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Abstract
We propose a novel algorithm that extends the
methods of ball smoothing and Gaussian smooth-
ing for noisy derivative-free optimization by ac-
counting for the heterogeneous curvature of the
objective function. The algorithm dynamically
adapts the shape of the smoothing kernel to ap-
proximate the Hessian of the objective function
around a local optimum. This approach sig-
nificantly reduces the error in estimating the
gradient from noisy evaluations through sam-
pling. We demonstrate the efficacy of our method
through numerical experiments on artificial prob-
lems. Additionally, we show improved perfor-
mance when tuning NP-hard combinatorial op-
timization solvers compared to existing state-of-
the-art heuristic derivative-free and Bayesian op-
timization methods.

1. Introduction
1.1. Problem formulation

The problem of optimizing an objective function without
access to its gradient, also known as derivative-free opti-
mization, is a well-developed field due to its widespread
applications(Larson et al., 2019; Berahas et al., 2022; Gas-
nikov et al., 2022a). We consider derivative-free optimiza-
tion problems of the form:

argmaxx∈RDf(x) (1)

where an oracle gives us access to only noisy evaluation f̂
to the objective function f with f̂(x, ζ) = f(x) + ζ(x) and
ζ some noise term which can be deterministic or stochastic
bounded noise such that ζ(x) < ζf . In particular, the gra-
dient∇xf of f is unknown but is assumed to be Lipschitz-
continuous.
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Such problems arise notably in the field of machine learn-
ing(Schulman et al., 2015; Bogolubsky et al., 2016; Sal-
imans et al., 2017; Choromanski et al., 2018; Liu et al.,
2018) including hyper-parameter tuning (Snoek et al., 2012;
Falkner et al., 2018; Bergstra et al., 2013; Akiba et al., 2019)
(see review (Bischl et al., 2023)), automated architecture
design(Domhan et al., 2015) and reinforcement learning
(Gasnikov et al., 2022b). These problems also appear in the
field of combinatorial optimization for algorithm tuning and
configuration(Hutter et al., 2007; 2009; 2011; Ansótegui
et al., 2009; 2015; Birattari et al., 2010; Hoos et al., 2021;
Bernal, 2021; Parizy et al., 2023) and automated design of
search heuristics(Khudabukhsh et al., 2009; KhudaBukhsh
et al., 2016)

In this paper, we are interested in cases where the eval-
uation of f̂ is computationally very costly which puts a
limit on the number points x that can be sampled. As a
case study, we focus more particularly on the task of algo-
rithm tuning for heuristic NP-hard combinatorial optimiza-
tion (CO) solvers. These heuristics(Pincus, 1970; Lin &
Kernighan, 1973; Selman et al., 1992; Leleu et al., 2019;
2021; Reifenstein et al., 2021; 2023) have typically many
hyper-parameters (D ≫ 1) that need to be tuned for maxi-
mizing their performance(Hutter et al., 2007; 2011; Hoos
et al., 2021; Bernal, 2021; Parizy et al., 2023). In this case,
f̂ can be interpreted as the objective function of the underly-
ing CO problem evaluated by the heuristic solver configured
with the parameters x with x ∈ RD. The exact choice for
the definition of f̂ includes time to solution, probability of
finding the optimal solution, decision variable of reaching or
given solution quality or the solution quality itself. For appli-
cations such as quadratic unconstrained binary optimization
(QUBO, equivalent to the Ising problem) or boolean satisfi-
ability (SAT), the runtime of the heuristic typically scales
exponentially with problem size N (Karp, 2010). Due to
the random initialization of the initial state of the heuristic,
the evaluation of f̂ is very noisy. From a practical perspec-
tive, we also assume that it is possible to compute multiple
evaluations of f̂(x) in parallel such as in a GPU.

It has been recognized that the parameter space in machine
learning and combinatorial optimization exhibits heteroge-
neous (or anisotropic) curvature properties(Sagun et al.,
2016; Yao et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2023; Leleu et al.,
2021; Reifenstein et al., 2023) at large problem size. The
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Dynamic Anisotropic Smoothing

anisotropic property implies that the distribution of eigen-
values {λi}i∈RD of the Hessian matrix∇2f at proximity of
its maximum (∇f = 0) possesses a heavy tail, i.e., some di-
rections have a much higher curvature than the average with
a high probability. While some standard machine learning
methods such as ADAM(Kingma & Ba, 2017) or second
order methods(Yao et al., 2021) attempt to adapt to the
heterogeneous curvatures, the question of how to achieve
accurate derivative-free optimization using curvature infor-
mation in a noisy environment is not fully understood and is
the subject of current research(Bollapragada & Wild, 2019b;
Liu et al., 2020; Yao et al., 2021; Kunstner et al., 2023; Liu
et al., 2023)

1.2. New Dynamical Smoothing Approach

In this work, the methods of ball smoothing(Gasnikov et al.,
2022b;a) and Gaussian smoothing(Nesterov & Spokoiny,
2017) for derivative-free optimization are extended to take
into account the anisotropic curvature of the objective func-
tion f . In the new algorithm, the curvature of the smoothing
kernel is dynamically adapted and converges to the Hessian
matrix of the objective function f at proximity of its local
maxima. We prove that this dynamic sampling approach
corrects for the anisotropy of the objective function which
results in reduced error in the approximation of the gradi-
ent∇xf calculated from the noisy evaluations of f̂ by the
oracle. Numerical experiments on a set of artificial prob-
lems are conducted in order to demonstrate the benefits of
this method. Moreover, we compare our algorithm against
previously proposed derivative-free(Gasnikov et al., 2022b;
Spall, 1998) and Bayesian optimization methods(Falkner
et al., 2018) on the task of parameter tuning for state-of-the-
art NP-hard CO heuristic solvers and show that are approach
is able to tune these heuristics more optimally by taking into
account the different sensitivities of each parameter.

1.3. Previous works

The line of research that inspires this work is that of
derivative-free optimization. In particular, these methods
are known to work well in high dimensions just like reg-
ular gradient ascent/descent although an additional O(D)
cost is added (Gasnikov et al., 2022b). In the presence of
noise, it is not possible to get an accurate gradient using
finite difference and many samples are needed to approx-
imate the gradient. Gradient estimation can be done via
finite differences(Spall, 1998), linear interpolation(Conn
et al., 2009), Gaussian smoothing(Salimans et al., 2017;
Nesterov & Spokoiny, 2017), and smoothing on a unit
sphere(Gasnikov et al., 2022b;a). The convergence rate
is given at best as o( 1√

ns
) where ns is the number of sam-

ples(Jamieson et al., 2012). The trade-off between window
size and measurement noise is investigated analytically in

(Gasnikov et al., 2022b). Derivative free optimization up-
dating an approximate Hessian has been explored in (Bol-
lapragada & Wild, 2019a).

In addition to ball smoothing, there are many other methods
that have been explored which aim to a function based on
noisy measurements(Spall, 1998; Kolda et al., 2003; Kim
& Zhang, 2010; Duchi et al., 2015; Conn et al., 2000; Deng
& Ferris, 2006; Sun & Nocedal, 2022). Generally, these
methods can be described as follows. The algorithm state is
defined by some sort of sampling window which has both
a position and a size. At each step, the algorithm makes
noisy measurements of the objective function based on the
sampling window. Then, based on the results of these sam-
ples we update the position and size of the window. Ideally,
the window will shrink and the position will converge on
the true optimum. The question of how to choose where to
sample depending of the shape of f is an open question.

There are many classes of approaches, each of which differs
in exactly how the window is updated. Stochastic approxi-
mation (SA) methods such as (Spall, 1998) approximate the
gradient of f with what is often called a stencil. In addition
to SA, direct search (DS), also known as pattern search,
uses similar ideas of moving around the parameter space
and zooming in (Kolda et al., 2003; Kim & Zhang, 2010).
The main difference with pattern search is that typically the
position is updated only when enough samples are taken to
ensure the new position is better than the old one with high
accuracy. This requires taking many samples in the same
location. Trust region (TR) methods are another closely
related method in which many samples are taken within a
circular sampling window (trust region) and these samples
are used to construct a model of the cost function(Conn
et al., 2000; Deng & Ferris, 2006; Sun & Nocedal, 2022).
Based on this model we can estimate where the minimum
of the objective function is within the trust region. We then
evaluate the objective function to some accuracy at the per-
ceived optimum. Depending on how this compares to the
model we then update the window size and location. Like
DS, this requires taking many samples of the objective func-
tion at the model optimum in order to be certain of the new
window location and shape.

Early approaches that explore adapting the sampling win-
dow size include Nelder-Mead methods are a class of algo-
rithms in which the algorithm state is defined by a simplex
of D + 1 points. Based on function evaluations of these
points the size shape and position of the simplex is updated.
Originally developed by Nelder and Mead (Nelder & Mead,
1965) for noiseless functions this simplex method has been
extended to noisy functions as well (Barton & Ivey, 1996).
Like DS and TR, this requires many function evaluations to
ensure an accurate estimate.

One line of research which is closely related to this work
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is the tuning for hyper-parameters for neural networks in
machine learning. Research in this area has often used
techniques such as Bayesian optimization to efficiently find
good parameter configurations for training neural networks.
These methods work by first choosing a search region over
which to look for good parameters and randomly sampling
points in this region. Based on these samples of the ob-
jective function we can construct a model for the true ob-
jective function and, in turn, compute what is called an
acquisition function. This acquisition informs us which
point will be best to sample next based on estimating how
much useful information we will get by evaluating the ob-
jective at that point. Bayesian optimization is very useful
when we can only evaluate the objective function a few
times due to the large computational cost, however it is
known to struggle in larger dimensions (D >= 20) (Fra-
zier, 2018). Recently many papers and libraries have used
techniques from Bayesian optimization to construct algo-
rithms designed for hyperparameter tuning. Some examples
are BOHB (Bayesian optimization and hyperband) (Falkner
et al., 2018), Optuna (Akiba et al., 2019), GPTune (Demmel
et al., 2019) among many others. A more complete review
of previous works is included in appendix section D.

2. Dynamic Window
2.1. Dynamic Isotropic Smoothing Algorithm (DIS)

Before introducing the main algorithm studied in this work
we will first present a simplified version which is an ex-
tension of ball smoothing (Nesterov & Spokoiny, 2017;
Gasnikov et al., 2022b;a). We will refer to this algorithm as
dynamic isotropic smoothing (DIS). Similar to ball smooth-
ing, this version of the algorithm considers gradient ascent
on a smoothed version of f :

h(w, x) =
1

wD

∫
κ((u− x)/w)f(u)du, (2)

where the smoothing kernel κ(x) we will define as a
Gaussian κ(x) = 1

(2π)D/2 e
−

∑
i x

2
i /2.

We can then consider gradient ascent on h with re-
spect to the original coordinates x but also an auxiliary
coordinate w which represents the window size. At each
step the algorithm samples randomly according to the
distribution κ((u − x)/w)/w. These samples are used
to estimate ∇h and then a stochastic gradient descent
(ascent) algorithm is used. This allows us to simultaneously
update the window size (w) and position (x) following a
straightforward mathematical formulation. In the right plot
of Fig. 1 we show how gradient ascent of h converges on
the optimum of f .

Next, we want to approximate ∇h(w, x) using the noisy

samples of f which we will denote f̂(x). To do this, we
can first write hw(w, x) ∈ R and hx(w, x) ∈ RD in the
following integral forms.

hx(w, x) =

∫
x− u

wD+2
κ(

u− x

w
)f(u)du, (3)

hw(w, x) =

∫ (
|x− u|22
wD+3

− D

wD+1

)
κ(

u− x

w
)f(u)du.

(4)

These formulas express the gradient exactly, however, in
practice, we only have noisy access to f so clearly they
cannot be computed exactly.

When we sample v according to some PDF P (v) =
1

wD κ((v−x)/w), then hx(w, x) and hw(w, x) can be com-
puted as follows:

E
(
f(v)

x− v

w2

)
= hx(w, x), (5)

and

E
(
f(v)

(
|x− u|22

w3
− D

w

))
= hw(w, x) (6)

These formulas allow for the gradients to be estimated by
sampling the objective function so that gradient ascent dy-
namics can be implemented.

2.2. Dynamic Anisotropic Smoothing Algorithm (DAS)

In this section, we will extend the dynamics of the window
size to also include window shape which we will call dy-
namic anisotropic smoothing (DAS). In other words, the
window size can contract by different amounts in different
directions to properly match the fitness function’s shape.
To do this, we create a new smoothed function this time
parameterized by a matrix L ∈ RD as:

h(L, x) =

∫
κ(v)f(Lv + x)dv (7)

= det(L)
∫

κ(L−1(x− u))f(u)du (8)

The algorithm is constructed by approximately simulating
the following dynamics:

dL

dt
= αL

(
LL⊤ ∂h(L, x)

∂L
+ λL+ ηL

)
, (9)

dx

dt
= αx

(
LL⊤ ∂h(L, x)

∂x
+ ηx

)
, (10)

where λ is a parameter controlling the growth of the window
size with λ > 0. For all numerical results in section 3 and
4, we use λ = 0.
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Figure 1. Left: Cartoon depiction of different derivative-free optimization methods discussed in this work while optimizing a 2-D objective
function. Red represents the distribution of sampled points while the blue dot is the optimum. Middle: Sampling window of DAS while
optimizing 2-dimensional modified Rosenbrock function (see section 3.2 for details). Red ellipses represent one standard deviation of the
Gaussian sampling distribution. As the algorithm progresses, the window adapts to the shape of the fitness function helping convergence.
Right: Example of gradient ascent on h(w, x) for a one-dimensional Gaussian fitness function in an ideal noiseless setting. The optimum
is obtained by updating both window size w and position x according to the gradient of h until the window size shrinks to 0 and x
converges to the optimum of f . This is the principle for which DIS (dynamic isotropic smoothing) and DAS (dynamic anisotropic
smoothing) are based upon.

The LL⊤ factor is to keep the dynamics on the correct scale
when the window changes size. αL and αx are chosen based
on the properties of the fitness function. ηL an ηx are noise
variables associated with the imprecise measurements of the
gradients.

Similar to the previous section, we can compute the partial
derivatives of h with respect to L and x. We then use
gradient-ascent-like dynamics to devise an algorithm that
accounts for heterogeneous curvature of the fitness function
(to see why this is important refer to appendix B.3).

The derivative of h with respect to L can be expressed as
follows:

∂h(L, x)

∂L
= (L−1)⊤M, (11)

Mij = −
∫
(viκj(v) + δijκ(v))f(Lv + x)dv (12)

and with respect to x as:

∂h(L, x)

∂x
= −(L−1)⊤

∫
∇κ(v)f(Lv + x)dv. (13)

When κ is a Gaussian, these formulas can also be written
as:

∂h(L, x)

∂L
= (L−1)⊤

∫
(vv⊤ − I)κ(v)f(Lv + x)dv,

(14)

∂h(L, x)

∂x
= (L−1)⊤

∫
vκ(v)f(Lv + x)dv. (15)

To simulate this SDE we approximate ∂h(L,x)
∂L and ∂h(L,x)

∂x

using the following estimators:

∂h(L, x)

∂L
= (L−1)⊤Ev,ζ(I + vv⊤f̂(Lv + x, ζ)), (16)

∂h(L, x)

∂x
= (L−1)⊤Ev,ζ(vf̂(Lv + x, ζ)). (17)

Where v is a Gaussian random vector and f̂(x, ζ) is a noisy
measurement of f with random variable ζ.

If we combine these concepts, we can use an Euler
integration step along with the estimators to simulate the
SDE (see eq. (9)) which is described in the pseudocode
shown in appendix B. The parameters for this algorithm
are B0 (initial batch size), κ (batch size exponent) and ∆t
which is the integration time step as well as αL and αx in
eq. (9). For all results in this paper, we use αL = 1/D,
αx = 1 whereas the other parameters depend on the amount
of parallelism that can be used and the properties of f .
In this pseudo-code and in the numerical results in this
work we schedule B according to tr(LL⊤)κ/2 (size of the
window) but other schedules can be used. The purpose
of this is to use a more accurate gradient and when the
window is smaller to resolve smaller and smaller values of
f accurately. This effect can also be achieved by manually
setting a schedule for B,∆t, or both.

In the middle plot of Fig. 1 we show the trajectory
of the sampling window for DAS in the two-dimensional
modified Rosenbrock function (defined by eq. (21) in
section 3.2). The sampling window starts large but as
samples are collected it quickly shrinks around the nonzero
region of the objective function. Because the nonzero region
of the fitness function is constrained to a 1-D parabolic
region, the sampling window shrinks more quickly along
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the axis perpendicular to the parabola. Once the window is
small enough, it will begin to move along the parabola until
it converges to the optimum.

2.3. Fixed Points (with λ ̸= 0)

The fixed points of eq. (9) can be expressed as follows:

−λ(LL⊤)−1
ij =

∂

∂xi

∂

∂xj
h(x, L), ∇xh(x, L) = 0.

(18)

In the limit that λ → 0, L → 0 and x will approach a
critical point of f . Moreover, λ2(LL⊤)−1 will approach
the hessian of f at x. When f is Gaussian, it can be shown
that this fixed point corresponds to−λ(LL⊤)−1 = ∇2

xf(x)
and ∇xf(x) = 0 even at large window size (see appendix
section A.5). Given this interpretation for LL⊤, the gradient
of eq. (9) is multiplied by a pre-conditioner that converges
to the inverse of the Hessian. As suggested by the literature
on second-order optimization(Boyd & Vandenberghe, 2004),
this type of pre-conditioner is optimal in the case of convex
optimization.

2.4. Error in Gradient Estimation

The error in estimating the gradient of eq. (17) when the
number of sampled points becomes large but finite is rep-
resented by the factor ηx in eq. (9). It can be estimated at
proximity of the maximum x̄ of f(x) and in the limit of
a small window |L| → 0. The central limit theorem im-
plies that ηx is normally distributed with a variance given
as follows (assuming f(x̄)=1, see appendix section A.4):

Var[(ηx)i] ≈
1

ns
((LL⊤)iif(x̄)

2

+
∑
jkl

L2
ij(L

⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)

2
klνjkl

− 2f(x̄)(LL⊤)ii
∑
j

(L⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)jj

− 4f(x̄)(L(L⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)L

⊤)ii (19)

where νjkl = 2 and νjkl = 15 if exactly 2 and 3 subscript
indices are equal, respectively; νjkl = 1 otherwise.

We show in appendix A.4 that the choice of L that
minimizes the gradient estimation error E with E =
Tr[{Cov[(ηx)i, (ηx)j ]}ij ] =

∑
i V ar[(ηx)i] must form an

eigenbasis of the Hessian H of f near the maximum x̄. This
is obtained by finding L that gives ∇LE(L) ≈ 0 when
also assuming that LLT has a constant Frobenius norm
||LTL||F . In the limit of ||LTL||F → 0, the fixed point
condition λ(LLT )−1 ≈ ∇2

xf of eq. (18) implies that L can
be expressed in the same eigenbasis as the Hessian of f at

its maximum. In other words, the DAS algorithm converges
to the kernel curvature with smallest gradient estimation
error.

3. Numerical Results on Artificial Problems
3.1. Artificial Problems

If the objective function can be measured with no noise or a
sufficiently small amount of noise, there are derivative-free
algorithms that can work with a fixed sampling window
size (Gasnikov et al., 2022b;a). That is, they estimate
the gradient by measuring a few points that are close
together. Because this allows for an accurate estimate of
the gradient with O(D) measurements, it can be shown
that these methods only require O(D) more samples than a
regular gradient descent method (Gasnikov et al., 2022b;
Nesterov & Spokoiny, 2017). In the presence of noise,
this is no longer the case, however. In order to efficiently
get an accurate measurement of the gradient we need to
use a larger sampling window (or, in other words, the
finite difference will be over a larger range). However,
the gradient we get from this will not be that of the true
objective function but a smoothed version of it. This biased
gradient will cause the algorithm to smooth over finer
details in the objective function. So, in the noisy case, there
is a trade-off between large and small sampling windows
which motivates the use of a dynamic sampling window
which varies in size as the algorithm progresses. This
trade-off is demonstrated numerically in appendix B.2. In
appendix B.1 we use artificial problems to demonstrate
other properties of DIS and DAS such as motivation for
changing window shape (appendix B.3), and asymptotic
scaling (appendix B.4).

3.2. Benchmark on Modified Rosenbrock Function

A common test function used for derivative-free optimiza-
tion algorithms in the past has been Rosenbrock Function
defined as

f(x) =

D−1∑
i=0

100(xi+1 − x2
i )

2 + (1− xi)
2. (20)

In this work, we will mainly study a modified version of
this function in which the fitness is restricted to be in the
range [0, 1] similar to a probability.

f(x) = e−β
∑D−1

i=0 100(xi+1−x2
i )

2+(1−xi)
2

(21)

This function exhibits many properties which make it hard
for many algorithms to optimize. In particular, the first
term (with a coefficient of 100) essentially restricts the
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mean worst best

DAS (this work) 0.981 0.962 0.994
Gasnikov, w=0.25 0.280 0.000 0.564
SPSA (Spall 1998) 0.304 0.000 0.762

BOHB (Falkner 2018) 0.586 0.243 0.796

Table 1. Table shows best, worst, and mean fitness achieved by
four algorithms for ns = 105. The toy function is the modified
Rosenbrock function in 4 dimensions with β = 0.5.

optimal region to a parabolic manifold. Then, the optimizer
will have to move along this manifold to optimize the
second term which has a much more shallow gradient.
Additionally, for each sample, we will randomly pick from
{0, 1} with probability f(x). This give the optimization
problem similar characteristics to the CO parameter tuning
discussed in section 4.

In Fig. 2 we show the result of applying four algo-
rithms to this function in different dimensions and with
different values of β. These numerical results are also
summarized in table 3.2 and tables 3 and 4 of appendix
B.5. As expected, in lower dimensions (D = 2) BOHB
almost always achieves the best fitness for any number of
samples. However, when the dimension becomes larger,
BOHB tends to struggle more and the three other methods,
which are gradient based, are more effective. For the
dimension D = 4 case we can see that DAS has the best
performance. Although SPSA is also effective in some
cases, it can struggle from inconsistency with this type of
objective function. That is, because of the discrete shape of
the sampling region, many initial conditions will never be
successful at all. In dimension D = 8 all four algorithms
struggle due to the large parameter space. However, with
enough samples of the objective function, DAS is still able
to find the optimum in many cases. For more detailed
information about how DAS is implemented for the results
in this section and section 4, see appendix B.

4. Application to combinatorial optimization
4.1. Heuristic Solver Parameter Tuning

Combinatorial optimization (CO) is a type of optimization
in which we look for a solution that minimizes some
objective function among a set of discrete configurations.
The number of possible solutions increases exponentially
with the problem size and, although the objective function
can be computed in polynomial time, finding optimal
configuration takes an exponential amount of time in
the worst case for NP-hard problems. Examples include
max-cut, max-clique, Ising, TSP (traveling salesman
problem), the knapsack problem, graph coloring and SAT
(boolean satisfiability).

Consequently, heuristic techniques have been devel-
oped that solve typical instances of many these problems
efficiently with high probability but have no strict guar-
antees of finding the correct solution (Pincus, 1970; Lin
& Kernighan, 1973; Selman et al., 1992). More recently,
a new class of heuristics, which we will call differential
solvers, have been shown to be at least as efficient as
state-of-the-art methods with the advantage of being
well-fitted for implementation in specialized hardware
accelerators(Ercsey-Ravasz & Toroczkai, 2011; Yamamoto
et al., 2017; Leleu et al., 2019; 2021; Reifenstein et al.,
2021; 2023; Goto et al., 2019; 2021; Kalinin et al., 2023).
These heuristic algorithms typically have many parameters
that need to be tuned in order to work effectively (see
appendix C.1 for more details). In this section, we will
compare the effectiveness of state-of-the-art tuning methods
at tuning the parameters of a recently developed differential
SAT solver (Reifenstein et al., 2023) (see appendix C
for more details). Additionally, we have tuned a similar
QUBO/Ising differential solver based on (Leleu et al., 2019)
and obtain similar results (see appendix C.5).

4.2. SAT Algorithm Tuning

In this section, we will consider the problem of tuning
the SAT solver developed in (Reifenstein et al., 2023)
on random 3-SAT. This algorithm, which is described
in more detail in appendix C, has four real parameters,
dt, pinit, pend, β. We want to find the values of these
parameters which maximize the success rate for a certain
class of SAT problems. More specifically, for a given
problem size N , clause to variable ratio α, and total number
of time steps T there is a function of four real variables
Pavg(dt, pinit, pend, β) ∈ [0, 1] which we wish to optimize.
The noisy evaluation of this function is realized by choosing
a random 3-SAT problem with the relevant parameters (N ,
α) and computing a single trajectory of the coherent SAT
solver with the given number of time steps T and the given
system parameters. Thus, the problem of choosing optimal
parameters is a noisy derivative-free optimization problem.

In Fig. 3 we compare the performance of different
optimizers discussed in this paper on tuning the SAT solver
with N = 150, α = 4.0 T = 148. Our proposed algorithm,
DAS, is able to find the best parameters. This is mostly
because, unlike the other methods, it can properly account
for the different sensitivities of the different parameters
(see appendix C.4 for more details). One important detail
to touch upon for the results in Figs. 3 (and Fig. 10 of
appendix section C.4) is the optimal parameters found
by DAS have very extremal values, that is, pinit ≈ −1
and β ≈ 2. In fact, these values are out of the search
space given to BOHB which is [0, 1]4. In some sense,
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Figure 2. Fitness as a function of ns on the modified Rosenbrock function in different dimensions for four different algorithms. Left:
D = 2, β = 0.5, Middle: D = 4, β = 0.5, Right: D = 8, β = 0.2. Traces are averages over 5 runs, and shaded regions represens one
standard deviation of the data. Except for BOHB, each algorithm is initialized with an initial condition in [0, 1]D and BOHB uses [0, 1]D

as the sampling window.

this is unfair to BOHB because it cannot find parameters
outside of the bounds of its search. However, this is
precisely one of the reasons that we believe BOHB is
sub-optimal for this type of problem. Expanding the search
space of BOHB to [−1, 2]4 would encompass the optimal
parameters, but this adjustment would exponentially
increase the search area by a factor of 34 in the worst
case, potentially leading to significant slowing down of
the parameter tuning. While it is tempting to narrow the
first dimension of the search box to [0, 0.3], based on the
knowledge that the critical parameter dt is optimally near
0.1, such a strategy would inherently rely on specific prior
insights. For the purpose of this discussion, we operate
under the premise of minimal prior knowledge regarding
the parameters, aside from a basic understanding of their
magnitude. This constraint is crucial for an unbiased
evaluation of a tuning method’s effectiveness, enabling its
application across diverse algorithms and parameter sets
without presupposed knowledge, thereby allowing for an
autonomous determination of parameter sensitivities. This
approach underscores the adaptability and effectiveness of
the DAS method in tuning scenarios. To further emphasize
the improvement provided by DAS, Fig. 3 also includes
results on tuning an Ising solver. These results are discussed
in more detail in appendix C.5.

5. Conclusion
In this work we have presented a new algorithm, which uses
previous ideas from derivative-free optimization(Gasnikov
et al., 2022b;a; Nesterov & Spokoiny, 2017). We have
shown that it is an effective tool for the tuning of combi-
natorial optimization heuristic solvers. Due to its ability
to adapt to a noisy objective function with heterogeneous
curvature, DAS can outperform existing methods of
parameter tuning(Gasnikov et al., 2022b; Spall, 1998;
Falkner et al., 2018) for a variety of applications(Leleu
et al., 2021; Reifenstein et al., 2023). The pros and cons

of these different methods are briefly summarized in
table 2. The advantage of the method for dealing with
heterogenous curvature is justified analytically by the
calculation of the reduction of gradient estimation error
induced by the dynamic anisotropic kernel. Based on our
experimentation with artificial objective functions, we
believe that key properties that our target application has are:
1) heterogeneous curvature (meaning different sensitivities
of parameters and correlations between parameters), 2) an
objective function that evaluates to zero in most cases but
is nonzero with some probability in the region of interest.
We believe that in addition to combinatorial optimization,
there are many other applications in which the objective
function has these properties (such as the training of neural
networks)(Sagun et al., 2016; Yao et al., 2020; Liu et al.,
2023). Thus, our new method likely has many uses beyond
what is discussed in this work.

There are also many ways in which this method can
be extended to improve its effectiveness. The approach
builds upon prior works by allowing additional degrees
of freedom in the sampling process. Future studies
could explore extensions like incorporating higher-order
moments, using sums of Gaussians for the sampling
window, adding momentum to gradient ascent for enhanced
performance(Kingma & Ba, 2017), and employing
preconditioners for a stable Hessian estimate, particularly
beneficial in neural network configuration (see discussion
in appendix D.3). Further, the use of common random
numbers in objective function evaluations, a technique
proven to boost the efficacy of derivative-free optimization
methods(Agarwal et al., 2010; Shamir, 2015), presents
another promising avenue for improvement.

Software and Data

Acknowledgements
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Figure 3. Left: Average success probability obtained by different tuning methods on random 3-SAT with N = 150, α = 4.0, T = 148.
Averages are over 5 realizations of the tuning dynamics starting at different randomized positions. The shaded region represents one
standard deviation of the data. To evaluate the fitness of each parameter configuration, 20 random SAT instances are generated and 50
trajectories are evaluated for each. Right: A similar plot for tuning an Ising solver on problem size N = 150 in which the performance
improvement provided by DAS is clearer. This result is not discussed in the main text but is included in appendix C.5

Type of Method Bayesian Optimization Fixed Sampling Window Dynamic Window Size Dynamic Window Size
and Shape

References BOHB (Falkner et al.,
2018), HyperOpt
(Bergstra et al., 2013),
Optuna (Akiba et al.,
2019), GPTune (Demmel
et al., 2019), (review
(Bischl et al., 2023))

Gradient Estimator
Methods (Nesterov &
Spokoiny, 2017; Gas-
nikov et al., 2022b),
(review (Gasnikov et al.,
2022a; Berahas et al.,
2022))

SA (stochastic approxima-
tion) (Robbins & Monro,
1951; Spall, 1998), DS (di-
rect search) (Kolda et al.,
2003; Kim & Zhang,
2010), TR (trust region
methods) (Conn et al.,
2000; Deng & Ferris,
2006; Sun & Nocedal,
2022), (review (Larson
et al., 2019))

Modified Nelder-Mead
methods (Nelder & Mead,
1965; Barton & Ivey,
1996), DAS (This Work)

Pros Can handle noisy evalua-
tion of non-convex func-
tion

Good for high dimensions,
simple

Handles noisy function
evaluations better

Can handle heterogeneous
curvature of fitness func-
tion

Cons Struggles with high di-
mensions

Struggles to deal with
noise

Struggles with heteroge-
neous curvature of fitness
function

Restricted to continuous
search space

Table 2. Table comparing autotuning methods described in this paper.
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A. Derivation of Analytical Results
A.1. Derivation of Equations (11) and (13)

Equations (11) and (13) can be derived as follows.

h(L, x) =

∫
κ(v)f(Lv + x)dv →

(
∂h(L, x)

∂L

)
ij

=

∫
κ(v)

∂

∂Lij
f(Lv + x)dv

=

∫
κ(v)vjfi(Lv + x)dv

This integral uses partial derivatives of f which we do not have oracle access to, however, we can use integration by parts to
get rid of this. First we need to substitute u = Lv, du = det(L)dv.

∫
κ(v)vjfi(Lv + x)dv =

∫
κ(L−1u)

(∑
k

(L−1)jkuk

)
fi(u+ x)det(L)−1du

Then we can use integration by parts on the ui coordinate to get:

= −
∫ (

∂κ(L−1u)

∂ui

(∑
k

(L−1)jkuk

)
+ κ(L−1u)(L−1)ji

)
f(u+ x)det(L)−1du

= −
∫ ((∑

k

κk(L
−1u)(L−1)ki

)(∑
k

(L−1)jkuk

)
+ κ(L−1u)(L−1)ji

)
f(u+ x)det(L)−1du

Re substituting u = Lv we get:

= −
∫ ((∑

k

κk(v)(L
−1)ki

)
vj + κ(v)(L−1)ji

)
f(Lv + x)dv

= −
∑
k

(L−1)ki

∫
(κk(v)vj + κ(v)δjk) f(Lv + x)dv

9
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A.2. Explanation of Equation (9): Scale Symmetry

Equation (9), which algorithm 2 is based upon, can be interpreted as a simple stochastic gradient ascent equation except for
the extra term LL⊤ which multiplies both gradients. In this section, we will give explanations for this extra factor.

Since LL⊤ is closely related to the hessian of the fitness function (see eq. (18), one interpretation is that this
matrix is a sort of preconditioner that is used to improve the numerical stability of the algorithm. It is known that using the
inverse of the hessian as a preconditioner allows for much faster convergence of gradient descent-based methods. However,
LL⊤ is not exactly the inverse of the hessian especially when no growth term is included.

A more concrete and complete explanation is that this factor ensures that the dynamics exhibit a sort of scale
symmetry as follows. If we are given an objective function f and an arbitrary nonsingular matrix M we can construct the
objective function fM (x) defined by fM (x) = f(Mx). Then we consider equation (9) without noise for now. That is:

dL

dt
= αLLL

⊤ ∂h(L, x)

∂L
,

dx

dt
= αxLL

⊤ ∂h(L, x)

∂x
, (22)

and then consider the variable substitution MLM = L, MxM = x which gives us:

M
dLM

dt
= αL

(
MLML⊤

M (M)⊤
∂h(ML,Mx)

∂L

)
M

dxM

dt
= αxMLML⊤

M (M)⊤
∂h(MLM ,MxM )

∂x

which simplifies to

dLM

dt
= αLLML⊤

M

∂hM (LM , xM )

∂LM
,

dxM

dt
= αxLML⊤

M

∂h(LM , xM )

∂xM
. (23)

This tells us that the dynamics are invariant under arbitrary linear transformations which is a nice property to have. In other
words, no matter how squeezed and shrunk the sampling window gets, the dynamics are in some sense identical to the
original dynamics with a circular window.

A.3. Derivation of Equation (18)

Equation (18) can be derived as follows. First we will consider equation (9) with dL
dt = 0 and dx

dt = 0. This gives us

LL⊤ ∂h(L, x)

∂L
+ λL = 0

and
∇xh(x, L) = 0

respectively. For the first equation, we can rewrite it by considering another expression for ∂h(L,x)
∂L as follows.

h(L, x) =

∫
κ(v)f(Lv + x)dv →

(
∂h(L, x)

∂L

)
ij

=

∫
κ(v)

∂

∂Lij
f(Lv + x)∫

κ(v)
∂

∂Lij
f(Lv + x) =

∫
κ(v)vjfi(Lv + x)dv = −

∫
κj(v)fi(Lv + x)dv

(because κ is a Gaussian, −vjκ(v) = κj(v)) Then we can use integration by parts on the vj coordinate to get:

−
∫

κ(v)
∂

∂vj
fi(Lv + x)dv =

∫
κ(v)

∑
k

Lkjfki(Lv + x)dv

∑
k

Lkj
∂

∂xk

∂

∂xi
h(L, x) =

(
∂h(L, x)

∂L

)
ij

HL =
∂h(L, x)

∂L

Where Hij =
∂

∂xi

∂
∂xj

h(x, L) So

LL⊤HL+ λL = 0

LL⊤H = −λ

10
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A.4. Derivation error in gradient estimation

In the following, we compute the error in the estimation of the gradient when the number of sampled points become large
but finite. The gradient dx = LL⊤ ∂h(L,x)

∂x can be written as dx = LL⊤ ∂h(L,x)
∂x = L 1

ns

∑
v∈V (vf̂(Lv + x, ζ)) where ns is

the number of samples and dx is a sum over of many independent and identically distributed variables v. We set αx = 1 and
dt = 1 for the sake of simplicity.

More particularly, we are interested in finding the matrix L that minimizes the total error E defined as follows:

E = Tr[{Cov[dxi, dxj ]}ij ].

That is to say, we are looking for L such that ∇LE = 0. Importantly, we also assume that LLT has a constant Frobenius
norm ||LTL||F , i.e., Tr[LLT ] = S, ∀L with S > 0.

The displacement dx can be simplified at proximity of the maximum x̄ of f(x) and in the limit of a small window |L| → 0.

First, we have:

f(Lv + x̄) = f(x̄) + Lv∇xf(x̄) + (Lv)T∇2
xf(x̄)(Lv) + o(S2),

with∇xf(x̄) = 0. The displacement dx can be approximated as follows:

dx =
1

ns

∑
v

[f(x̄)X(v) + Y (v) + o(S2)],

with

X(v) = Lv, (24)

Y (v) = Lv[v⊤(L⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)v]. (25)

The expression for Var[(dx)i] = Var[(ηx)i] is:

Var[(ηx)i] =
1

ns
[f(x̄)2Var[Xi(v)] + Var[Yi(v)]− 2f(x̄)Cov[Xi(v), Yi(v)] + o(S2)],

where Var[Xi(v)], Var[Yi(v)], and Cov[Xi(v), Yi(v)] can be expressed as follows:

(Var[Xi(v)] =
∑
j

L2
ijf(x̄)

2, (26)

(Var[Yi(v)]) =
∑
jkl

L2
ij(L

⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)

2
klνjkl, (27)

(Cov[Xi(v), Yi(v)]) =
∑
jk

L2
ik(L

⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)jj + 2

∑
jk

LijLik(L
⊤∇2

xf(x̄)L)jk. (28)

where νjkl = 2 and νjkl = 15 if exactly 2 and 3 subscript indices are equal, respectively; νjkl = 1 otherwise (for e.g.,
νjjj = 15, ∀j, and νjll = 2, ∀j ̸= l). Thus, we have:

11
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Var[(ηx)i] =
1

ns
(
∑
j

L2
ijf(x̄)

2,

+
∑
jkl

L2
ij(L

⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)

2
klνjkl,

− 2f(x̄)
∑
jk

L2
ik(L

⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)jj ,

− 4f(x̄)
∑
jk

LijLik(L
⊤∇2

xf(x̄)L)jk + o(S3))), (29)

which can be written as

Var[(ηx)i] =
1

ns
((LL⊤)iif(x̄)

2

+
∑
jkl

L2
ij(L

⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)

2
klνjkl

− 2f(x̄)(LL⊤)ii
∑
j

(L⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)jj

− 4f(x̄)(L(L⊤∇2
xf(x̄)L)L

⊤)ii + o(S3))), (30)

Consequently, we have with H = ∇2
xf(x̄) and M = L⊤HL:

∑
i

Var[(ηx)i] =
1

ns
(Tr[LL⊤]f(x̄)2

+ Tr[LL⊤]Tr[(L⊤HL)2] + Tr[J(L(2) ◦M (2))]

− 2f(x̄)Tr[LL⊤]Tr[L⊤HL]

− 4f(x̄)Tr[L(L⊤HL)L⊤] + o(S3)), (31)

where J is square matrix of ones, L(2) and M (2) element-wise square matrices L and M , respectively.

We get using the approximation Tr[(L⊤HL)2] ≈ Tr[L⊤HL] and Tr[L(L⊤HL)L⊤] ≈ Tr[L⊤L]Tr[L⊤HL]):

∑
i

Var[(ηx)i] =
1

ns
(Tr[LL⊤]f(x̄)2

+ Tr[LL⊤]Tr[L⊤HL]2

− 2f(x̄)Tr[LL⊤]Tr[L⊤HL]

− 4f(x̄)Tr[L⊤L]Tr[L⊤HL] + o(S3)). (32)

We want to know how E =
∑

i Var[(ηx)i] changes after an infinitesimal change in L under the constraint that the Frobenius
norm ||L⊤L||2F remains constant, i.e., Tr[LL⊤] = S. For this, we define the following Lagrangian:

L(L, λ) = E(L) + µ(Tr[LL⊤]− S).

where µ is a scalar Lagrangian multiplier. To find L, we compute the gradient of L given as follows:

12
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∇LL = ∇LE(L) + 2µL. (33)

Note that:

∇LTr[LL⊤] = 2L, (34)

∇LTr[L⊤HL] = 2HL, (35)

It implies that:

∇LE[L] =
1

ns
(2Lf(x̄)2

+ 2LTr[(L⊤HL)]2 + 4HLTr[LL⊤]Tr[(L⊤HL)]

− 2f(x̄)(2LTr[L⊤HL] + 2HLTr[LL⊤])

− 4f(x̄)(2LTr[L⊤HL] + 2HLTr[L⊤L] + o(S3)). (36)

Then,∇LL = 0 and ∇µL = 0 implies:

0 = ∇LE(L) + 2µL, (37)

0 = 2Lf(x̄)2 + 2LTr[LTHL]2 + 4HLTr[LL⊤]Tr[LTHL]

− 2f(x̄)(2LTr[LTHL] + 2HLTr[LLT ])− 4f(x̄)(2LTr[LTHL] + 2HLTr[LTL]) + 2µnsL+ o(S3),

0 = 2Lf(x̄)2 + 2LTr[LTHL]2 + 4HLSTr[LTHL]

− 2f(x̄)(2LTr[LTHL] + 2HLS − 4f(x̄)(2LTr[LTHL] + 2HLS) + 2µnsL+ o(S3), (38)
(39)

Lastly, it is possible to rewrite the condition of the solutions of∇LL = 0 and ∇µL = 0 as follows:

HL ≈ γ′L, (40)

with γ′ a scalar. i.e., L must align with an eigenvector of the Hessian H of f near the maximum x̄ (i.e., one column of L is
an eigenvector). More generally, L aligns with all eigenvectors of forming the basis of H.

When −λ(LLT )−1 = H at the fixed point of the dynamics of L and x (see eq. (18)), L and H align to the same set of
eigenvectors. In this section, we have shown that the gradient estimation error

∑
i Var[(ηx)i] is minimized when L and H

share the set of eigenvectors. Thus, gradient estimation error is minimized at the fixed point.

Figure 4 shows that the covariance −Cov[Xi(v), Yi(v)]i and, in turn, the variance of dx is minimized when the smoothing
kernel is aligned to the curvature of the objective function. That is, the noise in the step dx is minimized when the window
shape matches the curvature of f near its maximum.

A.5. Case of f Gaussian with heterogeneous curvature

First note that x reaches the maximum of f (i.e., ∇xh(x, L) = 0) when f is convex under the dynamics of eq. (9). This is
because

∂h(L, x)

∂x
= 0 =⇒ ∂f(x)

∂x
= 0, (41)

13
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Figure 4. Error in gradient estimation E =
∑

i V ar[(ηx)i] of the gradient of x with Var[(ηx)i] = (Var[Xi] + Var[Xi]− 2Cov[Xi, Yi])
for a Gaussian objective function f(x) = κ(M(x − x̄)) centered in x̄ and Hessian H with eigenvalues λ′

1 = 1 and λ′
2 = 4 rotated

by a reference angle θ0 and anisotropic smoothing kernel centered in x̄ and curvature (LL⊤)−1 with with eigenvalues λ1 = 0.01 and
λ2 = 0.04 and rotation θ. The gradient estimation error E is minimized for θ = θ0. The dashed lines show the approximations of eq.
(32). D = 2.

if f is convex (i.e., ∂f(x)
∂x does not change sign) with

∂h(L, x)

∂x
=

∫
κ(v)

∂f(Lv + x)

∂x
dv, (42)

and κ(v) > 0, ∀v.

We consider the simpler case when f is a Gaussian function. In this case, we show that the dynamic window LLT with
growth term converges to the Hessian of f at its maximum (i.e., inverse of covariance matrix).

When f is a Gaussian function with center x̄ and inverse covariance matrix (Hessian) MMT , i.e., f(x) = κ(M(x− x̄)),
the fixed point of eqs. (18) can be written as follows:

−λ(LL⊤)−1
ij = (MM⊤)ij , x = x̄. (43)

To show eqs. (43), first note that ∂h(L,x)
∂x = 0 =⇒ ∂f(x)

∂x = 0 when f is Gaussian using eq. (41) and, therefore, x = x̄ at
the fixed point. Moreover, ∂

∂xi

∂
∂xj

h(L, x) = (MM⊤)ij at x = x̄ because

∂

∂xi

∂

∂xj
h(L, x) =

∫
κ(v)

∂

∂xi

∂

∂xj
κ(M(Lv + x− x̄))dv,

with

∂

∂xi

∂

∂xj
κ(M(Lv+x−x̄)) = 4(MM⊤(Lv+x−x̄))i(MM⊤(Lv+x−x̄))jκ(M(Lv+x−x̄))−2(MM⊤)ijκ(M(Lv+x−x̄)).

At x = x̄, we have

∫
κ(v)(MM⊤(Lv))i(MM⊤(Lv))jκ(M(Lv))dv = 0,

and

14
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Figure 5. Ratio λ1
λ2

of the eigenvalues of the Hessian of the smoothing kernel (LL⊤)−1 noted λ1 and λ2 vs. the number of samples for

various ratio λ′
1

λ′
2

of the Hessian of f when f is a Gaussian function. The dynamics converge to λ1
λ2

=
λ′
1

λ′
2

. D = 2.

∫
κ(v)κ(M(Lv))dv = 1.

Consequently, ∂
∂xi

∂
∂xj

h(L, x) = (MM⊤)ij . Note that this property is true whatever the window size when f is Gaussian,
but is not necessarily true for a general function f . Numerical simulations shown in Fig. 5 confirm that the Hessian of the
Gaussian smoothing kernel converges to that of the function f in the case d = 2.
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B. Algorithm Pseudo-Code and Numerical Stability

Algorithm 2
Initialize x, L {Start with x as some rough guess for the parameters and L large. }
for t← 0 to T do

B = B0/tr(LL⊤)κ/2

Choose B random values for the random vector v
SAMPLE yi = f̂(Lx+ vi) for each random vector (can be parrallelized)
Using yi, compute the estimates of ∂h(L,x)

∂L
≈ ĥL and ∂h(L,x)

∂x
≈ ĥx (equations (16), (17))

Compute ∆L = αLLL
⊤ĥL, ∆x = αxLL

⊤ĥx (equations (9))
Set L̂← L+∆t∆L

Set ∆̂t← ∆t
(

|L̂|
|L|

)1/2

(for numerical stability)

Set L← L+ ∆̂t∆L, x← x+ ∆̂t∆x (update window)
Constrain L← CLAMP(L) (for numerical stability, see equation (44) for definition of CLAMP)

end for
return x {Return the putative best parameters}

Although the algorithm is directly based on the numerical integration of eq. (9), there are several additional steps that we
add to improve numerical stability. These steps are mainly to ensure that the window size does not grow or shrink too
quickly during the optimal region search. We introduce the notation |L| = tr(LL⊤)1/2 to denote the norm of L which also
represents the size of the window.

The first step is to use something like a two-step integration scheme when updating the window matrix L. First, we compute
L̂ = L + ∆t∆L (where ∆L is the estimate of ∂L/∂t) using the original time step. Then we compute a new time step:
∆̂t ← ∆t |L̂|

|L| which we then use to update L and x. The purpose of is to avoid the term ∆t∆L to become too large and
negative which, in turn, will make L shrink too quickly in a single time step.

Second, we limit the magnitude of L so that it cannot shrink or grow too quickly. To do this, the following
clamp function is applied to L after each time-step:

CLAMP(L) =


LwmaxD

1/2

|L| |L|/D1/2 > wmax

L wmin ≤ |L|/D1/2 ≤ wmax

LwminD
1/2

|L| |L|/D1/2 < wmin

(44)

where wmin and wmax are the minimum and maximum window sizes respectively. For the numerical results in this work, we
always use wmax = 2, and, except for the benchmark results on the Rosenbrock function (section 3.2), we use wmin = 0.
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Figure 6. Left: Distance from true optimum plotted against the number of oracle calls for the algorithm analyzed in (Gasnikov et al.,
2022b) for different window sizes/sampling radii. The fitness function used is a 5-dimensional Gaussian function (which is symmetric).
Right: fopt − f(x) is plotted for both (Gasnikov et al., 2022b) and algorithm 3.3. The fitness function is a piece-wise parabolic function
designed to be skewed and not have reflectional symmetry.

B.1. Additional Numerical Results on artificial problems

B.2. Window Size Tradeoff

This trade-off is demonstrated numerically in Fig. 6 of appendix section B.1 in which two artificial fitness functions are
optimized using the ball smoothing algorithm from (Gasnikov et al., 2022b). In the leftmost plot, we use a symmetric fitness
function f(x) = 1− 1

D

∑
i x

2
i with Gaussian noise added at each measurement. Because this function is symmetric around

its optimum, a smoothed version of the function will have the same optimum, and ball smoothing can use an arbitrarily
large sampling radius. Thus, the largest sampling radius (w = 2) is most quickly able to obtain a nearly optimal configuration.

On the other hand, in the right plot of Fig. 6 we use a different, asymmetric, fitness function f(x) =
1 − 1

D

∑
i(1 + 0.9sign(xi))x

2
i . This fitness function is designed to be highly asymmetric and also not locally

quadratic so it is asymmetric on small scales as well. We test both the ball smoothing algorithm from (Gasnikov et al.,
2022b) as well as the DIS from section 2.1. Because of the skewed fitness function, we can see the trade-off between large
and small window sizes for Gasnikov’s algorithm(Gasnikov et al., 2022b). Although a large window size such as w = 2.0
converges faster, it converges to a sub-optimal point and the fitness does not improve after 104 samples. This motivates the
use of a dynamic window size. In fact, we can see in Fig. 6 that the DIS is always able to achieve a more optimal solution in
a smaller number of samples on this fitness function. We can also see in this figure that because of the linear nature of the
trace in the log-log plot that the asymptotic convergence of the error should be something like O(n−c

s ) for some c. In fact,
in appendix B.4 we show numerically that the error of DAS asymptotically scales as O(D/n

1/2
s ) which is known to be

optimal for type of noisy optimization (Larson et al., 2019).

B.3. Heterogeneous curvature

When tuning parameters, it is often the case that some parameters will have much higher sensitivity than others. This is true
for the CO solvers tuned in this paper (see sections 4 and C.5) and has been commonly observed when tuning the weights of
neural networks in machine learning(Bollapragada & Wild, 2019b; Yao et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2023). This phenomenon of
heterogeneous curvature is the motivation behind changing the sampling window shape as described in section 2.2.

In Fig. 7, we show numerical results on the 2-dimensional fitness function f(x, y) = e−100x2−y2

. When a circu-
lar sampling window is used, the window size shrinks too quickly because of the sharp curvature in the x direction. Because
the window simultaneously shrinks in the y direction, the algorithm struggles to accurately tune the less sensitive y
coordinate. However, if an elliptical sampling window is used, the algorithm correctly matches the shape of the objective
function and treats each dimension appropriately.
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Figure 7. Left: Error of DIS with respect to number of samples. Right: Single trajectory of DAS demonstrating the reason for the failure
of the circular window.

Figure 8. Left: Red circles show sampling window (representing one standard deviation of the Gaussian kernel) at different points in the
algorithm on top of the heatmap of the fitness function (formula shown in text). Right: Red ellipses show sampling window of DAS at
different points during the algorithm’s trajectory. Data for both plots are the same as the right plot of figure 7.

B.4. Asymptotic Convergence

In this section, we will numerically study the asymptotic convergence rate of DAS. Let ϵ(ns) be the residual error in finding
the true optimum of f with ϵ(ns) = fopt − f(x) obtained after ns samples. Then at best, ϵ(ns) = O(n

−1/2
s )(Jamieson

et al., 2012). This is roughly because, due to the central limit theorem, we will need at least σ2

ϵ2 samples to resolve f to
within ϵ at a single point. Many algorithms have been shown theoretically to achieve similar convergence rates on certain
classes of problems (see table 8.1 of (Larson et al., 2019)).

In Fig. 9, we show the error of algorithm 2 with two different values of κ. The fitness function used for these results is
f(x) = 1− 1

D

∑
i(1 + 0.9sign(xi))x

2
i and the measurement noise is a zero mean Gaussian with variance 0.01. Although

κ = 0.5 has been used for many of the previous numerical results in 3 κ = 1.0 appears to show the correct asymptotic
convergence in the large ns limit. When κ = 1.0 the algorithm appears to converge according to ϵ = O

(
D

n
1/2
s

)
.
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Figure 9. Normalized error, ϵ/D, of algorithm 2 as a function of the number of samples (ns) for different dimensions. The dotted gray
line represents the function c/n

1/2
s with c = 1.4. Left: algorithm parameter κ = 0.5 , right κ = 1.0. Error is averaged over 5 runs for

each trace. Fitness function is defined as f(x) = 1− 1
D

∑
i(1 + 0.9sign(xi))x

2
i .

19



Dynamic Anisotropic Smoothing

B.5. Additional Results on Modified Rosenbrock Function

Tables 3 and 4 show results from figure 2 in tabular form. Bolded numbers represent the best fitness of each column. BOHB
performs better in many cases, however, in higher dimensions, DAS will always outperform BOHB with enough samples.

ns = 103

mean
ns = 103

worst
ns = 103

best
ns = 104

mean
ns = 104

worst
ns = 104

best
ns = 105

mean
ns = 105

worst
ns = 105

best
DAS (this
work)

0.734 0.549 0.852 0.925 0.861 0.981 0.993 0.982 0.997

Gasnikov,
w=0.25

0.141 0.000 0.551 0.451 0.000 0.779 0.588 0.000 0.776

SPSA
(Spall
1998)

0.270 0.001 0.652 0.800 0.662 0.966 0.990 0.986 0.998

BOHB
(Falkner
2018)

0.902 0.775 0.996 0.963 0.868 0.999 0.994 0.980 0.999

Table 3. Table shows best, worst, and mean fitness achieved by four algorithms for different values of ns. The artificial problem is the
modified Rosenbrock function in 2 dimensions with β = 0.5.

ns = 104

mean
ns = 104

worst
ns = 104

best
ns = 105

mean
ns = 105

worst
ns = 105

best
ns = 106

mean
ns = 106

worst
ns = 106

best
DAS (this
work)

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.192 0.000 0.962

Gasnikov,
w=0.25

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.083 0.000 0.415 0.044 0.000 0.222

SPSA
(Spall
1998)

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

BOHB
(Falkner
2018)

0.031 0.000 0.085 0.039 0.002 0.083 0.039 0.002 0.083

Table 4. Table shows best, worst, and mean fitness achieved by four algorithms for different values of ns. The artificial problem is the
modified Rosenbrock function in 8 dimensions with β = 0.2.
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C. Details on Combinatorial Optimization Solvers
C.1. Additional Discussion on Combinatorial Optimization

A common problem with all heuristic CO solvers, especially the differential solvers, is that there typically are many
parameters that need to be optimized to ensure good performance (Leleu et al., 2019; Reifenstein et al., 2021; 2023; Goto
et al., 2021; Kalinin et al., 2023). Additionally, the optimal parameters can be very different depending on the exact type
of problem that is being solved (e.g. for some application-specific problem) and often vary from instance to instance as
well. The problem of parameter make it hard to fairly compare different heuristics. The main motivation behind the tuning
algorithm developed in this work is to be able to quickly and accurately find good parameters for these new differential
solvers. This will allow us to further the development and benchmarking of them. Improving the parameter selection
techniques for differential solvers will possibly allow them to be more competitive against classical heuristics in situations
where they currently struggle.

The problem of tuning parameters for combinatorial optimization is not new. For example, many previous works have
developed methods for tuning heuristic SAT solvers (Hutter et al., 2007; 2011; Hoos et al., 2021; Fuchs, 2023). These works
focused on tuning both discrete and continuous parameters. Additionally, these works tend to use very basic methods for
optimizing the continuous parameters. In our work, we focus on continuous parameters only and base our optimizer on
previous results in derivative-free optimization.

More recently, due to the growing interest in Ising machines, several authors have studied methods for tuning
Ising machines (Parizy et al., 2023; Bernal, 2021). Unlike our methods, these methods are more closely related to bayesian
optimization. (Parizy et al., 2023) uses a Parzan tree estimator similar to that of BOHB (Falkner et al., 2018) while (Bernal,
2021) is directly based on Hyperopt (Bergstra et al., 2013).

Additionally, many authors have attempted to use machine learning directly to help solve optimization problems.
For example, graph neural networks(Schuetz et al., 2022; Selsam et al., 2019) and deep neural networks(Taassob et al.,
2023) have been used to learn the solutions of combinatorial optimization problems. Although these works may seem not so
related at first glance, the tuning of parameters for a differential solver can be interpreted as training a recurrent graph neural
network with a very small dimensional parameter space. This work touches on a deep connection between graph neural
networks, reinforcement learning, differential solvers, and Ising machines.
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C.2. QUBO/Ising CAC

Coherent Ising machines (CIMs) are a proposed method for solving the Ising problem in which the Ising spins are
represented with analog amplitudes. Although originally proposed as an optical analog computer (Wang et al., 2013), the
CIM can be simulated by numerical integration of an ODE. These ODEs typically have several parameters that need to be
tuned precisely for the device to have good performance on a particular type of Ising problem.

The current state-of-the-art CIM algorithm is defined by the following ODE (Leleu et al., 2019) which we will
refer to as CIM-CAC (CIM with chaotic amplitude control).

dxi

dt
= xi(p− 1− x2

i )− ei
∑
j

Jijxj (45)

dei
dt

= βei
(
1− x2

i

)
(46)

For an Ising problem of size N and coupling matrix Jij , the algorithm evolves both N dimensional vectors x and e over time
using an Euler numerical integration step. The variables are initialized randomly, and the sign of x represents the possible
solution of the corresponding Ising problem. Typically many trajectories are used to find a good solution. The parameters β
and p as well as the numerical integration step dt are important to tune precisely for the algorithm to be effective.

C.3. SAT-CAC

The coherent SAT solver is designed to find a variable assignment that satisfies the problem, or, if it is unsatisfiable, find an
assignment that satisfies the maximum number of clauses (MAX-SAT). The SAT problem is specified by a sparse matrix
Cij as follows:

Cij =

 1 ith variable is included un-negated in jth clause
−1 ith variable is included negated in jth clause
0 ith variable is not included in jth clause

(47)

Then we also define the set Ij for each clause as Ij = {i | Cij ̸= 0} The boolean variables are represented by soft spins
xi ∈ R where xi > 0 represents True and xi < 0 represents False. Then we define the following quantities:

Kj =
∏
i∈Ij

1− Cijxi

2
Kij =

−Cij

2

∏
k∈Ij ,k ̸=i

1− Ckjxk

2
(48)

Then, the coherent SAT solver equations can be written as:

dxi

dt
= xi(p− 1− x2

i )− ei
∑
j

Kij (49)

dei
dt

= βei(1− x2
i ) (50)

These equations are nearly identical to the CIM equations (45)(46) and thus have the same system parameters. Additionally,
the parameter p is typically set to change throughout the trajectory, in total there are four relevant parameters, dt, pinit, pend,
and β.
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C.4. Tuning Trajectories for SAT Solver

In Fig. 10, we show the trajectories of each parameter during the tuning process for three algorithms. The first algorithm
(following (Gasnikov et al., 2022b)) uses a fixed sampling window with a fixed size. The second one uses a sampling
window with a dynamic size but fixed shape and the third uses a dynamic size and shape as described in this work. Both the
first and third algorithms converge on roughly the same parameters regardless of the initial condition, while the middle does
not. This is because (as described earlier) different sensitivities to different parameters can cause the sampling window to
prematurely shrink. In this case, the dt parameter is much more sensitive, so the algorithm will tune dt while neglecting the
others. With a dynamic window shape, this is not a problem and we can see that all parameters appear to be tuned accurately.
On the other hand, even though the Gasnikov algorithm is consistent with the parameters it chooses, these parameters are
sub-optimal (see figure 3 ) because it is operating on a smoothed version of the objective function.

Figure 10. Tuning trajectories over 4-5 different initial conditions for Gasnikov et al 2022 (left), DIS (middle), and DAS (right).
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C.5. Additional Results on QUBO/Ising

In this section, we consider tuning of the coherent Ising machine, which is described in detail in section C.2. A common
way that Ising machines are benchmarked has been by randomly choosing values for the weight matrix. This ensemble
of problem instances is known as the Sherrington-Kirkpatrick (SK) model in spin glass physics (?). The SK model has
been very well studied from the perspective of statistical physics and spin glass theory and this is one of the reasons it
is commonly used as a benchmark for Ising machines. For example, the average ground state energy of an SK problem
instance can be accurately approximated (Boettcher, 2010; Parisi, 1980). For an SK problem instance with entries chosen
from a zero mean Gaussian the ground state will on average be:

Eavg ≈ N3/2(−0.761 + 0.7N−2/3) (51)

ignoring some higher order finite size corrections (Boettcher, 2010). This is useful because when we randomly generate
these instances we do not know their ground state or ground state energy. So, unlike with the SAT problem, we cannot use a
success rate as our fitness function since we do not know when the algorithm is successful or not. However, this formula
gives us a rough estimate of the ground state energy which we can use to form a different type of fitness function we will
call a ”soft success rate” as follows:

f(x) = E
(
e−βE(Ê−Ethresh)

)
(52)

This formula, which is inspired by the Boltzmann factor for statistical mechanics, depends on an inverse temperature
parameter βE (not to be confused with the β in equation (46)). Ê is the Ising energy returned by a single trajectory
for CIM-CAC and Ethresh is set to N3/2(−0.761 + 0.7N−2/3). The expected value is over both initial conditions for
CIM-CAC and the ensemble of SK instances. If βE is small, then this cost function is similar to the average energy returned
by the solver, while if βE is large then the fitness is closer to a success rate. This success rate is not the success rate of
finding the ground state but rather the success rate of finding energy under a threshold energy for a given instance. If we are
interested in finding the ground state, then we will have to assume that the optimal parameters for this cost function are also
useful for finding the ground state. On the other hand, if we are just interested in finding low energy states efficiently then
this formula makes sense and we can choose βE appropriately.

A more in-depth study is needed to understand the properties and usefulness of this type of fitness function. In
this work, we will use this cost function as an example of how our proposed algorithm can be used for tuning an Ising
machine. In figure 11 we show the fitness of four tuning algorithms as a function of the number of samples. Again, BOHB
(Falkner et al., 2018) and (Gasnikov et al., 2022b) with sampling window set to w = 2 are both effective at tuning the solver.
However, similar to the case of SAT (figure 3) DAS is consistently able to achieve better fitness given enough samples. This
is mainly because of its ability to adjust to the different sensitivities of the different parameters. Additionally, we see in
figure 12 that DAS is consistent at finding the same parameters at both problem sizes. Similar to the SAT case (figure 10 the
optimal parameters appear to have very extremal values, however DAS is still able to find them accurately.
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s

Figure 11. Average fitness (soft success rate) obtained by different tuning methods on random SK model instance with, N = 150, βE =
0.01 (left) and N = 300, βE = 0.005 (right). The fitness function is defined by equation (52). Averages are over 5 realizations of the
tuning dynamics starting at different randomized positions. The shaded region represents one standard deviation of the data. To evaluate
the fitness for each parameter configuration, 20 random SK instances are generated, and 50 trajectories are evaluated for each. The left
plot of this figure is identical to the right plot of 3 of the main text but is included here as well for completeness.

Figure 12. Parameters obtained by tuning CIM-CAC with DAS on random SK model instance with, N = 150, βE = 0.01 (left) and
N = 300, βE = 0.005 (right). The fitness function is defined by equation (52). 5 realizations of the tuning dynamics starting at different
randomized positions are shown.
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D. Comparison with Previous Methods
D.1. Comparison to other sampling window approaches

The most common approach to derivative-free optimization is to replace the true objective function with a ”smoothed”
version defined as

fγ(x) = γ

∫
κ((x− u)/γ)f(u)du

where κ is some convolution kernel (typically a Gaussian or a step function) (Nesterov & Spokoiny, 2017; Gasnikov et al.,
2022b;a). By sampling f in a region of size γ around x we can approximate the gradient of fγ . When f is non-differentiable
or when it cannot be measured without a small amount of noise this technique is powerful because it is able to smooth over
these difficulties so a traditional gradient descent method can be used.

stochastic approximation (SA) methods such as (Spall, 1998) approximate the gradient of f with what is often called a
stencil. That is we choose a random vector ∆ from the set {−1, 1}D and then approximate the gradient using the formula

g(x) = ∆
f(xk +∆ck)− f(xk −∆ck)

2ck

Where k is the iteration number, xk is the current position and ck is the current window size. The position is updated
according to gradient descent (or ascent) as xk+1 = xk − akg(xk). The sequence of numbers ck and ak are set to decay
with iteration number based on some function depending on the exact implementation and parameters. In this work we use
the SA method described in (Spall, 1998), which we will call SPSA, to represent algorithms in this class.

D.2. Comparison to Bayesian optimization

Algorithms based on Bayesian optimization typically make use of different budgets when evaluating the objective function.
That is, less accurate less, computationally intensive evaluations are combined with more computationally intensive and
accurate evaluations. In this work we will use BOHB to represent this class of tuners for benchmarking purposes since it is a
commonly used algorithm in the field. For a more in-depth review of Bayesian (and other types of) hyperparameter tuners
we refer to (Bischl et al., 2023).

D.3. Comparison to Machine learning approaches using the Hessian

Diagonal Hessian pre-conditioning has been used in neural network optimizer design(Schaul et al., 2013) with recent itera-
tions like AdaHessian(Yao et al., 2021). Several methods use the Gauss-Newton decomposition(Ortega & Rheinboldt, 2000)
to simplify the computing the pre-conditioners in second-order optimizers(Botev et al., 2017; Gargiani et al., 2020). Other
recently regularization methods proposed that improve on ADAM includes decoupled weight decay (AdamW)(Loshchilov
& Hutter, 2017), Lion(Chen et al., 2023), and stochastic variance reduction(Lan & Zhou, 2018). In this paper, the focus is
on tuning combinatorial heuristic but more extensive benchmarking with other methods for training neural network is the
subject of future works.

D.4. Differences and Similarities between Algorithms

Although derivative-free optimization and hyper-parameter optimization are very well-developed fields, there are a
number of distinct properties that our new method has which we believe make our new method unique and also optimal
for the type of problems it is designed to solve. First of all, other than the Nedler-Mead-based methods, to the best
of our knowledge out method is the first to use a sampling window that changes smoothly in both size and shape
to fit the cost function. Having a dynamic window shape can be advantageous when some parameters have higher
sensitivity than others and there are complex correlations between parameters. This is demonstrated numerically in sections 3.

Another subtle important distinction between the different algorithms is how the samples of the objective func-
tions are taken. Methods such as DS, TR, and Nedler-Mead which are originally designed for noiseless derivative-free
optimization require evaluating the objective function with high accuracy at specific points. Additionally, Bayesian
methods such as BOHB also require an accurate measurement of the objective function using a high computational
budget. In our case, this means sampling the objective function many times at a specific point. On the other hand, ball
smoothing and SA methods use many nosy samples at many different locations to approximate the gradient and do
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not need to directly compare the objective function at two locations using many samples. Our method, which is most
closely related to ball ball smoothing (Nesterov & Spokoiny, 2017) falls into the second class of algorithms. When
many noisy objective evaluations are available and we want to get very close to the optimum in a high dimensional
parameter space we believe this second class of methods is better. This is because to resolve small differences in the
objective function we will need to waste computation sampling at one location many times. On the other hand, if the
samples are taken at different points we can simultaneously get information about both the objective function and its gradient.

Another reason that we base our algorithm on ball smoothing is that when it comes to our target applications we
want to sample points over a continuous distribution of points such as a Gaussian. The reason for this is that for many
parameter configurations CO solvers have a zero or close to zero success rate. For methods that use a discrete sampling
window such as SA, DS or Nelder-Mead, it is likely that the initial sampling distribution completely misses the region of
the parameter space where the objective function is nonzero. With our method, we can start with a large initial sampling
window and sample points according to a continuous distribution until we by chance find a good objective evaluation in the
region of interest.

Table 2 summarizes the similarities and differences between different derivative-free optimization methods that we will
discuss.
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