
ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

05
20

4v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 2

3 
D

ec
 2

02
4

Global Optimization with A Power-Transformed

Objective and Gaussian Smoothing

Chen Xu1

1Department of Engineering, Shenzhen MSU-BIT University, China.
Email: xuchen@smbu.edu.cn

Abstract

We propose a novel method that solves global optimization problems in two steps:
(1) perform a (exponential) power-N transformation to the not-necessarily differen-
tiable objective function f and get fN , and (2) optimize the Gaussian-smoothed fN
with stochastic approximations. Under mild conditions on f , for any δ > 0, we prove
that with a sufficiently large power Nδ, this method converges to a solution in the
δ-neighborhood of f ’s global optimum point. The convergence rate is O(d2σ4ε−2),
which is faster than both the standard and single-loop homotopy methods if σ is pre-
selected to be in (0, 1). In most of the experiments performed, our method produces
better solutions than other algorithms that also apply smoothing techniques.

Keywords : Gaussion Smoothing, Homotopy for Optimizations, Adversarial Image At-
tacks.

1 Introduction

In this work, we consider the global optimization problem of

max
x∈S⊂Rd

f(x), (1)

where f(x) is a continuous and possibly non-concave function with a global maximum
f(x∗) > supx6=x∗ f(x), and d is a positive integer. The minimize-version of this problem
is often encountered in machine learning, such as model training and adversarial attack in
computer vision. The gradient-based algorithms, such as the (stochastic) gradient descent,
are commonly used, which only guarantee to approximate a locally optimal solution in a
general case.

Homotopy, also called graduated continuation, is a class of methods for finding a global
solution to (1), with many successful applications in machine learning (e.g.,[22, 10]). It
converts the original problem to

max
µ∈Rd,σ≥0

Eξ[f(µ+ σξ)], (2)

where σ ≥ 0 is called the scaling coefficient and ξ is a random variable with a pre-selected
distribution, such as a standard multivariate Gaussian distribution (Gaussian Homotopy,
GH) or a uniform distribution in a unit sphere. Based on the observation that µ∗

σ :=
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argmaxµ E[f(µ+ σξ)] approaches1 x∗ as σ decreases to 0, the homotopy methods admits
a double-loop mechanism: the outer loop iteratively decreases σ, and for each fixed value
of σ, the inner loop solves maxµ E[f(µ+ σξ)], with the solution found in the current inner
loop as the starting search point in the next inner loop.

The double-loop mechanism of the homotopy method is costly in time. To tackle this
issue, [10] propose a single-loop Gaussian homotopy (SLGH) method that iteratively per-
forms one-step update of µ and σ, which reduces the convergence rate from O(d2/ǫ4) to
O(d/ǫ2). However, in theory, SLGH only guarantees to approximate a local optimum2,
which is not necessarily a global one. A time-efficient algorithm that aims at the global
maximum is still to be found.

Therefore, in this work, we propose a new method, namely the Gaussian Smoothing
with a Power-transformed Objective (GSPTO), for solving the optimization problem of
(1). According to our Corollary 1, GSPTO converges to a neighborhood of x∗ with the rate
of O(d2σ4/ǫ2). It indicates that GSPTO is faster than the standard homotopy and SLGH,
if σ > 0 is pre-selected to be in (0, 1). Most of the experiments in Section 5 show that the
GSPTO-based algorithm (e.g., EPGS, introduced later) outperforms other algorithms that
also apply the smoothing technique.

Motivation

Under the condition of
∫
Rd f(x)dx > 0 and an additional one, there is a threshold σm > 0

such that whenever σ > σm, the Gaussian-smoothed objective Eξ∼N (0,Id)[f(µ + σξ)] is
concave in µ (see [17, Main Result (Corollary 9)]). Hence, Gaussian smoothing converts
the original possibly non-concave maximization problem to a concave one, if the maximum
point µ∗ coincides with x∗. Although this condition is not true in general3, we can modify
the objective to make µ∗ close to x∗, where recall that x∗ denotes the global maximum
point of the original objective f before modification.

Intuitively, if we modify f(x) to put sufficiently large weight on its global maximum x∗,
the global maximum µ∗ := argmaxµ F (µ, σ) should get close enough to x∗. One way of
such modification is by taking powers of f , if f(x∗) > 1. The difference fN(x∗)− fN(x) is
positively related with the power N , which indicates that more weight is put on x∗ as N
increases. Figure 1(a) verifies this intuition with an example, and Figure 1(b) illustrates the
effects of taking exponential powers. As shown in these two toy examples, µ∗ approaches
x∗ as N increases.

From the above intuition, we propose GSPTO for solving the global optimization prob-
lem (1), which is a new method that places more weight on the objective f ’s maximum
value (by increasing the gap between the global and local maximum values) before perform-
ing Gaussian smoothing. Based on GSPTO, we design two algorithms4, Power Gaussian
Smoothing (PGS) and Exponential Power Gaussian Smoothing (EPGS), which are fea-
tured with replacing the original objective f(x) with a (exponential) power transformation.
Specifically, with σ and N as two hyper-parameters, PGS solves maxµ Ex∼N (µ,σ2Id)[f

N(X)]
and EPGS solves maxµ Ex∼N (µ,σ2Id)[e

Nf(x)], both using a stochastic gradient ascent algo-
rithm derived in this paper, which does not require the differentiability of f . Here, N
denotes a multivariate Gaussian distribution and Id denotes an identity matrix of dimen-
sion d× d.

1Note that E[f(µ+ σξ)] = f(µ) if σ = 0.
2Theorem 4.1 in [10] shows that SLGH approximates a solution x̂ such that E[∇f(x̂)] = 0.
3This is why smoothing alone is insufficient for optimization, and is typically used in conjunction with

iteratively reducing the scaling parameter, which becomes the homotopy algorithm.
4See Algorithm 1 for the two algorithms.
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(a) Gaussian Smoothing of fN .
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Figure 1: Effects of elevating the objective f before Gaussian smoothing (A toy example):
The maximum point of FN(µ) := Eξ∼N (0,1)[fN(µ+ σξ)] gets closer to the global maximum
point f as N increases, where σ = 0.5 and f(µ) = − log((µ+0.5)2+10−5)− log((µ+0.5)2+
10−2) + 10 for |µ| ≤ 1 and f(µ) = 0 for |µ| > 1. For easier comparison, the graph of each
function is scaled to have a maximum value of 1.

Related Work

The homotopy methods, firstly proposed in [2, Chapter 7], are intensively studied in the
field of machine learning for global optimization problems. [16] derives a bound for the
worst scenario of the GH algorithm in a deterministic setting (i.e., the expectation E is not
approximated with samples), while [9] provides a convergence analysis in a stochastic setting
(i.e., E is estimated with samples). Specifically, the latter proves that with a probability
greater than 1 − p, the solution x̂ produced by their proposed homotopy algorithm is ǫ-
optimal (i.e., f(x∗) − f(x̂) < ǫ) after Õ(d2/(σ2ǫ4) steps of solution-update. [7] changes
the distribution of the perturbation ξ from the commonly used Gaussian or uniform to the
distribution that minimizes the estimation error of the gradient ∇µEξ∼N (0,Id)[f(µ + σξ)].
[13] proposes an algorithm for learning the whole solution path produced by the homotopy.
Specifically, their algorithm learns a model xφ(σ) that predicts (for any σ > 0) the solution
to minµ∇µEξ∼N (0,Id)[f(µ+ σξ)], where φ is the set of model parameters to be trained.

The smoothing and homotopy methods have a large number of successful applications
in machine learning, such as neural network training ([9]), adversarial attack on image
classification models ([10]), solving L1-regularized least-square problems ([21]), neural com-
binatorial optimization ([7]), improving the optimization algorithms of stochastic gradient
descent and Adam ([20]), and so on.

There are a few existing studies ([6, 19, 4]) that replace the original f with a surrogate
objective that also involves the exponential transformation eNf(µ+ξ) before smoothing. But
their works are different from ours. [6] propose to minimize the surrogate objective of
G(µ) := 1

N
log
(
Eξ∼N (0,Σ)[e

Nf(µ+ξ)]
)
+ 1

2
µTRµ. The theory5 that justifies this surrogate

objective requires that N,R, and Σ be selected so that NR−Σ−1 is positive semi-definite.
This indicates that EPGS, for which R = 0 and Σ = σId, is not a special case of theirs,
since −σ−1Id is negative definite and violates their requirement. Moreover, their theory
on the distance between the optimum point of the new surrogate and x∗ is incomplete
(see [6, Section 3.2]). For optimal-control problems, [19] study the surrogate objective that

5minµ G(µ,Σ) is a convex problem given that NR−Σ−1 is positive definite and C is convex ([6, Theorem
3.1]).
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is similar to G(µ), and provide a theoretical analysis on the corresponding algorithm’s
convergence to a stationary point. However, the relation between this stationary point
and the global optimum point x∗ is not revealed. The proposed surrogate objective in [4]
is (1 − N)f(µ) + log

(
Eξ∼N (0,Σ)[e

Nf(µ+ξ)]
)
, where N ∈ [0, 1]. This is very different from

GSPTO’s requirement that N is sufficiently large. Also, their theory ([4, Theorem 10])
bounds |f(x∗)− f(µ∗)| with O(Nσ2), which does not imply an improvement for increasing
the value of N .

Contribution

This paper introduces a novel method, GSPTO, for solving global optimization problems,
with the contributions summarized as follows.

1. To our knowledge, for global optimization problems, this is the first work that pro-
poses the idea6 of putting sufficiently large weight on the global maximum values of
the objective, to decrease the distance between the optimum point before and after
Gaussian smoothing (i.e., ‖x∗ −µ∗‖). PGS and EPGS are two ways of realizing this
idea, and future studies are motivated for finding better ones.

2. In theory, GSPTO is faster than the homotopy methods for optimization. Accord-
ing to Corollary 1, GSPTO has a convergence rate of O(d2σ4ε−2), which is faster
than the standard homotopy method (O(d2σ−2ε−4),[9, Theorem 5.1]), and SLGH
(O(d2ε−2),[10, Theorem 4.1]), if σ is pre-selected to be in (0, 1). Most of our exper-
iments show that it outperforms other optimization algorithms that also apply the
smoothing technique (see Section 5.4).

3. Our convergence analysis does not require the Lipschitz condition on the original
objective f , which is assumed in the theoretical analysis of homotopy methods in
other studies ([9, 10]). Therefore, our analysis applies to more situations.

4. The theory derived in this work is on the distance between the found solution and
the optimal one, while the convergence analysis in other studies on homotopy (e.g.,
[9, 10]) is on the objective value of the found solution. Therefore, our theory has a
wider range of applications (e.g., for problems that concern the distance between the
found solution and the optimal like inverse problems and adversarial attack in image
recognition).

2 Preliminaries

We rigorously prove the intuition that motivates GSPTO: Given σ > 0, for any δ > 0, there
exists a threshold such that whenever N exceeds this threshold, the global maximum point
of FN(µ, σ) lies within a δ-neighborhood of x∗, where FN(µ) := Ex∼N (µ,σId)[fN (x)], and

fN(xk) :=

{
fN(xk), x ∈ S;
0, otherwise,

(PGS setting);

fN(xk) :=

{
eNf(xk), x ∈ S;
0, otherwise.

(EPGS setting).

(3)

6[6], [19], and [4] have not mentioned this idea.
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Theorem 1. Let f : S ⊂ Rd → R be a continuous function that is possibly non-concave
(and non-negative only for the case of PGS), where S is compact. Assume that f has a
global maximum x∗ such that supx:‖x−x∗‖≥δ f(x) < f(x∗) for any δ > 0. For σ > 0, define

FN (µ, σ) := (
√
2πσ)−k

∫

x∈Rk

fN (x)e
− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 dx, N ∈ {0, 1, 2, ...},

where fN is defined in (3) for either PGS or EPGS. Then, for any M > 0 and δ > 0
such that B̄(x∗; δ) := {x ∈ Rd : ‖x − x∗‖ ≤ δ} ⊂ S, there exists Nδ,σ,M > 0, such that

whenever N > Nδ,σ,M , we have for any ‖µ‖ < M that: ∂FN (µ,σ)
∂µi

> 0 if µi < x∗
i − δ, and

∂FN (µ,σ)
∂µi

< 0 if µi > x∗
i + δ. Here, µi and x∗

i denote the ith entry of µ and x∗, respectively,

where i ∈ {1, 2, ..., d}.
Proof. See the appendix for the proof for the EPGS setting. The proof for the PGS setting
is similar.

3 Gaussian Smoothing with Power-Transformed Ob-

jective

3.1 The Solution Updating Rule

For the optimization problem (1), based on Theorem 1, with the pre-selected hyper-
parameters N and σ > 0, GSPTO follows a stochastic gradient ascent scheme to solve
maxµ FN (µ, σ). Specifically, the rule for updating the solution candidate used is

GSPTO : µt+1 = µt + αt∇̂FN (µt), (4)

where ∇̂µF (µt) :=
1
K

∑K
k=1(xk − µt)fN (xk), {xk}Kk=1 are independently sampled from the

multivariate Gaussian distribution N (µ, σ2Id), and fN (xk) is defined in (3). Note that

∇̂FN(µt) is a sample estimate of the gradient ∇F (µt):

∇µF (µt) = ∇µEx∼N (µ,σ2Id)[fN(x)]

= (
√
2πσ)−1

∫

x∈B(0;M)

(x− µt)fN(x)e
− ‖x−µt‖

2

2σ2 dx.

= Ex∼N (µ,σId)[(x− µt)fN(x)].

Based on GSPTO, PGS and EPGS are designed in Algorithm 1. They normalize the
gradient before updating the solution, which is a common practice to stabilize results.

Remark 1. An effective method to avoid computation overflows caused by a large N-value
is to modify the gradient estimate as

∇̂µF (µt) :=

{
1
K

∑K
k=1(xk − µk)fN(xk)f

N(xk)/f
N(µt), for PGS;

1
K

∑K
k=1(xk − µk)fN(xk)e

N(f(xk)−f(µt)), for EPGS.

This modification produces the same µ-updates as in Algorithm 1 because of the gradient-
normalization step.

4 Convergence Analysis

We perform convergence analysis for the updating rule (4) under the PGS and EPGS
setting (3) on the optimization problem of (1). We show that, for any ε > 0 and any δ > 0,
GSPTO converges to a δ-neighborhood of x∗ with the iteration complexity of O(d2σ4ε−2).
Specifically, with T = O((dσ2)2/(1−2γ)ε−2/(1−2γ)) times of updating µt, E[‖∇F (µT )‖2] < ε,
where γ can be arbitrarily close to 0. The result is summarized in Corollary 1.
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Algorithm 1: PGS/EPGS

Require: The power N > 0, the scaling parameter σ > 0, the objective f , the
initial value µ0, the number K of sampled points for gradient approximation, the
total number T of µ-updates, and the learning rate schedule {αt}Tt=1.
Result: µT - The approximated solution to (1).
for t from 0 to T-1 do

Independently sample from N (µt, σId) (multivariate Gaussian distribution),
and obtain {xk}Kk=1.

µt+1 = µt + αt∇̂FN (µt)/‖∇̂FN(µt)‖, where
∇̂µF (µt) :=

1
K

∑K
k=1(xk − µt)fN(xk) and fN (xk) :=

{
fN(xk), for PGS;
eNf(xk), for EPGS.

end

Return(µT ).

4.1 Notation

In this section, let δ > 0 and σ > 0 be fixed, and δ > 0 satisfies

Sx∗,δ := {µ ∈ Rd : |µi − x∗
i | ≤ δ, for each i ∈ {1, 2, ..., d}} ⊂ S, (5)

where i denotes the ith entry and S is specified in Assumption 1. Let N > 0 be such
that for any ‖µ‖ ≤

√
dM : ∂FN (µ,σ)

∂µi
> 0 if µi < x∗

i − δ, and ∂FN (µ,σ)
∂µi

< 0 if µi > x∗
i + δ,

for all i ∈ {1, 2, ..., d}. Such an N exists because of Theorem 1. Here, M is specified in
Assumption 1. Let FN (µ, σ) be as defined as in Theorem 1. Unless needed, we omit N
and σ in this symbol as they remain fixed in this section, and write F (µ) instead. ∇F (µ)
refers to the gradient of F with respect to µ. Let fN be defined as in (3).

4.2 Assumptions and Lemmas

Assumption 1. Assume that f(x) : S → R is a function satisfying the conditions specified
in Theorem 1, where S ⊂ SM := {x ∈ Rd : |xi| ≤ M, i ∈ {1, 2, ..., d}}, for some M > 0.
Also, ‖F (µ)‖, ‖∇F (µ)‖ < +∞ for all µ ∈ Rd.

Assumption 2. Assume that the learning rate αt satisfies

αt > 0,

∞∑

t=0

αt = +∞, and

∞∑

t=0

α2
t < +∞.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption 1, any local or global maximum point µ∗ of F (µ) belongs
to Sx∗,δ, which is defined in (5).

Proof. For any point µ /∈ Sx∗,δ, we show that ∇F (µ) 6= 0. If µ ∈ SM − Sx∗,δ, then

‖µ‖ ≤
√
dM and there is some j ∈ {1, 2, ..., d} such that |µj − x∗

j | > δ, which implies
∂F (µ)
∂µj

6= 0 because of the definition of N in Section 4.1.

On the other hand, if µ /∈ SM , there is at least one j such that |µj| > M . Then,

∂F (µ)

∂µj
=

1

(
√
2π)kσk+2

∫

x∈Rd

(xj − µj)e
− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 fN (x)dx

=
1

(
√
2π)kσk+2

∫

x∈S
(xj − µj)e

− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 fN(x)dx, by def. of fN in (3),

=

{
negative, if µj > M ;
positive, if µj < −M.

, since xj ∈ S ⇒ |xj | ≤ M by Assumption 1.
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In sum, for any point µ /∈ Sx∗,δ, ∇F (µ) 6= 0, which further implies that any local or global
maximum point µ∗ of F (µ) belongs to Sx∗,δ since ∇F (µ∗) = 0.

Lemma 2. Under Assumption 1, for any σ > 0, the objective function FN(µ, σ) is Lipschitz
Smooth. That is, for any µ1,µ2 ∈ Rd,

‖∇FN(µ1, σ)−∇FN (µ2, σ)‖ ≤ L‖µ1 − µ2‖,

where L = fN(x∗) for the case of PGS and L = eNf(x∗) for the case of EPGS.

Proof. FN (µ, σ) = Ex∼N (µ,σ2Id)[fN(x)], where fN(x) is as defined in (3). ∇µFN(µ, σ) =
Ex∼N (µ,σ2Id)[(x− µ)fN(x)]. Then,

‖∇FN(µ1, σ)−∇FN(µ2, σ)‖ = ‖Ex∼N (µ,σ2Id)[(µ1 − µ2)fN(x)]‖ ≤ ‖µ1 − µ2‖fN(x∗).

Hence, L = fN(x
∗), which is fN(x∗) for PGS and L = eNf(x∗) for EPGS.

Lemma 3. Under Assumption 1, for any σ > 0, let ∇̂µFN(µ, σ) be defined in (4). Then,

E[‖∇̂µFN (µ, σ)‖2] < G, where

G =

{
dσ2f 2N(x∗), for PGS;
dσ2e2Nf(x∗), for EPGS.

Proof.

E

[
‖∇̂FN(µt)‖2

]
=

1

K2

K∑

k=1

K∑

l=1

Exk ,xl∼N (µt,σ2Id)[(xk − µt)
′(xl − µt)fN(xk)fN(xl)]

≤ f 2
N (x

∗)
1

K2

K∑

k=1

K∑

l=1

Exk ,xl∼N (µt,σ2Id)[|(xk − µt)
′(xl − µt)|]

≤ f 2
N (x

∗)
1

K2

K∑

k=1

K∑

l=1

Exk ,xl∼N (µt,σ2Id)[‖(xk − µt)‖ · ‖(xl − µt)‖],

≤ f 2
N (x

∗)
1

K2

K∑

k=1

K∑

l=1

√
E[‖xk − µt‖2]E[‖xl − µt)‖2], by Schwarz Ineq.,

= f 2
N(x

∗)σ2d, d denotes the number of dimensions,

where the third line is by Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality. Replacing f 2
N (x

∗) = e2Nf(x∗) for
EPGS and f 2

N(x
∗) = f 2N(x∗) for PGS gives the desired result.

4.3 Convergence Rate

Theorem 2. Let {µt}Tt=0 ⊂ Rd be produced by following the iteration rule of (4), with a
pre-selected and deterministic µ0 and all the involved terms defined as in Section 4.1. Then,
under Assumption 1 and 2, we have that

T−1∑

t=0

αtE[‖∇F (µt)‖2] ≤ f(x∗)− F (µ0) + LG
∞∑

t=0

α2
t ,

where L and G are as defined in Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, respectively.
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Remark 2. If αt = (t+ 1)−(1/2+γ) with γ ∈ (0, 1/2). Then,

f(x∗)− F (µ0) + LG
∑∞

t=1 t
−(1+2γ)

∑T
t=1 t

−(1/2+γ)
<

f(x∗)− F (µ0) + LG
∑∞

t=1 t
−(1+2γ)

∫ T

1
t−(1/2+γ)dt

= O(dσ2T−1/2+γ),

where dσ2 comes from G in Lemma 3. This inequality and Theorem 2 implies that after
T = O((dσ2ε−1)2/(1−2γ)) times of updating µt by GSPTO, E[‖∇F (µT )‖2] < ε. In sum, the
GSPTO method (4) converges to a δ-neighborhood of x∗ with a rate of O((dσ2ε−1)2/(1−2γ)),
where γ can be arbitrarily close to 0.

Proof. By the Gradient Mean Value Theorem, there exists νt ∈ Rd such that νt,i lies
between µt+1,i and µt,i for each of the ith entry, and

F (µt+1) = F (µt) + (∇F (νt))
′(µt+1 − µt),

′ denotes matrix transpose,

= F (µt) + (∇F (µt))
′(µt+1 − µt) + (∇F (νt)−∇F (µt))

′(µt+1 − µt)

= F (µt) + αt(∇F (µt))
′(∇̂F (µt))− (∇F (µt)−∇F (νt))

′(µt+1 − µt)

≥ F (µt) + αt(∇F (µt))
′(∇̂F (µt))− L‖vt − µt‖ · ‖µt+1 − µt‖, by Lemma 2,

≥ F (µt) + αt(∇F (µt))
′(∇̂F (µt))− L‖µt+1 − µt‖2, vt,i is between µt+1,i and µt,i

= F (µt) + αt(∇F (µt))
′(∇̂F (µt))− α2

tL‖∇̂FN(µt)‖2.
Hence, we have

F (µt+1) ≥ F (µt) + αt(∇F (µt))
′(∇̂F (µt))− α2

tL‖∇̂FN(µt)‖2.
Taking the expectation of both sides gives

E[F (µt+1)] ≥ E[F (µt)] + αtE[‖∇F (µt))‖2]− α2
tLE[‖∇̂FN(µt)‖2]

≥ E[F (µt)] + αtE[‖∇F (µt))‖2]− α2
tLG, by Lemma 3,

(6)

where for the first line, note that

E[(∇F (µt))
′(∇̂F (µt))] = E

[
E[(∇F (µt))

′(∇̂F (µt))|µt]
]
= E[‖∇F (µt))‖2].

Taking the sum from t = 0 to t = T − 1 on both sides of (6) gives

E[F (µT )] ≥ E[F (µ0)] +

T−1∑

t=0

αtE[‖∇F (µt))‖2]− LG

T−1∑

t=0

α2
t .

Re-organizing the terms gives

T−1∑

t=0

αtE[‖∇F (µt)‖2] ≤ E[F (µT )]− E[F (µ0)] + LG

T−1∑

t=0

α2
t

≤ f(x∗)− F (µ0) + LG

∞∑

t=0

α2
t

This finishes the proof for Theorem 2.

We summarize the above results in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Suppose Assumption 1 and 2 hold. Given any δ > 0 and σ > 0, there exists
N > 0 such that FN(µ) has all its local maximums in Sx∗,δ := {µ ∈ Rd : |µi − x∗

i | ≤
δ, for each i ∈ {1, 2, ..., d}}. For any ε > 0, under either the PGS or EPGS setting, the
updating rule (4) of GSPTO produces µt that converges to a local maximum point of FN(µ),
which lies in the δ-neighborhood Sx∗,δ of x∗, with the iteration complexity of O(d2σ4ε−2).
Specifically, after T = O((dσ2ε−1)2/(1−2γ)) times of µt-updating by (4), E[‖∇F (µT )‖2] < ε,
where γ ∈ (0, 1/2) is a parameter in the learning rate αt := (t + 1)−(1/2+γ) and can be
arbitrarily close to 0.
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5 Experiments

5.1 Effects of Increasing Powers

We illustrate the improvements made by increasing N for PGS/EPGS through an example
problem of

max
x∈Rd

f(x) := − log(‖x−m1‖2 + 10−5)− log(‖x−m2‖2 + 10−2), (7)

the global maximum pointm1 ∈ Rd has all its entries equal to −0.5, and the local maximum
point m2 ∈ Rd has all its entries equal to 0.5. The graph of its 2D-version is plotted in
Figure 2.
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Figure 2: f(x) = − log(‖x−m1‖2 + 10−5)− log(‖x−m2‖2 + 10−2)

With each value of N , both the PGS and EGS are performed to solve this problem.
The N -candidate set is {10, 20, ..., 65} for PGS and {1.0, 1.5, 2.0, ..., 4.5} for EGS. For each
N value, we do 100 trials to stabilize the result. In each trial, the initial solution candidate
µ0 is uniformly sampled from C := {x ∈ Rd|xi ∈ [−1.0, 1.0], i ∈ {1, 2, ..., d}}, where xi

represents the ith entry of x. We set the initial learning rate as 0.1, the scaling parameter
σ as 0.5, and the total number of solution updates as 1000. The objective for Power-GS is
modified to be f1(x) := f(x)+10 to ensure that the PGS agent will not encounter negative
fitness values during the 1000 updates.

We perform the experiments in two settings, one is two-dimensional (d = 2) and the
other is five-dimensional (d = 5). The results, plotted in Figure 3, show that, as N in-
creases, the distance between the produced solution µ∗ and the global maximum point
x∗ approaches zero (see the decreasing MSE curve in the plot), which is consistent with
Theorem 1 and the idea that F (µ)’s maximum µ∗ approaches the global maximum point
x∗ of f as we put more weight on f(x∗)

5.2 Performance on Benchmark Objective Functions

In this subsection, we test the performance of PGS and EGS on solving (1), with the
objective f being either of the two popular benchmark objective functions, the Ackley

9
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Figure 3: Effects of Increasing N . For each N , we perform the algorithm 100 times and
obtain {µk}100k=1. The average fitness

∑100
k=1 f(µk)/100 and

∑100
k=1MSE(m1,µk)/100 are plot-

ted, where MSE(m1,µk) :=
∑d

i=1(µki + 0.5)2/d, σ = 1.0, and f is defined in 7. Note that
x∗ = m1 has all its entries equal to −0.5.

and the Rosenbrock (max-version). The performances of other popular global algorithms
(max-version) are also reported for comparison, including

• a standard homotopy method STD-Homotopy (see our appendix for details);

• two zeroth-order single-loop Gaussian homotopy algorithms (determinsitic version7),
ZO-SLGHd and ZO-SLGHr ([10, Algorithm 3]);

• the gradient-ascent version of the zeroth-order algorithm of ZO-SGD ([5, Equation
(1)] and [8, Section 2.1]) and ZO-AdaMM([5, Algorithm 1])8, which were also used
for comparisons in [10];

• as well as the evolutionary algorithm of (5) particle swarm optimization (PSO, e.g.,
[14, Section 3.1.5] and [15]).

The details on STD-Homotopy and ZO-SGD, as well as the selected hyper-parameter values
of all algorithms, can be found in our appendix. More details can be found in our codes at
http://github.com/chen-research/GS-PowerTransform.

7A deterministic version of SLGH is for solving the optimization problem of maxx f(x), with f being a
deterministic function.

8ZO-SGD and ZO-AdaMM were originally designed to solves (2). We take their solutions to (2) as
solutions to (1), and treat the scaling parameter in (2) as a hyper-parameter.
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5.2.1 Ackley

The Ackley objective function features with a numerous number of local optimums and a
single global optimum. We solve the max-version of the corresponding problem, which is

max
(x,y)∈R2

f(x, y) := 20e−0.2
√

0.5(x2+y2) + e0.5(cos(2πx)+cos(2πy)).

The graph of this function is plotted in Figure 4(a). From both the functional form and
the graph, it is not difficult to see that f(x, y) attains its maximum at (0, 0).
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x

−3
−2

−1
0

1
2

3

y

−2

0

2

4

6

8
−12000

−10000

−8000

−6000

−4000

−2000

0

(b) Rosenbrock Function (Max-Version).

Figure 4: Graph of objective functions.

The solutions and their fitness values found by each of the compared algorithms are
reported in Table 1. From which we see that all of these algorithms are able to avoid the
local maximum points and achieve the global maximum point.

5.2.2 Rosenbrock

The Rosenbrock objective is known to be difficult to optimize, since its global optimum
point x∗ = (1.0, 1.0) is surrounded by a flat curved plane (see Figure). Specifically, the
problem to be solved is max(x,y)∈R2 f(x, y), where

f(x, y) = −100(y − x2)2 − (1− x)2.

We use PGS, EPGS, and other algorithms to solve maxx f(x). Their performances are
recorded in Table 2, which shows that EPGS, STD-Homotopy, and PSO are superior than
other algorithms on this task, since they are able to locate the true solution of (1,1).

5.2.3 Conclusions on Algorithm Performances for Benchmark Objectives

For Ackley, all the algorithms are able to locate the true solution of (1,1), except PSO
when the initial population is concentrated near the initial start of µ0, which indicates
that the performance of PSO depends more on the initial guess than other methods. For
Rosenbrock, EPGS outperforms other algorithms except PSO (which is quite different since
it does not apply smoothing).
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Table 1: Performances on Maximizing Ackley. The limit of the number of iterations is
set as 200, and 100 samples are used for each solution update. The hyper-parameters are
selected by trials. For each set of hyper-parameter candidates, we perform 100 experiments
and take the average to stabilize the results (all the reported numbers are averages). The
initial solution value for each experiment is drawn from a multivariate Gaussian with mean
µ0 and covariance 0.01I2, where µ0 := [5.0, 5.0], except for PSO2 (for which cov= 2I2).
In the table, “Iterations Taken” refers to the number of iterations taken to reach the best
found solution. All numbers are rounded to keep at most 3 decimal places. The global
maximum point of the Ackley function is (0,0).

Iterations
Taken

Best Solution Found (µ∗) f(µ∗)

EPGS (N = 1) 146. (−0.001,−0.001) 22.682
PGS (N = 20) 141 (0.001, 0.002) 22.678
STD-Homotopy 194 (0.945, 0.901) 17.627
ZO-SLGHd 123 (−0.003,−0.001). 22.61
ZO-SLGHr 131 (0.001,−0.002). 22.621
ZO-AdaMM 158 (0.005, 0.001). 22.613
ZO-SGD 174 (0.005, 0.007). 22.596
PSO1 174 (4.425, 4.465). 10.974
PSO2 195 (0.0, 0.05). 22.617

Table 2: Performances on Maximizing Rosenbrock. The limit of the number of iterations is
set as 1000, and 100 samples are used for each solution update. The hyper-parameters are
selected by trials. For each set of hyper-parameter candidates, we perform 100 experiments
and take the average to stabilize the results (all the reported numbers are averages). The
initial solution value for each experiment is drawn from a multivariate Gaussian with mean
µ0 and covariance 0.01I2, where µ0 := [−3.0, 2.0]. In the table, “Iterations Taken” refers to
the number of iterations taken to reach the best found solution. For PGS, the Rosenbrock is
added by 20, 000 to ensure the search agent only encounter positive values. All numbers are
rounded to keep at most 3 decimal places. The global maximum point of the Rosenbrock
function is (1,1).

Iterations
Taken

Best Solution Found (µ∗) f(µ∗)

EPGS (N = 1) 456. (0.994, 1.002) -0.18
PGS (N = 1) 513 (0.773, 1.025) -22.8408
STD-Homotopy 624 (0.903, 0.885) -2.401
ZO-SLGHd 471 (−0.447, 1.991). -137.016
ZO-SLGHr 148 (0.105, 0.938). -88.477
ZO-AdaMM 1736 (0.004, 0.618). -39.206
ZO-SGD 45 (0.272, 1.173). -121.14
PSO 374 (1.0, 1.0). 0.0

5.3 Performance on the Black-box Targeted Adversarial Attack

Let C be an black-box9 image classifier. The targeted adversarial attack on C refers to the
task of modifying the pixels of a given image a so that C(a+x) is equal to a pre-specified

9A black-box classifier refers to a classification model whose parameters are not accessible.
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target label T . We perform attacks in the most difficult case - the target label T is pre-
selected to be the one with the smallest predicted probability. Another goal of this task is
to minimize the perturbation size ‖x‖. Hence, we set the loss as

L(x) := max(max
i 6=T

C(a+ x)i − C(a+ x)T , κ) + λ‖x‖,

where C(a + x)i denotes the predicted logit (i.e., log probability) for the ith class, κ is
a hyper-parameter that controls the certainty level of the attack, λ is a regularization
coefficient (we set λ = 1 in our experiments), T := argmini C(a)i, and ‖x‖ denotes the L1

norm of x (i.e., the square root of the sum of squares of entries in x). This loss function
resembles the popular one designed in [3].

With EPGS and other compared algorithms, we perform adversarial attacks on 100
randomly selected images from each of two image datasets, the set of MNIST figures ([12])
and the CIFAR-10 set ([11]). Specifically, the goal is to solve:

max
x∈Rd

f(x) := −L(x),

where d is the total number of pixels in each image. For Figure-MNIST images, d = 28×28,
and for CIFAR-10 images, d = 32× 32× 3. We call f as the fitness function.

The classifier is a robust convolutional neural network (CNN) trained using the tech-
nique of defensive distillation10. The distillation temperature is set at 100, which leads to
a high level of robustness ([3]). In the Figure-MNIST attacks, our trained classifier C has
a classification accuracy of 97.4% on the testing images. In the CIFAR-10 attacks, the
trained C has a test accuracy of 87.0%.

The hyper-parameters of all the tested algorithms are selected by trials and can be found
in Appendix 7.4. For ZO-SLGHd, ZO-SLGHr, and ZO-AdaMM, the hyper-parameters
selected in [10, Appendix E.1] are included in our candidate set, since they performed
similar tasks.

We choose EPGS over PGS for this task since the fitness function f(x) can be negative,
which makes EPGS more convenient to apply. (But note that we can modify f(x) by
adding a large positive constant to facilitate PGS).

5.3.1 MNIST

For each image am that is randomly drawn from the testing dataset, wherem ∈ {1, 2, ..., 100},
and each algorithm, we perform an attack (i.e., experiment) of Ttotal iterations. Let
{µm,t}Ttotal−1

t=0 denote all the perturbations (solutions) produced in these Ttotal iterations. We
say that a perturbation µ is successful if the predicted log probability of the target label is
at least κ = 0.01 greater than that of other classes (i.e., C(a+µ)T −maxi 6=T C(a+µ)i > κ).
We say that an attack is successful if the produced {µm,t}Ttotal−1

t=0 contains at least one suc-
cessful perturbation. If the attack is successful, let µ∗

m denote the successful perturbation
with the largest R2-value among {µm,t}Ttotal−1

t=0 , and let Tm denote the number of iterations
taken by the algorithm to produce µ∗

m. Here, the R2-value of µ refers to the R2 statis-

tic between a and the perturbed image a + µ, which is computed as
∑d

i=1(ai−ā)2
∑d

i=1 µ
2
i

. In this

formula, ai and µi ranges over all the pixels (entries) of a and µ.
With the above notations, we construct three measures on the performances of an

algorithm. One is the success rate, which refers to the ratio of successful image attacks out

10We borrow the code by [3] for training the classifier from
https://github.com/carlini/nn_robust_attacks, which applies TensorFlow ([1]) for model training.
We changed the layer structure in the neural network to either increase accuracy or to decrease computation
complexity.
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of the total number of attacks (100). The second measure is the average R2, which equals
R̄2 :=

∑
m∈S R

2(am,am + µ∗
m)/|S|, where S denotes the set of indices of the successful

attacks. The last measure is the average T̄ of {Tm}m∈S.
The results are reported in Table 3, from which we see that EPGS has a significantly

higher R̄2-score (i.e., 85%) than other algorithms, indicating that the perturbed image is
closest to the original one. Also, the average number of iterations taken by EPGS to reach
the optimal perturbation is 438, which is among the two fastest algorithms.

Table 3: Targeted Adversarial Attack on 100 MNIST hand-written figures (per-image). For
each image attack, the initial perturbation is set as µ0 := 0. For each image, 1,500 iterations
of are performed by each algorithm. The success rate is the portion of successful attacks
out of the 100 attacks. R̄2 is the average of {R2(am,am + µ∗

m)}m∈S, where am denotes
the mth original image and µ∗

m denotes the optimal perturbation found in the mth image
attack, and S denotes the set of indices of the successful attacks. T̄ denotes the average
number of iterations taken to the optimal perturbation. The numbers in the parentheses
are sample standard deviations.

Success Rate R̄2 T̄

EPGS
(N = .02)

100%. .85 (.05) 438 (120)

ZO-SLGHd 100% .54 (.14) 1491 (43)
ZO-SLGHr 100% .36 (.26) 522 (688)
ZO-SGD 100% −3.30 (1.67) 2997 (15)

ZO-AdaMM 100% 0.24 (.26) 50 (25)
STD-Homotopy 86% −.05 (.36) 559 (303)

5.3.2 CIFAR-10

We perform per-image targeted adversarial attacks on 100 randomly drawn images from
the testing set. The experiments are performed in the same way as that for Figure-MNIST,
and their results are reported in Table 4. These results are in general better than those
in the Figure-MNIST attacks, which we believe is because of the lower accuracy of the
CIFAR-10 CNN.

The results show that EPGS produces a success rate of 100% and scores the second
with respect to R̄2. Specifically, the R̄2-value of 98% indicates that the perturbed image
produced by EPGS is very close to the original image (R̄2 = 100% implies that the two
are identical), which is consistent with our goal that the perturbation size ‖µ∗‖ should be
small.

In this experiment, among the algorithms that attain a 100% success rate, with an R̄2

score of 99%, ZO-SLGHd outperforms other algorithms. EPGS’s performance of R̄2 = 98%
is very close to that of ZO-SLGHd.

5.4 Summary on Experiment Results

The experiments show that PGS and EPGS ranked among the tops in all the tasks they
performed. In the tasks of Ackley and Rosenbrock (Table 2 and 3), EPGS has the high-
est fitness value f(µ∗) than other algorithms that also apply smoothing techniques. For
Figure-MNIST attacks (Table 3), EPGS has a significantly higher R̄2 score. For CIFAR-10
attacks (Table 4), EPGS’s R̄2 score is very close to that of the best (ZO-SLGHd). In sum,
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EPGS outperforms other algorithms that also apply smoothing techniques in most of our
experiments.

Table 4: Targeted Adversarial Attack on 100 CIFAR-10 images (per-image). For each
image, 1, 500 iterations of are performed by each algorithm. The initial perturbation is set
as µ0 := 0. In the table, “Succ. Rate”, R̄2 and T̄ are defined in the same way as in Table
3. All numbers are rounded to keep 3 decimal places.

Success Rate R̄2 T̄

EPGS
(N = 0.03)

100%. .98 (.02) 686 (277)

ZO-SLGHd 100% .99 (.01) 1288 (429)
ZO-SLGHr 100% .98 (.02) 402 (307)
ZO-SGD 69% .99 (.00) 680 (370)

ZO-AdaMM 100% .66 (.27) 64(149)
STD-Homotopy 69% .86 (.13) 479 (349)

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel smoothing method, GSPTO, for solving the global op-
timization problem of (1), which is featured with putting more weight on the objective’s
global optimum through power transformations. Both our theoretical analysis and nu-
merical experiments show that GSPTO outperforms other optimization algorithms that
also apply smoothing techniques. This method provides a foundation for future studies
to explore more efficient ways to increase the gap between f(x∗) and other values before
smoothing.
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7 Appendix

7.1 Proof to Theorem 1 for EPGS

Proof. Recall that for EPGS, fN(xk) :=

{
eNf(xk), x ∈ S;
0, otherwise.

For any given δ > 0, define

Vδ := supx:‖x−x∗‖≥δ f(x) and Dδ := (Vδ+f(x∗))/2. Using this symbol, we re-write FN(µ, σ)
as

FN(µ, σ) = eDδNGN(µ, σ) = eDδN (HN(µ, σ) +RN(µ, σ)), (8)

where

GN(µ, σ) :=(
√
2πσ)−d

∫

x∈Rd

e−NDδfN (x)e
− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 dx,

HN(µ, σ) :=(
√
2πσ)−d

∫

x∈B(x∗ ;δ)

e−NDδfN (x)e
− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 dx,

RN(µ, σ) :=(
√
2πσ)−d

∫

x/∈B(x∗ ;δ)

e−NDδfN (x)e
− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 dx,

where B(x∗; δ) := {x ∈ Rd : ‖x− x∗‖ < δ}.
We derive an upper bound for

∣∣∣∂RN (µ,σ)
∂µi

∣∣∣. For any µ ∈ Rd,

∣∣∣∣
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣ ≤
1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x/∈B(x∗;δ)

|xi − µi|e−
‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 e−NDδ)fN (x)dx

≤ 1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x/∈B(x∗;δ)

|xi − µi|e−
‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 eN(f(x)−Dδ)dx

≤ 1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x/∈B(x∗;δ)

|xi − µi|e−
‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 eN(Vδ−Dδ)dx

≤ eN(Vδ−Dδ)

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x∈Rd

|xi − µi|e−
‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 dx

≤ eN(Vδ−Dδ)

(
Πj 6=i

1√
2πσ

∫

xj∈R
e−

(xj−µj )
2

2σ2 dxj

)

· 1√
2πσ3

∫

xi∈R
|xi − µi|e−

(xi−µi)
2

2σ2 dxi

= eN(Vδ−Dδ)
1√
2πσ3

∫

y∈R

√
2σ|y|e−y2d(

√
2σy), y :=

xi − µi√
2σ

,

= eN(Vδ−Dδ)

√
2√
πσ

· 2
∫ ∞

0

ye−y2dy, y :=
xi − µi√

πσ
,

= eN(Vδ−Dδ)

√
2√
πσ

·
∫ ∞

0

e−y2dy2,

= eN(Vδ−Dδ)

√
2√
πσ

·
∫ ∞

0

e−zdz,

=

√
2eN(Vδ−Dδ)

√
πσ

(9)
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where the third line is because ‖x − x∗‖ ≥ δ ⇒ f(x) ≤ Vδ, and the fifth line is by the
separability of a multivariate integral.

Since f is continuous, for ǫδ := f(x∗) − Dδ > 0 (because Vδ < f(x∗)), there exists
δ′ ∈ (0, δ) such that whenever ‖x− x∗‖ ≤ δ′,

f(x) ≥ f(x∗)− ǫδ = Dδ > Vδ. (10)

Using this result, we derive a lower bound for
∣∣∣∂HN (µ,σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣ when ‖µ‖ ≤ M and |µi − x∗
i | > δ.

∣∣∣∣
∂HN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣ =
1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x∈B(x∗ ;δ)

|xi − µi|e−NDδfN (x)e
− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 dx

=
1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x∈B(x∗ ;δ)

|xi − µi|e−
‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 eN(f(x)−Dδ)dx, since B(x∗; δ) ⊂ S,

≥ 1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x∈B(x∗ ;δ′)

|xi − µi|e−
‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 eN(f(x)−Dδ )dx

≥by (10) 1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x∈B(x∗ ;δ′)

(δ − δ′)e−
‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 dx

≥ 1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x∈B(x∗ ;δ′)

(δ − δ′)e−
M2

σ2 e−
‖x‖2

σ2 dx, ‖x− µ‖2 ≤ 2(‖x‖2 + ‖µ‖2),

≥ (δ − δ′)e−
M2

σ2 V (δ′, d, σ)
(11)

where the first equality is implied by the fact that xi −µi does not change sign as x travels
in B(x∗; δ) (this fact is because of |µi − x∗

i | > δ), and

V (δ′, d, σ) =
1

(
√
2π)dσd+2

∫

x∈B(x∗ ;δ′)

e−
‖x‖2

σ2 dx.

The positive number Nδ,σ,M is constructed by solving the following inequality for N ,
which involves the two bounds in (9) and (11).

√
2eN(Vδ−Dδ)

√
πσ

< (δ − δ′)e−
M2

σ2 V (δ′, d, σ).

The solution of this inequality is

N >

ln

(√
π√
2
(δ − δ′)e−

M2

σ2 V (δ′, d, σ)

)

Vδ −Dδ
,

where Vδ −Dδ < 0 and the numerator is negative for sufficiently large M > 0. Therefore,
whenever

N > Nδ,σ,M := max




0,

ln

(√
π√
2
(δ − δ′)e−

M2

σ2 V (δ′, d, σ)

)

Vδ −Dδ





,

we have
∣∣∣∣
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣ <
√
2eN(Vδ−Dδ)

√
πσ

< (δ − δ′)e−
M2

σ2 V (δ′, d, σ) <

∣∣∣∣
∂HN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣ . (12)
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When N > Nδ,σ,M , ‖µ‖ ≤ M , and µi > x∗
i + δ,

∂GN (µ, σ)

∂µi
=

∂HN (µ, σ)

∂µi
+

∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

=
1

(
√
2π)kσk+2

∫

x∈B(x∗;δ)

(xi − µi)e
− ‖x−µ‖2

2σ2 eN(f(x)−Dδ)dx+
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

= −
∣∣∣∣
∂HN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣+
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

<by (12) −
∣∣∣∣
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣
= 0,

(13)

where the third line is because the integrand of the first term is always negative in the
integration region.

On the other hand, when N > Nδ,σ,M , ‖µ‖ ≤ M , and µi < x∗
i − δ,

∂GN (µ, σ)

∂µi
=
∂HN (µ, σ)

∂µi
+

∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

=

∣∣∣∣
∂HN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣+
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

>by (12)
∣∣∣∣
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣−
∣∣∣∣
∂RN (µ, σ)

∂µi

∣∣∣∣
= 0.

(14)

Then, (13) and (14) imply the result in the theorem since ∂GN (µ,σ)
∂µi

and ∂FN (µ,σ)
∂µi

share the

same sign (see Eq. (8)).

7.2 STD-Homotopy

STD-Homotopy is a standard homotopy algorithm for optimization. It has a double-loop
mechanism. The inner loop updates the solution µt with a fixed scaling parameter σ until no
improvements of f(µt) are made, and the outer loop decays σ iteratively. In this algorithm,

the term ∇̂F (µ, σ) is an estimate of∇µEx∼N (µ,σId)[f(x)] = Ex∼N (µ,σId)[(x−µ)f(x)], which
is used to update µ.

7.3 ZO-SGD

The zeroth-order stochastic gradient ascent (ZO-SGD) is a max-version of [5, Equation (1)],
whose gradient estimate method is from [18].

7.4 Hyper-parameters

For experiments on the benchmark test functions (Table 5 and 6), the set of hyper-parameter
values with the smallest mean square error (averaged over the 100 experiments) between
the true and estimated solutions are selected.

For the image attacks (Table 7 and 8), for each set of the hyper-parameter candidate
values, we randomly choose 10 images to attack. The set with the highest average fitness
value (average over the 10 image attacks) will be selected.
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Algorithm 2: STD-Homotopy

Require: The maximum of iteration number Ttotal > 0, the initial scaling
parameter σ > 0, the objective f , the initial value µ0, the number K of sampled
points for gradient approximation, the maximum number Nσ of times σ gets
updated, the maximum Tµ of the number of times µ gets updated for each value
of σ, the tolerance number τ for no improvements of f(µt) for any fixed σ, the
decay factor γ ∈ (0, 1), and the learning rate αt > 0.
Result: µt1 - The approximated solution to (1).
t1 = 0, nσ = 0.
while t1 ≤ Ttotal and nσ < Nσ do

t = 0, I = True.
while t < Tµ and I == True and t1 ≤ Ttotal do

Independently and uniformly sample K points {vk}Kk=1 from the uniform
sphere in Rd. Compute xk := µt + σvk, for each k.
Compute the gradient estimate ∇̂F (µt, σ) =

1
K

∑K
k=1(xk − µt)f(xk).

µt+1 = µt + αt∇̂FN(µt, σ)/‖∇̂FN , σ(µt)‖.
if max{f(µt+1), f(µt), ..., f(µt−τ+1)} ≤ f(µt−τ) then

I = False.
end

t1 = t1 + 1, t = t+ 1.
end

σ = γσ, nσ = nσ + 1.
end

Return(µt1).

Algorithm 3: ZO-SGD

Require: The scaling parameter σ > 0, the objective f , the initial value µ0 ∈ Rd,
the number K of sampled points for gradient approximation, the total number T
of µ-updates, and the learning rate schedule {αt}Tt=1.
Result: µT - The approximated solution to (1).
for t from 0 to T-1 do

Independently and uniformly sample K points {vk}Kk=1 from the uniform sphere
in Rd.
Compute the gradient estimate

∇̂F (µt, σ) =
1

K

K∑

k=1

(f(µt + σvk)− f(µt))vkd

σ
.

µt+1 = µt + αt∇̂FN (µt, σ).
end

Return(µT ).
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Table 5: Hyper-parameters for Optimizing Ackley. The candidate set for learning rates
is L := {.1, .001}. The candidate set for smoothing parameters is S := {.1, 1.0, 2.0}. t1
in ZO-SLGHd and ZO-SLGHr is the initial scaling parameter. µ in ZO-AdaMM is the
scaling parameter. The set of candidate values that lead to the minimum mean square
error between the true solution and the found solution will be selected.

Selected Values Candidates (µ∗)

EPGS α0 = .1, N = 1, σ =
1.0.

N ∈ {1, 2, 3}, α0 ∈ L, σ ∈ S.

PGS α0 = .1, N = 20, σ =
1.0.

N ∈ {5, 10, 20, 30}, α0 ∈ L, σ ∈ S.

STD-Homotopy α = .1, γ = .8, σ =
2.0, Tµ = 500, τ =
100, Nσ = 10.

γ ∈ {.2, .5, .8}, α ∈ L, σ ∈ S.

ZO-SLGHd β = .001, η = .001,
t1 = 2.0, γ = .99

β ∈ {.1, .001}, η ∈ {.1, .01, .001}, t1 ∈
S, γ ∈ {.99, .95}.

ZO-SLGHr β = .001, t1 = 0.1,
γ = .995

β ∈ L, γ ∈ {.999, .995}, t1 ∈ S.

ZO-AdaMM β1 = .5, β2 = .5, α =
0.1, µ = 1.0.

α ∈ L, β1 ∈ {.5, .7, .9}, β2 ∈ {.1, .3, .5},
µ ∈ S

ZO-SGD α = .1, σ = 1.0. α ∈ L, µ ∈ S.
PSO1 and PSO2 c1 = .2, c2 = .8,, w =

.8.
c1, c2, w ∈ {.2, .5, .8}.

Table 6: Hyper-parameters for Optimizing Rosenbrock. The candidate set for learning
rates is L := {.2, .1, .01, .001, .0001}. The candidate set for smoothing parameters is S :=
{1.0, 2.0}. t1 in ZO-SLGHd and ZO-SLGHr is the initial scaling parameter. µ in ZO-
AdaMM is the scaling parameter. For EPGS and PGS, αt =

1,000α0

1,000+t
. The set of candidate

values that lead to the minimum mean square error between the true solution and the found
solution will be selected.

Selected Values Candidates (µ∗)

EPGS α0 = .2, N = 1, σ =
1.0.

N ∈ {1, 2, 3}, α0 ∈ L, σ ∈ S.

PGS α0 = .1, N = 1, σ =
1.0.

N ∈ {1, 3, 5}, α0 ∈ L, σ ∈ S.

STD-Homotopy α = .2, γ = .2, σ =
2.0,, Tµ = 500, τ =
100, Nσ = 10.

γ ∈ {.2, .5, .8}, α ∈ L, σ ∈ S.

ZO-SLGHd β = .0001, η = .001,
t1 = 2.0, γ = .999

β ∈ L, η ∈ {.1, .01, .001}, t1 ∈ S, γ ∈
{.99, .995, .999}.

ZO-SLGHr β = .0001, t1 = 2.0,
γ = .999.

β ∈ L, γ ∈ {.999, .995}, t1 ∈ S.

ZO-AdaMM β1 = .5, β2 = .5, α =
.2, µ = 2.0.

α ∈ L, β1 ∈ {.5, .7, .9}, β2 ∈ {.1, .3, .5},
µ ∈ S

ZO-SGD α = .001, σ = 2.0. α ∈ L, µ ∈ S.
PSO1 and PSO2 c1 = .2, c2 = .5,, w =

.8.
c1, c2, w ∈ {.2, .5, .8}.
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Table 7: Hyper-parameters for Figure-MNIST Attack. The candidate set for (initial)
smoothing parameters is S := {1.0, .1}. The hyper-parameter symbols for each algorithm
are the same as their source publications. For example, t1 in ZO-SLGHd and ZO-SLGHr
denotes the initial scaling parameter, µ in ZO-AdaMM is the scaling parameter, and α
denotes a constant learning rate. The number 784 equals the dimensional number d. It
appears in the candidate set since it is taken from [10], who performed similar experiments.
The set of candidate values that lead to the highest fitness (averaged over the 10 image
attackes) are be selected.

Selected Values Candidates (µ∗)

EPGS α = .1, N = .02, σ =
.1.

N ∈ {.01, .02, .03}, αt ∈ {.1, .05}, σ ∈
S.

STD-Homotopy α = .5, γ = .5, σ =
1.0,, Tµ = 500, τ =
100, Nσ = 10.

γ ∈ {.5, .8}, α ∈ {.5, .1}, σ ∈ S.

ZO-SLGHd β = 10−4, η = .001,
t1 = .1, γ = .995

β ∈ {1/784, 10−4, .1}, η ∈
{.1/784, 10−3}, t1 ∈ S, γ ∈
{.999, .995}.

ZO-SLGHr β = 10−4, t1 = .1, γ =
.995.

β ∈ {10−4, 1/784, .1}, γ ∈ {.999, .995},
t1 ∈ S.

ZO-AdaMM β1 = .9, β2 = .1, α =
.1, µ = .1.

α ∈ {100/784, .001, .1}, β1 ∈ {.5, .9},
β2 ∈ {.1, .3}, µ ∈ S

ZO-SGD α = 10−4, µ = .1. α ∈ {10−4, .1, 1/784}, µ ∈ S.

Table 8: Hyper-parameters for CIFAR-10 Attack. The candidate set for (initial) smoothing
parameters is S := {1.0, .1}. The symbols are the same as those in Table 7. The set of
candidate values that lead to the highest fitness (averaged over the 10 image attackes) are
be selected.

Selected Values Candidates (µ∗)

EPGS α = .1, N = .03, σ =
.1.

N ∈ {.02, .03, .04}, αt ∈ {.1, .05}, σ ∈
S.

STD-Homotopy α = .5, γ = .8, σ =
.1, Tµ = 300, τ = 100,
Nσ = 10.

γ ∈ {.5, .8}, α ∈ {.1, .5}, σ ∈ S.

ZO-SLGHd β = .01/3072, η =
10−5, t1 = 1.0, γ =
.999

β ∈ {.01/3072, .1}, η ∈
{10−4/784, 10−5}, t1 ∈ S,
γ ∈ {.995, .999}.

ZO-SLGHr β = .01/3072, t1 = .1,
γ = .995.

β ∈ {.01/3072, .1}, γ ∈ {.999, .995},
t1 ∈ S.

ZO-AdaMM β1 = .9, β2 = .1, α =
.1, µ = .1.

α ∈ {.5/3072, .001, .1}, β1 ∈ {.5, .9},
β2 ∈ {.1, .3}, µ ∈ S

ZO-SGD α = .01/3072, σ = .1. α ∈ {.01/3072, 10−4, .05}, σ ∈ S.
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