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A novel genetic algorithm for evolving both uniform and
nonuniform cellular automata (CA) to perform user-defined
computations is presented. Unlike previous approaches, the
CAs evolved here can in general take as their input and their
output only a subset of the cells, allowing for the design of
CAs that are larger than the number of inputs required by the
desired computation. It also provides greater flexibility compared with previous work in terms of the number of possible
outputs. We test our algorithm by attempting to evolve both
uniform and nonuniform 1D CAs of varying sizes to compute
the sum of two 4-bit strings, a computation requiring 8 inputs
and 5 outputs. Results demonstrate that while the algorithm
is unable to discover solutions using 8-cell CAs, expanding
the number of cells beyond the number of inputs enables the
autonomous design of 4-bit adders.

Introduction
In their most basic form, cellular automata (CA) are a collection of simple identical components (“cells”) whose behaviors are governed by local interactions (Von Neumann et al.,
1966; Wolfram, 1984). Time in a CA is discrete and, at each
timestep, a cell can be in one of k states. If k = 2, for example, a cell’s state can be either 0 or 1 at a given timestep. To
execute a CA, one must first “seed” each cell with an initial
value. At each subsequent timestep, the CA’s rule set determines how a given cell’s state is updated based on the cell’s
current state and the states of its neighbors. The size of the
neighborhood of surrounding cells that can influence a given
cell’s state is determined by the CA’s radius r. If r = 1, for
example, a cell’s state is updated based on its current state
and the states of its adjoining neighbors. Example rule sets
for 1D CAs with r = 1 can be found in Figs. 1 and 3.
CAs typically have periodic boundary conditions, i.e.,
cells in 1D CAs are organized in a ring, cells in 2D CAs are
organized in a toroid, etc. Canonical CAs are uniform (homogeneous), meaning that each cell’s state is updated using
the same rule set. However nonuniform (nonhomogeneous)
CAs, where a cell’s state can be updated based on one of
two or more rule sets, were also studied (e.g., Sipper, 1996).
Uniform 1D CAs with k = 2 and r = 1 are called elementary CAs and it has been shown that at least one such CA,

“rule 110,” is Turing complete and thus capable of universal
computation (Cook, 2004).
2r+1
Owing to the size of the set of possible rule sets (k k
in the case of a uniform 1D CA), a brute-force search for
CAs that perform a specific computation is often intractable.
Therefore, an important area of research is the autonomous
design of CAs via genetic algorithms (GAs) and other forms
of evolutionary computation (Sapin et al., 2009; Cenek and
Mitchell, 2009).
Here we present a novel, flexible genetic algorithm for
evolving uniform and nonuniform CAs to perform userdefined computations. A key feature of this algorithm is that
the number of inputs and outputs for the desired computation
are each allowed to vary independently from each other, as
well as from the number of cells in the CA, as long as the CA
is at least the same size as the larger of the two. We demonstrate the capabilities of this algorithm by evolving 1D CAs
of various sizes to successfully compute the sum of any two
4-bit strings.

Related Work
Nils Aall Barricelli was probably the first person to experiment with evolving CAs, using one of the first computers ever built (Barricelli, 1963). More recently, the work
in (Packard, 1988), as well as by the Evolving Cellular Automata group at the Santa Fe Institute (Mitchell et al., 1996),
sparked a flurry of research into the use of genetic algorithms to discover CAs capable of performing user-specified
computations that continues to this day (for a review, see
Iclănzan et al., 2011). In (Mitchell et al., 1993), for example, a GA was employed to discover rule sets for uniform
149-cell CAs with k = 2 and r = 3 that solve the density
classification task (DCT). To solve the DCT, a CA that has
its cells seeded with a vector of bits must, after a fixed number of iterations, resolve all of its cells to 1 in the case where
the original vector contained more than 50% 1s, otherwise
all of its cells should be 0. Thus the number of inputs to
the CA is the same as its size, and the output of the computation is determined from the final state of all of the CA
cells. In (Sipper, 1996), nonuniform CAs were evolved to
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solve the DCT task using a coevolutionary algorithm where
each cell had its own genome (rule set) and its own fitness
(evaluated independently from the other cell’s final states),
and selection and reproduction occurred only within local
neighborhoods. This work also demonstrated that for r = 1,
a nonuniform CA could be evolved to achieve a high score
on the DCT problem that is theoretically impossible to attain
with a uniform CA.

Conway’s Game of Life, a 2D CA, is also Turing complete (Berlekamp et al., 2004). Computations in this case are
performed by interpreting the interactions of patterns called
“gliders” (Sapin et al., 2009). By searching for rules that
produce these patterns, GAs can discover novel CAs for simulating logic gates such as AND and NOT gates (e.g., Sapin
et al., 2004, 2009).
Finally, controllable CAs (CCAs) are evolvable 1D
nonuniform CAs tasked with producing pseudorandom
numbers (Guan and Zhang, 2003). At each iteration, the
current state of a separate uniform CA (that uses a preselected rule set) is used to determine which of two other preprogrammed rule sets to apply to each cell in the CCA. In
addition, a second separate uniform CA (using a fourth preselected rule set) is used to determine whether “controllable”
cells act as normal cells, or operate according to a predefined
behavior, such as “keep current state.” The genetic algorithm
is then tasked with determining which cells in the CCA are
controllable, and which are considered to be output cells.
The values of the output cells get translated into a number
after each iteration of the CCA, and after many iterations
the final set of numbers are evaluated on their randomness
to determine the fitness of the CCA in question. In the algorithm presented below, the locations of input and output
cells are evolved in a manner similar to how the locations of
the controllable and output cells are evolved in CCAs. However, contrary to CCAs, cells in the work presented here use
the same rule set at each iteration, and the number of possible rule sets that can be applied to a cell, as well as the
rules themselves, are also evolvable. Furthermore, initial
conditions are also evolvable in this work, whereas they are
randomly generated in the case of CCAs.

In an effort to expand the range of problems one can tackle
using evolved CAs, we present EvoCA, a genetic algorithm
that allows users to evolve CAs to perform computations requiring a number of cells equal to or greater than the number of inputs. Furthermore, EvoCA allows for the number
of output cells to vary from a single cell to having each cell
in the CA be an output. The number of allowed output cells
is independent from the number of inputs, and vice versa.
EvoCA implements these additional features by allowing the
genetic algorithm to choose a unique cell for each input and
output. While a given cell can only be assigned to at most
one input and at most one output, cells can be concurrently
designated as both an input and an output.
EvoCA is capable of evolving both uniform and nonuniform CAs. If the user does not confine the search space to
uniform CAs, the evolutionary process is free to select the
number of potential rule sets that can be applied to a cell,
from one (i.e., a uniform CA) to a user-defined maximum.
The evolutionary process also selects which rule set is applied to each cell in the CA.
A CA evolved using EvoCA performs a computation as
follows. The CA is initialized using the evolvable initialvalue vector stored in its genome (see below and Fig. 1). For
each cell that is linked to an input, its initial value is overwritten by the current value of its corresponding input. Thus
if, for example, our computation takes one input and we set
the CA to have five cells in total, then the cell assigned to
the lone input will have its initial value defined by the value
of the input, while the other four cells will have their initial values determined by the initial-value vector in the CA’s
genome. Once the CA is initialized in this fashion, it is run
for a user-defined number of iterations, with each cell (including those designated as input and output cells) acting as
“normal” cells, updating in parallel using the evolvable rule
set assigned to them in the genome. At the end of the fixed
number of CA iterations, the current values of the designated
output cells are taken as the outputs of the computation. Example computations can be found in Fig. 2.
An island model is used as part of the canonical EvoCA
algorithm. Island models enhance the canonical singlepopulation GA to evolve multiple reproductively isolated
populations in parallel, with periodic exchanges of genomes
between islands through “migration.” Implementing island
models is straightforward, adds little computational overhead, and has been shown to significantly improve GA performance (see Cohoon et al., 1987; Grouchy et al., 2009).
Users must define several parameters before beginning the
evolutionary process. A radius r must be provided, as well
as the size of the CA and the number of CA iterations per
computation. Users must also provide a maximum number
of rule sets, where choosing 1 forces the algorithm to search
only the space of uniform CAs. Besides these parameters
that apply to the CAs themselves, a variety of typical GA
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CAs can be evolved to perform a wide range of computational tasks by first framing the problem in a manner similar
to the DCT described above. For example, in the synchronization task (e.g., Oliveira et al., 2009), the CA is tasked
with alternating between having all of its cells set to 1 and all
cells set to 0, after having initially been iterated for a fixed
number of timesteps starting from an arbitrary initial state.
An interesting property of these types of CA computations is
that global consensus among cells is achieved solely through
local interactions. Besides searching the space of possible
rule sets, genetic algorithms can also search for appropriate neighborhood topologies for a given task, as in (Darabos
et al., 2013).
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parameters must also be set (see below).
The algorithm presented here evolves 1D CAs with k =
2 and periodic boundary conditions, although extending
EvoCA to evolve other types of CAs is possible.

Genome
We may regard a CA α as a map α : AL → AL , where
A is the alphabet of states on which the CA operates (for
binary CAs A = {0, 1}) and L is the length of the CA. The
cardinality of A, |A|, is k and the radius of operation for each
cell is set to a constant r, as described previously. However,
the actual function of interest that we wish to evolve may
be expressed as ρα : ALI → ALΩ , where I represents the
subset of cells from α that serve as inputs and Ω the subset of
cells that serve as outputs; |I| = LI ≤ L is accordingly the
number of desired inputs and |Ω| = LΩ ≤ L the number of
desired outputs. In the present embodiment of this concept,
the alphabet A, the radius r, the length of the CA L, and
input and output sizes LI and LΩ are fixed. The location of
input and output cells are mutable although their numbers
are not.
Figure 1 shows an example EvoCA genome that encodes
a 32-cell CA for a computation requiring 8 inputs and 5 outputs (in fact, this genome encodes a 4-bit adder CA, see
below). There is one gene for each input and each output,
with each of these genes containing the position of its associated cell represented as an integer in the range [1, L].
The genome also contains one or more rule sets, each of
size 22r+1 . Owing to the fact that additional rule sets can
be added via mutation (see below), genomes in EvoCA are
variable-length. To determine which rule set to apply for
each cell (in the case of nonuniform CAs), genomes also
contain a vector of genes of length L, where each gene corresponds to a cell in the CA and contains the unique identification tag of the rule set to be applied to that cell. Finally,

genomes contain a second vector of genes of length L containing initial values (either 0 or 1 for the work presented
here) for each cell. Note that the genes in this initial-value
vector that correspond to input cells are “neutral,” meaning
that they do not affect the behavior of the CA in any way.
This is owing to the fact that these initial values get overwritten by input values before the initial iteration of the CA.
Initialization. Before the evolutionary process can begin
(at generation 0), an initial population of genomes is needed.
These genomes are generated randomly as follows: Input
cells are randomly chosen one at a time without replacement
from the set of all CA cells. Output cells are chosen in the
same fashion. Initial genomes start with only a single rule
set, as this was found to produce the best results (see Table 2). To generate a random rule set, a single value λ is
chosen at random from the uniform distribution [0, 1]. Then
for each rule in the rule set, a random value β is drawn from
the same distribution as λ. If β < λ, then the current rule
will be set to a 1, otherwise it will be set to 0. Using this
λ term produces populations of genomes whose rule sets
are uniformly distributed across different densities of 1s, as
in (Sipper, 1996).
Since genomes are initialized with only a single rule set,
the vector in the genome responsible for assigning rule sets
to cells will be initialized with each gene pointing to the
same initial rule set. However, in experiments where the
number of initial rule sets is allowed to vary, a rule set is
chosen at random (with uniform probability) for each cell.
Finally, the initial-value vector is randomly initialized in
the same fashion as the initial rule set, i.e., using a randomly
selected λ term to determine the expected density of 1s.
Reproduction. To produce the next generation of CA
genomes (offspring) from the current (parent) generation,
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Figure 1: An example EvoCA genome that encodes a 32-cell CA with 8 inputs and 5 outputs. This genome also has two rule
sets that differ by a single rule. This set of rule sets is one of the two most frequent sets to appear in discovered solutions. Input
cell locations are highlighted in light blue on the initial CA state vector, indicating that the encoded initial values for these cells
(shown in light gray) do not affect the CA’s behavior. This genome encodes the 4-bit adder whose example behaviors are shown
in Fig 2.

Mutations. The resulting offspring genomes (either asexually cloned or generated via sexual reproduction, i.e.,
crossover) are then subject to one or more of a variety of
potential mutations:
• Rules in an offspring genome’s one or more rule sets can
be modified by a bit-flip mutation.
• If the genome does not already contain the user-defined
maximum number of rule sets, a new rule set can be created through a mutation. Rules in the new rule set are
randomly generated as when rule sets are first initialized
at generation 0 (see above).
• Input genes can be assigned to a new, randomly selected
CA cell that is not already designed as an input cell. A
mutation can also cause two input genes to swap associated cells. Finally, a mutation can cause an input gene to
become associated with a cell adjacent to the cell that it
is currently associated with. If the adjacent cell is already
designated as an input, the next adjacent cell is selected
instead (this process will repeat until a cell that is not currently associated with an input is found).
• Output genes are subject to the same three types of mutation as input genes.
• All genes in the initial-value vector are subject to bit-flip
mutations.
• If a genome contains two or more rule sets, each gene that
determines which rule set to apply to its associated cell is

subject to a mutation that randomly selects a new rule set
to govern its cell’s behavior.
• If a genome contains two or more rule sets and at least
one of these rule sets is not associated with any cells, the
genome can undergo a mutation that removes all rule sets
that are not in use.
Mutations to initial-value genes that are associated with
cells designated as inputs are “neutral” in the sense that they
will not modify the behavior of the CA. This is again owing
to the fact that the initial values of input cells are overwritten
by their associated input’s value. These neutral genes may
be expressed in future generations however, as a mutation
may change the cell associated with an input, causing the
former input cell to be initialized to its previously neutral
initial-value gene at the beginning of a CA computation.
It should be noted that a mutation that adds a rule set to
a EvoCA genome does not force it to be used by any of the
CA’s cells, and thus is also a neutral mutation. However,
a future mutation may associate one or more cells with this
new rule set, thus expressing the originally neutral mutation.
Genomes with two or more rule sets may also end up with
neutral rule sets through the accumulation of mutations that
disassociate its cells from a previously used rule set (by associating them with other rule sets in the genome). When
a rule set is not associated with any cells, its rules are still
subject to bit-flip mutations. However, since these rules are
not used by the CA, these mutations will also be neutral,
perhaps getting expressed in future generations if genomes
evolve to (re)use this rule set.

4-bit Adder Experiments
To demonstrate the capabilities of EvoCA, we attempt to
evolve CAs that function as 4-bit adders1 . This requires 8
inputs to the CA (the two 4-bit strings to be summed) and 5
outputs (the resulting 4-bit sum and the final carry bit). This
problem is interesting in that at least four computational operations must be done in the correct order before a correct
answer can be produced. Furthermore, to allow carry bits
from previous operations to be passed to subsequent operations, a solution to this problem will necessitate some form
of memory.
For all of the experiments described here, a minimal radius of r = 1 is used: Each cell has access to only its own
state and that of its two adjacent neighbors. Each CA in the
population is evaluated on all possible combinations of inputs (28 = 256 total training cases). For each input string,
the CA being evaluated has the Hamming distance between
its 5-bit output string and the correct 5-bit answer added to
its fitness, which is initially set to 0. This is therefore a minimization problem, and a 4-bit adder CA will have a fitness
of 0.
1
The source code for these experiments is freely available at
https://github.com/pgrouchy/EvoCA
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relatively high fitness parent genomes are cloned. If
crossover is to be used during the creation of an offspring
genome, a second high-fitness parent genome is selected and
merged with the offspring genome that was cloned from the
first parent. The original offspring genome is preserved from
its beginning (i.e., the top-left gene in Fig 1) to a randomly
selected crossover point on its genome (moving from left
to right and top to bottom along the various parts of the
genome, as organized in Fig 1). From the crossover point
onwards, the remaining genes on the offspring genome are
replaced with their corresponding genes from the second
parent’s genome. Note that if the offspring genome contains
more rule sets than the second parent’s genome, its additional rule sets will be preserved regardless of the location
of the crossover point. Conversely, if the second parent’s
genome contains more rule sets than the offspring genome,
its additional rule sets will be ignored during crossover. Finally, when copying an input gene from the second parent to
the offspring genome, if it is found that the second parent’s
gene points to a cell that is already associated with a previous input gene on the offspring genome, crossover does not
occur for the gene in question, leaving the offspring’s original gene unmodified. This rule is also applied when copying
output genes.
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The results from all performed experiments are summarized
in Tables 1, 2, and 3. The fitness value of a given run
is reported as the lowest fitness achieved by any genome
throughout the entire evolutionary run. P values are calculated using the two-tailed Wilcoxon rank-sum test. Note
that preliminary experiments (see Table 3) determined that
EvoCA performs better without crossover enabled (i.e.,
pc = 0), therefore all experiments reported here are with
pc = 0, except where noted.
The results in Table 1 demonstrate the need for additional
cells beyond the number of inputs. When L is equal to the
number of inputs (i.e., L = 8), EvoCA is unable to find a
CA that can correctly compute the addition of every possible combination of two 4-bit strings. Furthermore, increasing the number of CA iterations has no effect on performance. By increasing L beyond the number of inputs however, significant performance improvements are achieved
and EvoCA is able to discover nonuniform CAs that are 4bit adders (no solutions employing uniform CAs emerged
from any of the reported experiments). These results also
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Figure 2: Three different computations from the successfully evolved 4-bit adder CA described by the genome in
Fig 1. Cells whose states are updated using rule set “a” are
white, while cells whose states are updated using rule set “b”
are gray.
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We use 100 islands arranged in a ring, with each island
having a population of 100 CAs, for a total population size
of 10,000 CAs per run of EvoCA. Islands evolve in parallel
and are reproductively isolated, except for occasional migration events. In the experiments presented here, migration is
implemented as follows: islands receive 5 randomly selected
genomes from the island to their right every 10 generations
and these 5 incoming genomes overwrite randomly selected
preexisting genomes in the population.
On each island, tournament selection, where the CA
genome with the best fitness (smallest Hamming distance)
is selected from a group of randomly chosen CA genomes,
is used to select parents for reproduction. A tournament size
of 10 is used for all experiments in this paper. To produce an
offspring genome, a parent genome selected via tournament
selection is cloned. If crossover is to be applied, tournament selection is run a second time to select a second parent
whose genome will be spliced with the offspring genome.
Offspring genomes are also subject to a variety of mutations (see above). The current top CA on an island is copied
into the offspring population without modification (elitism).
Otherwise, crossover is applied with a probability of pc and
each gene of offspring i is subject to mutation with a probability of 1/Si , where Si is the size of the offspring’s genome.
There is a 1% chance that all unused rule sets (i.e., a rule set
that is not applied to any of the CA’s cells) will be removed
from an offspring genome.
A variety of experiments are run to investigate the influence of various parameters of EvoCA on its performance on
this problem. For each parameter configuration, 100 runs
with varying initial populations are performed and all runs
last for 1,000 generations.

Fitness

CA
size

# CA
iterations

#
success

µ

σ

8

8

0

158.43

41.06

Rank-sum
P > 0.999

8

32

0

156.16

38.37
P < 0.001

24

24

0

70.36

52.51
P < 0.020

24

32

1

51.77

42.92
P < 0.015

24

11

80.76

62.95
P < 0.060

32

32

21

64.09

59.50
P < 0.017

32

40

10

82.31

61.94
P > 0.965

40

40

11

87.12

60.67
P < 0.016

40

32

6

108.51

53.79

Table 1: Summary of the results from experiments where the
CA size and the number of CA iterations were varied. Mean
and standard deviation are labeled as µ and σ respectively.
All runs are mutation-only (i.e., pc = 0) and use the island
model described in the main text.
show that there is a point at which adding additional cells
no longer affects performance (e.g., when going from 32
cells to 40 cells), while continuing to increase computational
costs.
Why would EvoCA only be able to fully solve this problem using CAs with more cells than inputs? One reason
could be that with only 8 cells, the GA gets stuck in local minima. By adding additional cells, the GA can exploit
added dimensions in the search space to escape such minima. Another possibility is that additional cells beyond the
number of inputs allow EvoCA to better control the order
and timing of key computations during the CA iterations,
e.g., to control when the carry bit from the addition of the
least significant input bits is added into the addition of the
next two input bits. Lending evidence to this hypothesis
is the fact that in all successful results one finds that while
two inputs representing the same bit from the two 4-bit input strings (e.g., one input is the most significant bit from
the first input string and the second input is the most significant bit from the second input string) are often found associated with adjoining cells, there are always at least two
noninput cells separating inputs from different locations in
the bit strings (e.g., Figs. 1, 2, and 4). Since r = 1 in all ex-

Fitness

CA
type

# init.
rule sets

#
success

µ

σ

n-u

1

21

64.09

59.50

Rank-sum
P < 0.001

n-u

[1-8]

2

129.20

45.27
P < 0.001

u

1

0

175.18

46.43

Table 2: Summary of the results from experiments that explored GA performance with and without restrictions on the
use of nonuniform CAs. Note that the top-most row of data
are reproduced from Table 1 for comparison. Mean and
standard deviation are labeled as µ and σ respectively. Experiments with a CA type of “n-u” allow both uniform and
nonuniform CAs to evolve, while experiments with a CA
type of “u” are restricted to uniform CAs only. All runs are
mutation-only (i.e., pc = 0) and use the island model described in the main text.
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periments, this separation ensures that cells associated with
different bit locations in the input strings will not influence
each other’s initial state updates. Moreover, by having additional cells beyond the number of inputs, the EvoCA algorithm can exert greater control over which rules get applied
at the initial iteration via the evolvable initial values. It is
likely that all of the aforementioned hypotheses contribute
to EvoCA’s success when the number of CA cells is greater
than the number of inputs, although further experimentation
is required before conclusions can be drawn.
The data in Table 1 also yield no obvious rule for choosing the number of CA iterations to maximize EvoCA performance given a specific CA size. This indicates that future
versions of EvoCA should consider allowing the number of
iterations to be evolvable, alongside the other parameters already incorporated into the genome.
The experiments summarized in Table 2 explore EvoCA
performance with and without restrictions on the use of
nonuniform CAs. The top two rows show the results from
experiments where nonuniform CAs are allowed to evolve,
the difference being that the data in the first row are from experiments where populations were initialized with uniform
CAs only, while the data in the second row are from experiments where populations are initialized with a variety
of uniform and nonuniform CAs. The third row of data
are from experiments where only uniform CAs could be
evolved. These results clearly demonstrate that allowing
nonuniform CAs to evolve is necessary for the success of
the EvoCA algorithm on this task. Furthermore, significant
performance improvements are achieved by restricting the
initial population of CAs to be uniform only. This is to be
expected, however, as additional rule sets increase the size

1

Fitness

pc

Island
model

#
success

µ

σ

0.0

yes

21

64.09

59.50

1

1

1

+

1

1

1

1

Rank-sum

0.3

yes

3

96.56

58.40
P > 0.853

0.7

yes

8

96.84

Time

P < 0.001

66.02
P < 0.001

0.7

no

1

203.11

65.14
P < 0.003

no

1

174.41

58.09

Table 3: Summary of the results from experiments where the
CA size and the number of CA iterations were both fixed
at 32, while the percent of offspring genomes created using crossover pc and the type of GA used (island model or
canonical) are varied. Note that the top-most row of data are
reproduced from Table 1 for comparison. Mean and standard deviation are labeled as µ and σ respectively.

of the genome, and thus the size of the search space (e.g.,
Stanley and Miikkulainen, 2002).
The experiments summarized in Table 3 explore EvoCA
performance when varying whether or not an island model
and/or crossover are used. These results demonstrate that
significant performance improvements are achieved using
the island model described here. Surprisingly, these results
also show that using the crossover method described here
significantly reduces performance, and thus best results are
achieved using mutation-only (i.e., pc = 0) EvoCA. There
are many possible reasons for such a result. Perhaps the
single-point crossover mechanism as described needs to be
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Figure 3: This set of rule sets and the one shown in Fig. 1
are the two most common sets among the 4-bit adder CAs
discovered by EvoCA. An example behavior of a solution
that employs these rule sets is shown in Fig. 4.
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Figure 4: An example behavior from an evolved 4-bit adder
that employs the set of rule sets shown in Fig. 3. Cells whose
states are updated using rule set “c” are white, while cells
whose states are updated using rule set “d” are gray.

refined. Or perhaps single-point crossover works better with
a different arrangement of genes in the genome than the one
used here (see Fig. 1). Better results might also be achieved
by developing an alternative method of crossover, perhaps
based on uniform crossover (where crossover is applied at
each gene independently, thus the arrangement of genes in
the genome has no effect on performance). Finally, it is possible that this problem domain, or even the search spaces
engendered by the EvoCA algorithm in general, are best
searched with mutation-only GAs. Again, conclusions cannot be drawn without further experimentation.
While the positions of the input and output cells vary considerably between solutions (which is to be expected considering the CA has periodic boundary conditions and addition is commutative), 85.3% of all successfully evolved 4-bit
adders contain one of two sets of rule sets: the two rule sets
shown in Fig. 1, and the two rule sets shown in Fig. 3. A
sample behavior from a solution that employs the set of rule
sets shown in Fig. 3 is shown in Fig. 4. Two types of solutions with three rule sets were also discovered, as well as an
additional solution with two rule sets for a 40-cell CA. No
uniform solutions or solutions with four or more rule sets
emerged.

Conclusions and Future Work
We have presented EvoCA, a novel genetic algorithm for
evolving both uniform and nonuniform CAs to perform userdefined computations. This algorithm allows the size of the
CA to be greater than the number of inputs, a necessity when
searching for solutions to the 4-bit adder problem described
here, and contrary to previous work. Furthermore, the number of outputs is free to vary from 1 to the size of the CA,
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independent of the number of inputs. The canonical version
of EvoCA uses an island model to significantly improve the
performance of the GA, although the presented crossover
mechanism was found to be significantly detrimental to performance. Thus, future work should look to further investigate crossover mechanisms. Another avenue of research
is to explore the trade-offs between increased computational
complexity and increased performance when incorporating
GA variants such as novelty search (Lehman and Stanley,
2008) and speciating GAs (e.g., Grouchy et al., 2009) into
EvoCA. Of course, EvoCA has only proven itself on a single
problem thus far, therefore future work should apply EvoCA
to many other problems.
Finally, the EvoCA runs presented here were computationally intensive, with each run testing 10,000 CAs on 256
different training cases per generation, for 1,000 generations. Thus an important step towards applying EvoCA to
more challenging problems will be to implement it on GPUs,
something that should be relatively straightforward owing to
the inherently parallel nature of both genetic algorithms and
CAs (Žaloudek et al., 2010).

