechanism
of iStratDE effectively leverages the synergy between these complementary strategies to balance exploration and exploitation.
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Fig. 5: Proportion of successful updates contributed by different adaptive strategies across the CEC2022 benchmark suite. The plots illustrate the relative
effectiveness of operator variants in generating offspring with better fitness than their parents. The comparison between 10-dimensional (top row) and 20-
dimensional (bottom row) problems highlights how strategy performance varies with dimensionality. Subplots display the success contributions of: (a) Crossover
methods, (b) Number of difference vectors in mutation, (c) Selection of the primary vector, and (d) Selection of the secondary vector.
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Fig. 6: Strategy distribution within the top 10% elite population. This figure analyzes the composition of strategies associated with the highest-quality solutions
found by the algorithm. It reveals the correlation between specific operator choices and elite performance on 10D (top row) and 20D (bottom row) landscapes.
The panels correspond to: (a) Crossover strategy, (b) Mutation difference count, (c) Primary vector selection, and (d) Secondary vector selection.
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B. Ablation Studies

20

The specific fixed probability distributions employed in iStratDE (fix) are defined based on an empirical analysis of the top 10% of elite individuals,

as follows:

Pyector = {Rand : 0.26, Best : 0.32, PBest : 0.32, Current : 0.10}
Pift_pairs = {0 extra : 0.40, 1 Extra : 0.30, 2 Extra : 0.20, 3 Extra : 0.10}
Perossover = {Binomial : 0.60, Exponential : 0.25, Arithmetic : 0.15}

TABLE V

COMPARISON OF ISTRATDE AND ITS VARIANTS ON THE 10-DIMENSIONAL (10D) CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. FOR ALL THE EXPERIMENTAL

ALGORITHMS, THE POPULATION SIZE WAS SET TO 100,000, AND ALL WERE RUN WITHIN A UNIFIED 60-SECOND TIME LIMIT. ISTRATDE

(FIX)

(18)

EMPLOYS A FIXED STRATEGY ALLOCATION BASED ON THE STRATEGY PROPORTIONS OBSERVED IN THE TOP 10% OF INDIVIDUALS FROM THE ORIGINAL

(REALLOCATE) INVOLVES RANDOMLY RE-ASSIGNING STRATEGIES TO THE POPULATION EVERY 1000
GENERATIONS. RESULTS ARE REPORTED AS MEAN (STANDARD DEVIATION). THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND &2 INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE, OR STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ORIGINAL ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES

ISTRATDE’S FINAL POPULATION. ISTRATDE

IN EACH ROW ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func iStratDE iStratDE (fix) iStratDE (reallocate)
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 1.55E-01 (3.61E-01)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fs5 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fg 6.44E-03 (3.72E-03) 1.70E-02 (1.58E-02)— 2.75E-05 (9.20E-05)+
Fr 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  2.04E-02 (1.78E-02)— 9.31E-04 (5.19E-03)—
Fy 1.10E-03 (2.98E-03) 1.80E-01 (2.72E-01)— 2.13E-03 (2.63E-03)~
Fo 1.78E-06 (2.19E-07) 1.22E+02 (1.04E+02)— 3.13E+00 (1.74E+01)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fiq 1.05E-05 (1.29E-05) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)4+  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+4
Fio 6.11E+01 (7.60E+01) 1.49E+02 (3.84E+01)— 9.42E+01 (7.79E+01)~
+ /=~ - - 1/5/6 2/8/2
TABLE VI

COMPARISON OF ISTRATDE AND ITS VARIANTS ON THE 10-DIMENSIONAL (20D) CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. FOR ALL THE EXPERIMENTAL

ALGORITHMS, THE POPULATION SIZE WAS SET TO 100,000, AND ALL WERE RUN WITHIN A UNIFIED 60-SECOND TIME LIMIT. ISTRATDE

(FIX)

EMPLOYS A FIXED STRATEGY ALLOCATION BASED ON THE STRATEGY PROPORTIONS OBSERVED IN THE TOP 10% OF INDIVIDUALS FROM THE ORIGINAL

(REALLOCATE) INVOLVES RANDOMLY RE-ASSIGNING STRATEGIES TO THE POPULATION EVERY 1000
GENERATIONS. RESULTS ARE REPORTED AS MEAN (STANDARD DEVIATION). THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND &2 INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS

SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE, OR STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ORIGINAL ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES

ISTRATDE’S FINAL POPULATION. ISTRATDE

IN EACH ROW ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func

iStratDE

iStratDE (fix)

iStratDE (reallocate)

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E-+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
9.62E+00 (2.59E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E-+00)
3.97E-01 (3.00E-01)

1.60E+00 (2.59E+00)
6.18E+00 (8.96E+00)
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
9.52E+00 (5.26E+01)
2.31E+02 (1.59E+00)

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==
3.13E+01 (1.96E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==
8.40E+00 (2.15E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==
2.01E+00 (9.47E-01)—

5.34E+00 (7.88E+00)—
6.00E+00 (8.89E+00)~s
1.81E+02 (4.00E-05)—

9.39E+01 (2.40E+01)—
2.16E+02 (1.82E+02)—
2.34E+02 (3.21E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~=
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==
1.24E+00 (8.62E-01)+
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==
7.91E-01 (8.41E-01)~

8.41E-01 (3.46E+00)==
1.57E+00 (4.80E+00)=
1.71E+02 (2.67E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)==
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+
2.32E+02 (1.89E+00)~2

0/5/7

2/9/1
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TABLE VII

21

COMPARISON OF ISTRATDE AND ITS ABLATION VARIANTS ON THE 10-DIMENSIONAL (10D) CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. ALL ALGORITHMS WERE
CONFIGURED WITH A POPULATION SIZE OF 100,000 AND A 60-SECOND TIME LIMIT. No (RAND/CURR) REPRESENTS THE VARIANT WHERE RAND AND
CURRENT STRATEGIES ARE REMOVED (RETAINING BEST+PBEST). No (BEsT/PBEST) REMOVES BEST AND PBEST STRATEGIES (RETAINING
RAND+CURR). THE LAST THREE COLUMNS REPRESENT VARIANTS WHERE A SPECIFIC CROSSOVER STRATEGY (ARITHMETIC, BINOMIAL, OR
EXPONENTIAL) IS REMOVED. THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND & INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE, OR

STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ORIGINAL ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES IN EACH ROW ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func iStratDE No(Rand/Curr) No(Best/PBest) No(Arith) No(Bin) No(Exp)
(Original) (Best+PBest) (Rand+Curr) (Bin+Exp) (Arith+Exp) (Arith+Bin)
131 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 3.11E-02 (1.73E-01)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fx 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fs 6.44E-03 (3.72E-03) 1.31E-02 (1.29E-02)~ 2.22E-02 (5.72E-03)— 1.72E-02 (9.92E-03)— 2.15E-02 (2.26E-02)— 9.83E-03 (6.39E-03)~
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 1.46E-02 (1.73E-02)— 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fg 1.10E-03 (2.98E-03) 1.85E-02 (1.30E-02)— 5.32E-03 (6.83E-03)— 1.85E-03 (2.47E-03)~ 5.82E-02 (3.64E-02)— 5.02E-03 (6.20E-03)—
Fy 1.78E-06 (2.19E-07) 2.29E+02 (1.38E-05)— 2.41E-06 (2.43E-06)~ 2.68E-06 (3.61E-06)~ 1.75E-06 (0.00E+00)~ 2.68E-06 (5.18E-06)~
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~x  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
Fi1 1.05E-05 (1.29E-05) 5.99E-06 (9.96E-06)~ 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)+ 6.99E-06 (8.28E-06)~ 1.35E-05 (1.65E-05)~ 1.02E-05 (1.26E-05)~
Fia 6.11E+01 (7.60E+01) 1.59E+02 (1.39E-05)— 1.12E+01 (3.76E+01)+  7.44E+01 (7.92E+01)~  5.46E+01 (7.23E+01)~  9.42E+01 (7.79E+01)~
+/=/— - 0/7/5 2/8/2 0/10/2 0/10/2 0/11/1
TABLE VIII

COMPARISON OF ISTRATDE AND ITS ABLATION VARIANTS ON THE 20-DIMENSIONAL (20D) CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. ALL ALGORITHMS WERE
CONFIGURED WITH A POPULATION SIZE OF 100,000 AND A 60-SECOND TIME LIMIT. No (RAND/CURR) REPRESENTS THE VARIANT WHERE RAND AND
CURRENT STRATEGIES ARE REMOVED. No (BEST/PBEST) REMOVES BEST AND PBEST STRATEGIES. THE LAST THREE COLUMNS REPRESENT
VARIANTS WHERE A SPECIFIC CROSSOVER STRATEGY IS REMOVED. THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND R INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY
BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE, OR STATISTICALLY SIMILAR TO THE ORIGINAL ISTRATDE, RESPECTIVELY. THE BEST MEAN VALUES IN EACH ROW
ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func

iStratDE
(Original)

No(Rand/Curr)
(Best+PBest)

No(Best/PBest)
(Rand+Curr)

No(Arith)
(Bin+Exp)

No(Bin)
(Arith+Exp)

No(Exp)
(Arith+Bin)

Fy
Fy
F3
Fy
F5
Fs
Fr
Fg
Fy
Fio

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
9.62E+00 (2.59E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
3.97E-01 (3.00E-01)
1.60E+00 (2.59E+00)
6.18E+00 (8.96E+00)
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
9.52E+00 (5.26E+01)
2.31E+02 (1.59E+00)

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
2.26E+01 (2.23E+01)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.14E+01 (3.07E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.77E+00 (1.11E+00)—
6.89E-01 (6.38E-01)+
1.04E+01 (9.93E+00)~
1.81E+02 (3.08E-05)—
1.10E+01 (2.87E+01)—
1.97E+02 (1.42E+02)—
2.33E+02 (1.81E+00)—

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
2.08E-02 (1.94E-02)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
6.20E+00 (1.52E+00)+
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
9.00E-01 (5.50E-01)—
1.42E+00 (8.69E-01)~
5.02E+00 (2.59E+00)~
1.00E+02 (2.07E-04)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
9.17E-03 (5.47E-03)+
2.32E+02 (8.12E-01)~

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
9.42B+00 (2.58E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.19E+00 (4.14E+00)—
8.40E-01 (6.64E-01)+
4.89E+00 (8.22E+00)~
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.01E-06 (5.64E-06)+
2.31E+02 (1.92E+00)~

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.0SE+01 (2.09E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.70E+00 (8.62E-01)—
2.65E+00 (1.50E+00)~
5.07E+00 (8.19E+00)~
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
5.06E-06 (1.76E-05)+
2.31E+02 (1.71E+00)~

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
1.43E+01 (4.42E+00)—
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
2.06E+00 (1.06E+00)—
7.75E-01 (7.88E-01)+
2.95E+00 (6.61E+00)~
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)~
3.52E-02 (5.11E-02)—
1.41E+02 (1.62E+02)—
2.32E+02 (1.50E+00)~

17417

2/8/2

2/9/1

1/10/1

1/6/5
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C. Sensitivity & Sampling Analysis

Tables IX and X present the detailed results of the Diversity Sensitivity Analysis conducted on the 10-dimensional and 20-dimensional CEC 2022 benchmark
suites, respectively. The primary objective of this analysis is to empirically verify the correlation between the richness of the strategy pool and the algorithm’s
optimization capability. In this experiment, the PoolSize parameter serves as a quantifiable proxy for the degree of available strategy diversity. The fully
randomized pool (PoolSize = 192), which represents the standard configuration of iStratDE, is established as the baseline for statistical comparison.

The results reveal a sharp contrast in performance across different diversity levels. As the PoolSize decreases, the algorithm’s optimization capability
deteriorates significantly. This trend is most pronounced in the extreme case of a single-strategy configuration, where the lack of structural variation leads
to severe stagnation on complex multimodal functions. Statistical tests consistently confirm that reducing the strategy pool size results in significantly worse
outcomes compared to the baseline. These findings provide strong empirical evidence that the large-scale sampling mechanism is not merely an initialization
step, but a pivotal component that ensures the population possesses sufficient structural variety to escape local optima and locate global solutions.

TABLE IX
DIVERSITY SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS ON THE 10-DIMENSIONAL (10D) CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE WITH VARYING POOL SIZES (REVERSE ORDER).
THE POPULATION SIZE WAS SET TO 100,000. PoorLS1zE = 192 IS POSITIONED ON THE LEFT AND SERVES AS THE BASELINE FOR STATISTICAL
COMPARISON. THE SYMBOLS +, —, AND & INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE, OR STATISTICALLY
SIMILAR TO THE BASELINE (P00LSIzE = 192). RESULTS ARE REPORTED AS MEAN (STANDARD DEVIATION). THE BEST MEAN VALUES IN EACH ROW
ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func PoolSize = 192 (Base) PoolSize = 20 PoolSize = 5 PoolSize = 1

Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 1.33E+01 (4.17E+01)—
F> 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  4.91E+00 (1.57E+01)—
F3 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  2.20E+00 (5.85E+00)—
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  3.11E-02 (1.73E-01)— 3.89E+00 (6.23E+00)—
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 1.61E+00 (4.50E+00)—
Fg 4.14E-03 (3.57E-03) 6.14E-03 (6.51E-03)— 9.57E-03 (9.14E-03)— 9.20E+01 (3.90E+02)—
Fr 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  2.03E-03 (7.20E-03)— 3.76E+00 (7.66E+00)—
Fg 5.30E-04 (1.30E-03) 8.21E-03 (1.07E-02)— 3.00E-02 (4.19E-02)— 4.47E+00 (8.63E+00)—
Fy 1.75E-06 (0.00E+00) 1.88E+01 (4.64E+01)— 8.73E+01 (1.08E+02)— 1.78E+02 (1.04E+02)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  3.05E-05 (1.70E-04)— 5.34E+01 (5.01E+01)—
Fyq 1.38E-05 (2.28E-05) 1.45E-05 (3.71E-05)~ 3.48E-06 (9.45E-06)+ 1.36E+01 (3.76E+01)—
Fig 5.76E+01 (7.15E+01) 7.07E+01 (7.65E+01)— 9.60E+01 (7.46E+01)— 1.55E+02 (4.59E+01)—

+/=/— - 0/8/4 17417 0/0/12
TABLE X

DIVERSITY SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS ON THE 20-DIMENSIONAL (20D) CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE WITH VARYING POOL SIZES (REVERSE ORDER).
THE POPULATION SIZE WAS SET TO 100,000. PoorLS1zE = 192 IS POSITIONED ON THE LEFT AND SERVES AS THE BASELINE FOR STATISTICAL
COMPARISON. THE SYMBOLS 4+, —, AND & INDICATE THAT THE RESULT IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE, OR STATISTICALLY

SIMILAR TO THE BASELINE (P00LS1zE = 192). RESULTS ARE REPORTED AS MEAN (STANDARD DEVIATION). THE BEST MEAN VALUES IN EACH ROW

ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func PoolSize = 192 (Base) PoolSize = 20 PoolSize = 5 PoolSize = 1

Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~ 1.07E-09 (5.94E-09)— 9.12E+02 (2.44E+03)—
Fs 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  4.71E+00 (1.39E+01)— 5.50E+01 (9.47E+01)—
Fy 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  5.70E+00 (1.30E+01)—
Fy 5.91E+00 (2.27E+00) 6.90E+00 (1.97E+00)~ 7.73E+00 (2.63E+00)~ 2.59E+01 (2.11E+01)—
Fs 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~  7.64E+01 (1.48E+02)—
Fg 9.02E-01 (7.28E-01) 8.13E-01 (6.85E-01)~ 2.37E+00 (3.31E+00)— 9.39E+04 (3.23E+05)—
F7 3.24E-01 (3.94E-01) 5.21E-01 (5.82E-01)~ 9.90E-01 (1.07E+00)— 2.05E+01 (2.32E+401)—
Fg 4.89E-01 (2.24E-01) 1.02E+00 (3.45E+00)— 4.49E+00 (7.57E+00)— 1.50E+01 (1.03E+01)—
Fy 1.00E+02 (0.00E+00) 1.10E+02 (2.67E+01)— 1.48E+02 (3.97E+01)— 1.93E+02 (6.82E+01)—
Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00) 3.27E-03 (1.21E-02)— 1.28E-01 (3.59E-01)— 6.59E+01 (5.14E+01)—
Fi1 7.17E-05 (2.69E-04) 2.89E+01 (8.73E+01)— 1.00E+02 (1.50E+02)— 4.11E+02 (5.99E+02)—
Fio 2.30E+02 (1.70E+00) 2.30E+02 (2.13E+00)~  2.31E+02 (1.55E+00)~ 2.87E+02 (1.29E+02)—

0/8/4

0/4/8

0/0/12
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This experiment demonstrates that with a large population size (N = 100, 000), the theoretical advantages of Latin Hypercube Sampling (LHS) over
random sampling are largely mitigated by the Law of Large Numbers. Specifically, we analyzed the distribution of 192 distinct strategy configurations within
the iStratDE framework. While LHS theoretically guarantees a more stratified distribution, the results demonstrate that simple random sampling achieves a
comparable level of diversity and coverage in high-volume scenarios. Quantitative analysis of the sampling uniformity reveals only a marginal difference in
the standard deviation of strategy counts between the two methods (e.g., 21.98 for random sampling versus 17.97 for LHS). Consequently, simple random
sampling is preferred for its implementation simplicity, as it is robust enough to maintain population diversity with negligible performance differences, thereby
rendering the additional computational complexity of LHS unnecessary.

TABLE XI
COMPARISON OF RANDOM ISTRATDE AND LHS ISTRATDE ON THE 10D CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. RANDOM ISTRATDE DENOTES THE ORIGINAL
ISTRATDE ALGORITHM, WHICH EMPLOYS RANDOM SAMPLING FOR THE INITIALIZATION OF STRATEGIES AND PARAMETERS, WHEREAS LHS ISTRATDE
UTILIZES LATIN HYPERCUBE SAMPLING (LHS) FOR INITIALIZATION. RESULTS ARE REPORTED AS MEAN (STANDARD DEVIATION). THE SYMBOLS +,
—, AND & INDICATE THAT THE RESULT OF LHS ISTRATDE IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER THAN, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE THAN, OR STATISTICALLY
SIMILAR TO RANDOM ISTRATDE BASED ON THE WILCOXON RANK-SUM TEST AT A 0.05 SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL. THE BEST MEAN VALUES IN EACH ROW
ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func

Random iStratDE

LHS iStratDE

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
6.30E-03 (3.11E-03)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
5.14E-04 (1.29E-03)
1.75E-06 (0.00E+00)

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
4.48E-03 (3.27E-03)+
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
3.68E-04 (1.37E-03)~
1.75E-06 (0.00E+00)~

Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~

F1q 1.31E-05 (1.74E-05) 7.91E-06 (1.17E-05)~

Fio 4.90E+01 (6.95E+01)  5.77E+01 (7.51E+01)~
+/=/—- - 1/11/0

TABLE XII
COMPARISON OF RANDOM ISTRATDE AND LHS ISTRATDE ON THE 20D CEC 2022 BENCHMARK SUITE. RANDOM ISTRATDE DENOTES THE ORIGINAL
ISTRATDE ALGORITHM, WHICH EMPLOYS RANDOM SAMPLING FOR THE INITIALIZATION OF STRATEGIES AND PARAMETERS, WHEREAS LHS ISTRATDE
UTILIZES LATIN HYPERCUBE SAMPLING (LHS) FOR INITIALIZATION. RESULTS ARE REPORTED AS MEAN (STANDARD DEVIATION). THE SYMBOLS +,
—, AND /2 INDICATE THAT THE RESULT OF LHS ISTRATDE IS SIGNIFICANTLY BETTER THAN, SIGNIFICANTLY WORSE THAN, OR STATISTICALLY
SIMILAR TO RANDOM ISTRATDE BASED ON THE WILCOXON RANK-SUM TEST AT A 0.05 SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL. THE BEST MEAN VALUES IN EACH ROW
ARE HIGHLIGHTED.

Func Random iStratDE LHS iStratDE

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
7.15E+00 (1.87E+00)
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)
8.28E-01 (9.41E-01)
3.76E-01 (4.71E-01)
1.07E+00 (3.47E+00)
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)

0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
6.47E+00 (1.99E+00)~
0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
9.33E-01 (8.44E-01)~
3.53E-01 (5.07E-01)~
1.68E+00 (4.79E+00)~
1.00E+02 (0.00E+00)~

Fio 0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)  0.00E+00 (0.00E+00)~
F1q 9.38E+00 (5.22E+01)  9.38E+00 (5.22E+01)~
Fio 2.30E+02 (1.90E+00)  2.30E+02 (1.56E+00)~

0/12/0
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VIII. APPLICATION ON ROBOTIC CONTROL TASKS

The robotic control tasks in our experiments are implemented in the Brax framework, a physics engine that supports fast and parallelizable simulation on
accelerators such as GPUs and TPUs. Brax provides efficient environments for reinforcement learning research, which makes it suitable for testing evolutionary
optimization methods. In these tasks, the objective is to maximize the cumulative reward, i.e., a larger fitness value indicates better performance. Each episode
is capped at a maximum length of 500 time steps. All three tasks involve policy networks with approximately 1,500 parameters, which makes them high-
dimensional optimization problems for evolutionary algorithms. We evaluate iStratDE on three representative continuous control tasks: Swimmer, Hopper, and
Reacher. Rendered images of these environments are shown in Fig. 7, and the specific architectures of their policy networks are detailed in Table XIII.

1) Swimmer: The Swimmer task requires a snake-like agent with multiple joints to propel itself forward in a two-dimensional plane by generating
coordinated oscillatory motions. The goal is to maximize forward velocity while maintaining stability in movement. The observation space has 8
dimensions, and the action space has 2 dimensions.

2) Reacher: The Reacher task consists of a two-joint robotic arm that must reach a randomly sampled target position within a bounded workspace. The
objective is to minimize the distance between the arm’s end effector and the target location while maintaining smooth control. The observation space
has 11 dimensions, and the action space has 2 dimensions.

3) Hopper: The Hopper task involves a one-legged robot that must learn to hop forward without falling. This task is particularly challenging due to its
underactuated dynamics, which require precise balance control and efficient energy use. The observation space has 11 dimensions, and the action space
has 3 dimensions.

Swimmer Reacher

Fig. 7: Rendered environments of the three robotic control tasks: Swimmer, Reacher, and Hopper.

TABLE XIII
ARCHITECTURES OF THE POLICY NETWORKS USED IN THE ROBOTICS CONTROL TASKS.

Task Dimension Input Hidden Layers Output Activation

Swimmer 1410 8 32x32 2 tanh

Reacher 1506 11 32x32 2 tanh

Hopper 1539 11 32x32 3 tanh
TABLE XIV

REWARDS ACHIEVED BY ISTRATDE AND PEER EVOLUTIONARY ALGORITHMS ON THE BRAX ROBOTICS CONTROL TASKS (SWIMMER, HOPPER, AND
REACHER) WITH A 60-MINUTE RUNTIME. VALUES REPRESENT THE MEAN REWARD AND STANDARD DEVIATION (IN PARENTHESES) OVER MULTIPLE
RUNS. THE BEST MEAN REWARDS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Task iStratDE DE CSo CMA-ES SHADE CoDE LSHADE-RSP EDEV

Swimmer 1.91E+02 (2.55E+00) 1.80E+02 (1.98E+00) 1.83E+02 (1.10E+00) 1.85E+02 (9.10E-01) 1.84E+02 (2.33E+00) 1.78E+02 (2.19E+00) 1.85E+02 (2.36E+00) 1.50E+02 (3.32E+01)
Hopper 1.34E+03 (1.37E+02) 8.29E+02 (9.66E+01) 1.18E+03 (3.58E+02) 1.29E+03 (4.61E+02) 9.88E+02 (1.12E+02) 9.72E+02 (1.35E+02) 1.06E+03 (1.40E+02) 3.78E+02 (1.19E+02)
Reacher -2.66E+01 (2.30E+01) -5.43E+02 (9.51E+01) -4.33E+02 (1.29E+02) -3.91E+00 (1.08E+00) -2.32E+02 (1.46E+02) -4.37E+02 (1.34E+02) -3.86E+02 (1.47E+02) -4.92E+02 (1.04E+02)
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