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PearSAN is a machine learning-assisted optimization algorithm applicable to inverse design problems with large design spaces, where
traditional optimizers struggle. The algorithm leverages a generative model’s latent space for rapid sampling and employs a Pearson
correlated surrogate model to predict the figure of merit of the true design metric. As a showcase example, PearSAN is applied to
thermophotovoltaic (TPV) metasurface design by matching the working bands between a thermal radiator and a photovoltaic cell.
PearSAN can work with any pretrained generative model with a discretized latent space, making it easy to integrate with VQ-VAEs
and binary autoencoders. Its novel Pearson correlational loss can be used as both a latent regularization method, similar to batch
and layer normalization, and as a surrogate training loss. We compare both to previous energy matching losses, which are shown to
enforce poor regularization and performance, even with upgraded affine parameters. PearSAN achieves a state-of-the-art maximum
design efficiency of ∼ 97% and is at least an order of magnitude faster than previous methods, with an improved maximum figure-
of-merit gain.

1 Introduction

With the impressive capabilities of modern generative models, including Generative Adversarial Net-
works (GANs) [1, 2], diffusion models [3–5], and Large Language Models [6–8], there is growing inter-
est in their application across various engineering domains. GANs and diffusion models have shown po-
tential for generating device designs with specific properties by integrating surrogate models in place of
large and complex simulations. Surrogate optimization algorithms can be applied to many engineering
challenges, such as topology optimization for mechanical or architectural components, novel 3D circuit
layouts, and predicting failure modes in intricate systems. These models make efficient use of synthetic
training datasets, helping reduce simulation costs and shorten design cycles [9–13].
In photonics and optoelectronics, the optimization of new compact planar devices and systems built on
optical metasurfaces is a nascent engineering problem [10,14–19]. Optical metasurfaces are subwavelength-
thin nanostructed films that have fine-tuned control over phase, amplitude, and polarization across vari-
ous wavelengths through a composition of optimized meta-atoms. Their unique properties have sparked
tremendous interest in tailoring metasurfaces for emerging applications in sensing [20–22], quantum in-
formation [11, 23], and renewable energy [24]. Traditional methods of generating optimal meta-atoms
for tailored metasurfaces requires computationally expensive gradient calculations in an exponentially
large design space, making direct optimization impractical [25]. Alternative to these approaches is la-
tent optimization [10, 15, 17], an ever-growing suite of machine learning-assisted optimization algorithms
that sample designs for optimization problems from a feature-rich, lower-dimensional latent space using
global search algorithms such as simulated annealing [26], stochastic gradient descent, Markov Chain
Monte Carlo [10, 11] or quantum-inspired optimizers [27]. Often these latent optimization algorithms
use a pretrained decoder and train a surrogate model to predict the figure-of-merit of a decoded design
solely from its latent vector. Then, optimizing the input to the surrogate model generates latent vectors,
which are decoded into designs with low loss and good figure-of-merit. The choice of surrogate model,
surrogate loss, latent space regularization, and surrogate optimizer is crucial for latent optimization per-
formance. For example, in the original bVAE-QUBO work [10], a pretrained binary variational autoen-
coder (bVAE) with Gumbel-Softmax reparameterization [28] created a categorical distribution over la-
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Figure 1: PearSAN starts with an initial dataset Z(0). The generated polynomial hϕ(τ)(z) is then used in variational
neural annealing to train the sampler qϕ(τ)(z) by minimizing its free energy Fϕ(τ)(t). The resultant latent vectors ẑ are
then stored in a database. The sampler is then evaluated through the pretrained decoder, which generates real samples
Dθ(ẑ). The samples’ efficiency is computed through a direct solver, represented by the grey area between the ideal and
resultant spectra. The efficiency f(Dθ(ẑ)), along with its corresponding sample, are also stored in the database. The
Pearson correlational loss is informed through the database, which constitutes an antitonic correlation between hϕ(τ)(z)
and f(Dθ(ẑ)). The resultant Pearson value is used to update the parameters of the surrogate model in the next iteration
ϕ(τ+1), and the process is repeated.

tent vectors, which generated meta-atom designs. Then, a surrogate QUBO model was trained on binary
vectors to predict the design efficiency of the generated designs using an energy matching (EM) loss.
Sampling the QUBO model using a hybrid quantum sampler generated latent vectors which were de-
coded into optimal designs through the pretrained decoder. Resampling and retraining refined the surro-
gate QUBO model, leading to better design efficiencies. As we address in this work, the FOM generated
throughout resampling was very noisy and weakly correlated through categorical regularization and EM
loss. Additionally, the hybrid quantum/classical sampler and simulated annealing used in bVAE-QUBO
can be replaced by faster recurrent neural networks through variational neural annealing, speeding up
surrogate sampling.
In this work, we address some limitations of previous latent optimization algorithms by introducing Pear-
son Correlated Surrogate Annealing (PearSAN) in Section 2.5. We demonstrate PearSAN on the ther-
mophotovoltaic (TPV) cell design problem by optimizing the working band of a thermal emitter to achieve
high overlap efficiency with the absorption band of an ideal photovoltaic cell. The only degree of free-
dom is the material topology of the thermal emitter composed of TiN distributed on a Si3N4 spacer.
By formalizing the latent optimization problem in Section 2.1 with Bayesian techniques, we introduce
an antitonic training objective, requiring antitonicity between our optimizer and a surrogate model, and
thus isotonicity with FOM, which are all fully satisfied with PearSAN. Isotonic or antitonic regressions
sit between a simple linear regression (enforcing linearity) and fully non-parametric methods (which make
no assumptions about the relationship’s shape). These approaches are particularly useful when the in-
trinsic physics suggests a monotonic relationship, but the exact form is unknown. The fundamental as-
sumption is that the relationship between the predictor and the response is monotonic, i.e., consistently
increasing (isotonic) or decreasing (antitonic).
First, we marginalize the latent distribution in the training objective over a pretrained deterministic de-
coder in Section 2.2, simplifying the isotonicity requirements. Then, we introduce variational neural an-
nealing [29] in Section 2.3 with a pseudo-boolean polynomial surrogate model to antitonically sample
the surrogate model, which has demonstrated significant performance benefits over simulated annealing
and other discrete global optimizers. Finally, we introduce the Pearson Correlated Surrogate Optimiza-
tion Loss (PearSOL) in Section 2.4 to enforce antitonicity between the surrogate model and the FOM
while improving on EM in both decoder regularization and surrogate model training. While PearSAN
and other latent optimization algorithms work with an unregularized, pretrained decoder, as evidence
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by bVAE-QUBO, we explore the use of EM and PearSOL for regularization 1. PearSOL only enforces
that a larger design FOM implies a larger surrogate model value of the corresponding latent vector, and
hence the more probable to be generated, i.e., a design’s probability is isotonic with its FOM, whereas
EM enforces that the surrogate model value of a design must be close to the FOM. We compare both
losses in Section 3 by optimizing meta-atoms for thermal emitters in a thermophotovoltaic cell, which
convert residual heat into usable electricity. We show that EM leads to weaker regularization through
KID, FID and Inception score, and worse optimization performance. PearSOL is less restrictive, leading
to better regularization and sampling quality.

2 Methods

2.1 Isotonic Latent Optimization

Consider a data space X sampled i.i.d. X = {x(i)}Ni=1 where each point x(i) has a figure-of-merit (FOM)
value f(x(i)). Our goal is to train a generative model pθ with variational parameters θ to sample new
data x̂ ∼ pθ(x̂) that optimizes the expected FOM f(·), i.e.,

argmax
θ

Ex̂∼pθ(x̂)[f(x̂)]. (1)

Since the advent of variational autoencoders [30, 31], many generative models rely on extracting data
features into a low-dimensional latent space Z with latent variables z ∈ Z [5]. Then, the new data is
sampled directly from the latent space Z using a conditional decoder x̂ ∼ pθ(x̂|z). To leverage latent
sampling for optimization, we express pθ(x̂) =

∑
z pθ(x̂|z)qϕ(z) with a latent sampler qϕ(z) and latent

variational parameters ϕ. Then, we rewrite Eq. 1 as a latent optimization problem

argmax
θ,ϕ

Ez∼qϕ(z)[Ex̂∼pθ(x̂|z)[f(x̂)]]. (2)

This splits our model pθ into a latent optimization sampler qϕ and a decoder pθ(x̂|z). Rather than train
the decoder being aware of the latent sampler’s optimization distribution qϕ [17], which can lead to sam-
pling an unnormalized distribution at each gradient step [32] and meticulous fine-tuning problems [8], we
train the latent sampler to produce optimal latent vectors under a pretrained “optimization-agnostic”
decoder pθ(x̂|z). 2

The optimal latent sampler qϕ would solve Eq. 1 by producing the latent vector for a decoded design
with the maximal FOM with probability 1, however this is generally infeasible to accomplish in practice
because of the typically exponentially large latent space [33]. Instead, we only make the weak assump-
tion that our model pθ produces samples whose probability is (strictly) isotonic3 with the FOM values
over the design space. We say that pθ is (strictly) isotonic with f over X , i.e., f(x̂) ≺+

X pθ(x̂), to mean
that for each pair of points (x̂(i), x̂(j)) ∈ X × X we have 4

f(x̂(i)) < f(x̂(j)) =⇒ pθ(x̂
(i)) < pθ(x̂

(j)). (3)

By Eq. 3, the model will assign larger probability to samples with larger FOM values. With the fixed
decoder pθ(x̂|z), we expand the marginal of pθ in Eq. 3 to obtain f(x̂) ≺+

X
∑

z[pθ(x̂|z)qϕ(z)]. As
we will show, to isotonically couple the latent sampler qϕ to f(x̂), we pick a sampler qϕ that produces
samples with probability isotonic to a surrogate function hϕ(z), i.e., hϕ(z) ≺+

Z qϕ(z) over the latent
space Z. Then, we train the latent sampler’s surrogate function hϕ to be isotonic with f with respect to

1This still means that the pretrained decoder is “optimization-agnostic” because the prior on the latent vectors for the decoder are not opti-
mizing the objective throughout training.

2In principle, one could apply PearSAN or other latent optimization techniques to any pretrained decoder if its latent space is discrete. Fu-
ture work will focus on the continuous case.

3That is, the larger the FOM the more probable the design.
4For minimization problems, we use f(x̂) ≺−

X pθ(x̂) to denote antitonic relationships f(x̂(i)) < f(x̂(j)) =⇒ pθ(x̂
(i)) > pθ(x̂

(j)).
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2.2 Pretrained Deterministic Decoder

Algorithm 1 PearSAN with Pretrained Decoder

1: Require: Initial dataset Z(0) = {z(i)}
2: Require: Pretrained decoder D : Z → X
3: Require: Figure-of-merit f : X → R
4: Require: Iterations τmax.
5: for τ ∈ [0, ..., τmax − 1] do
6: F (τ) ← {f(D(z(i))) : ∀z(i) ∈ Z(τ)}
7: H(τ) ← {hϕ(τ)(z(i)) : ∀z(i) ∈ Z(τ)}
8: hϕ(τ) ← LPearSOL(F

(τ), H(τ)) (Train surrogate model)

9: Ẑ(τ) ← min(hϕ(τ)(T )) (Train and sample throughout VCA)

10: Z(τ+1) ← Z(τ) ∪ Ẑ(τ) (Update Dataset)
11: end for
12: Output: Optimized design X(τmax) = {Dθ(z

(i)) : z(i) ∈ Z(τmax)}.

a marginal over the latent space to achieve

f(x̂) ≺+
X

∑
z

[pθ(x̂|z)hϕ(z)]

≺+
X

∑
z

[pθ(x̂|z)qϕ(z)]. (4)

Training qϕ and hϕ under these isotonic conditions is difficult because the decoder is often optimization-
agnostic, meaning it isn’t a priori trained to favor designs with large FOM, making it easy to break the
isotone requirement in the worst case. However, if the pretrained decoder is deterministic, as is often the
case, then we can marginalize Eq. 4 to be more tractable.

2.2 Pretrained Deterministic Decoder

In practice, decoders pθ(x̂|z) are often deterministic, meaning a fixed model Dθ produces a single de-
sign from each latent vector, i.e., Dθ(z) ≡ x̂. The deterministic decoder distribution can be rewritten
as pθ(x̂|z) = P (x̂ = Dθ(z)) which is 1 for the decoded design and 0 for all other designs. Using this fact,
we marginalize over z to reduce Eq. 4 to

f(x̂) ≺+
X hϕ(D−1(x̂)) ≺+

X qϕ(D−1(x̂))

⇐⇒ f(D(ẑ)) ≺+
Z hϕ(ẑ) ≺+

Z qϕ(ẑ), (5)

where D−1
θ is the inverse of Dθ. The deterministic decoder has the benefit of coupling the figure-of-merit

directly to the latent sampler through the surrogate model.
Our focus is now on realizing the isotonic conditions in Eq. 5. by 1) choosing a distribution qϕ that is
isotonic with a trainable surrogate model hϕ and 2) enforcing that the surrogate model hϕ is isotonic
with the FOM values, i.e., f(x̂) ≺+

X hϕ(z), both of which are satisfied with PearSAN.

2.3 Variational Neural Annealing

The most popular samplers qϕ which aim to produce samples isotonic with a surrogate function are Markov
Chain Monte Carlo [11], simulated annealing [26], quantum samplers [34], and more recently variational
neural annealing [29]. Inspired by statistical mechanics, these samplers are antitonic to an energy model
hϕ(z) ≺−

Z qϕ(z) where Z = {0, 1}n and hϕ is given by a pseudo-boolean polynomial,

hϕ(z) =
∑
s⊆n

ϕs

∏
i∈s

zi

=
∑
i

ϕizi +
∑
i<j

ϕi,jzizj +
∑
i<j<k

ϕi,j,kzizjzk.... (6)

4



2.4 Pearson Surrogate Optimization Loss (PearSOL)

typically representing the potential interactions between spin sites [35], superconducting rings [34], etc.
To construct qϕ(z), we implement variational classical annealing (VCA), a variant of variational neural
annealing. VCA uses recurrent neural networks (RNNs) to sample hϕ(z) with better practical conver-
gence compared to Markov Chain Monte Carlo and simulated annealing [29], as we corroborate in Ap-
pendix 9. RNNs are widely used for generating sequential data, such as language modeling [36], anomaly
detection [37], and biometric authentication [38] through autoregression. The RNN’s structure is mod-
eled after the chain rule of probability, where the output joint probability distribution qϕ(z) can be ex-
pressed as

qϕ(z) = qϕ(z1)qϕ(z2|z1) . . . qϕ(zN |zN−1, . . . , z1). (7)

Each bit zi in the latent vector z is generated by a conditional probability statement qϕ(zi|z1, ..., zi−1)
following a Bernoulli distribution. VCA works through minimizing the sampler’s variational free energy

Gϕ(t) = Ez∼qϕ(z)[hϕ(z)]− T (t)S(qϕ), (8)

where T (t) is a temperature parameter that is decreased through the annealing process from a large
T (0) = T0 to 0, and S(qϕ) = −

∑
z qϕ(z) log(qϕ(z)) is the entropy. We approximate the variational free

energy at temperature T as

Gϕ(T ) ≈
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

hϕ(z
(i)) + T log(qϕ(z

(i))), (9)

by taking Ns discrete samples drawn from the RNN, i.e., z(i) ∼ qϕ. The T log(qϕ(z
(i))) term has the

effect of enforcing more randomness in the state evolution during the beginning of training with a high
T , allowing the model to escape local minima and increasing the entropy throughout the annealing pro-
cess. As T decreases, analogous to simulated annealing, the model is less likely to exhibit large, random
changes of state, favoring to minimize the surrogate function, implying that hϕ(z) ≺−

Z qϕ(z).
To allow for the antitonicity of VCA, we replace the isotonic relations in Eq. 5 with antitonic relations
while still maintaining the overall objective, i.e.,

f(D(ẑ)) ≺−
Z hϕ(z) (10)

hϕ(z) ≺−
Z qϕ(z) (11)

=⇒ f(Dθ(ẑ)) ≺+
Z qϕ(z), (12)

where Eq. 11 is satisfied by using VCA. To enforce Eq. 10, we introduce PearSOL.

2.4 Pearson Surrogate Optimization Loss (PearSOL)

Training an antitonic surrogate model typically involves modifying the energy matching (EM) loss, which
uses a pairwise L-norm loss function [10], e.g.,

LEM(F,H) =
∑
i

∥Fi − (−Hi)∥22 , (13)

where F = {f(Dθ(z
(i)))}ni=1 represents the set of decoded FOMs and H = {hϕ(z

(i))}ni=1 represents the
latent vector energies. EM minimizes the difference between −H(i) and F (i), thus achieving antitonicity,
but L-norm loss can be overly sensitive in less-explored regions and unnecessarily penalizes small differ-
ences. To overcome these issues and enforce antitonicity, we propose using Pearson correlation [39,40]:

LPearson(F,H) =

∑
i(Fi − F )(Hi −H)

ŜF ŜH

(14)

where H and ŜH are the mean and standard deviation of H, and F and ŜF are defined similarly for F .
By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, LPearson(F,H) ∈ [−1, 1], with +1 or −1 indicating perfect isotonic or
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2.5 PearSAN Overview
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Figure 2: Thermophotovoltaic Cells: The TPV cells considered in our showcase problem correspond to the samples
Dθ(z) generated by the pretrained decoder, and consist of a thermal emitter and photovoltaic cell. The thermal emitter
converts thermal energy into photons, and the photovoltaic cell generates electricity from these photons within a specific
wavelength. Each thermal emitter consists of 3 layers: a 120nm titanium nitride plasmonic antenna, a 30nm silion nitride
spacer, and a 280nm wide titanium nitride back reflector, as shown in the 3D cross-section. The topology of each ther-
mal emitter determines its radiation spectrum, which ideally falls solely within the working band of the photovoltaic. The
generated thermal emitter efficiencies are assessed either through a regression model-based VGGNet during training and
FDTD simulation after sampling. The grey area on the graph indicates the working band, and the darker area underneath
the spectra curve shows the efficiency f(D(z)) of the cell.

antitonic correlations, respectively (See Appendix 6). Our goal is to achieve a Pearson correlation of −1,
achieving antitonicity f(D(z)) ≺−

Z hϕ(z). In practice, gradient convergence requires hyperparameter
tuning and a supplementary inverse logistic curve (see Appendix 7).
To improve the antitonicity and the lower-energy distribution of points, we impose an additional regu-
larization loss in the form of an average energy loss LAvg(H) = H which simply minimizes the average
energy. However, to ensure that the surrogate model’s parameters remain near 1 and maintain the norm
of hϕ, we add a regularization term LNorm, lest LAvg is satisfied through exploding negative energy func-
tion parameters. Our full PearSOL function reads,

LPearSOL = λaLPearson + λbLAvg + λcLNorm, (15)

with hyperparameters λa, λb, λc and each loss implicitly using H and F where appropriate.

2.5 PearSAN Overview

PearSAN is especially effective when the initial dataset X(0) is updated with new designs generated by
the decoder, allowing the surrogate model to retrain on the FOM from the new designs. We denote the
current iteration with τ and the total iterations with τmax. As outlined in Alg. 1, we begin by sampling
an initial set of latent vectors Z(0) = {z(i)} either via an encoder z(i) ∼ E(x(i)) : x(i) ∈ X(0) or some prior
z(i) ∼ q(z). Each iteration begins by training a polynomial surrogate model hϕ(τ) (Eq. 6) to optimize the

PearSOL over Z(τ), LPearSOL(F
(τ), H(τ)) where

H(τ) = {hϕ(τ)(z(i)) : z(i) ∈ Z(τ)} (16)

F (τ) = {f(Dθ(z
(i))) : z(i) ∈ Z(τ)}, (17)

and Dθ is a pretrained, deterministic decoder Dθ(z) with a discrete latent space. Then, we train a RNN
qϕ(τ) to antitonically sample the surrogate model hϕτ using VCA by minimizing Eq. 9. As evidenced by
the success of dropout, score matching and diffusion models, adding noise throughout training can pro-
mote exploration and larger accuracy in lower-probability regions of the latent space. For VCA, the high
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KID ↓ FID ↓ Inception Score ↑
EM 0.067 54.67 1.99

PearSOL 0.063 52.57 2.04

Table 1: Comparison of two bAEs, one regularized with EM and one with PearSOL, across KID, FID, and Inception Score
metrics. Scores are computed using 20,000 unique vectors generated from a complete VCA traversal.

temperature T = T0 noisy sampling at the beginning of training operates to both aid the annealing pro-
cess and increase the breadth of sampled latent vectors. Therefore, we accumulate latent vectors Ẑ(τ)

throughout the noisy VCA steps to allow the surrogate model to learn both breadth and depth of the
latent space’s relation to the FOM. Practically, we set an epoch cutoff Nthresh, before collecting latent
vectors for training to exclude vectors generated at excessively high temperatures which are less respon-
sive to hϕ(τ) . We accumulate the new latent vectors Ẑ(τ) = {ẑ(i)} : ẑ ∼ qϕ(τ)(ẑ) and construct a new

dataset Z(τ+1) = Z(τ) ∪ Ẑ(τ). We repeat this procedure a total of τmax times.

3 Experimental Setup and Results

To empirically test PearSAN, we compare the reported designs and runtimes against existing optimiza-
tion methods for the TPV design problem. Additionally, we perform an ablation study to understand
the importance of PearSOL for PearSAN. We demonstrate that for both regularizing a decoder during
pretraining and training a surrogate model, PearSOL is favorable to EM. For all loss function compar-
isons, we use the same hyperparameters, TPV unit cell dataset, architectures for the binary autoencoder
(bAE) and RNN, and optimizer temperature schedule. In Appendix 5.2, we attempt to upgrade EM
with positive affine parameters over the surrogate model to help EM yield similar results to PearSOL.
However, we find that the affine parameters make training worse, likely due to fine tuning difficulties.
These of training and superior quality in both decoder scores and optimization quality reinforces our
choice of PearSOL for PearSAN.

3.1 TPV Optimization Setup

We consider the problem of unit-cell topology optimization of thermal emitters for thermophotovoltaics
(TPVs), demonstrated in Fig. 2. TPVs generate electricity from thermal radiation, but they are and are
currently able to achieve efficiencies of around 40% [10, 41]. As conventional power generation techniques
waste a large amount of heat to the environment, TPVs provide a convenient method of capturing this
residual heat and converting it to useable electricity [24]. TPVs contain a thermal emitter that converts
heat into photons, with the primary goal of emitting the highest percentage of photons within the work-
ing band wavelength of the photovoltaic (PV) cell [42]. We consider gallium antimonide PV cells, with a
working band from λmin = 0.5µm to λmax = 1.7µm. We focus on the optimization of a thermal emitter
topology with a titanium nitride plasmonic antenna, 30nm silicon nitride spacer, and titanium nitride
back reflector. The configuration of air and raised antenna determines the spectral emissivity.
Each TPV unit cell design, denoted as x ∈ {0, 1}64×64, is represented by a 64 × 64 binary grid where 1
corresponds to a raised TiN antenna, and 0 corresponds to an air gap. A binary autoencoder (bAE) is
pretrained, as described in Appendix 8, using a dataset of 12,000 topology-optimized designs constructed
through costly adjoint optimization methods [17]. The initial latent vector dataset Z(0) is generated by
sampling from the bAE encoder, i.e., z(i) ∼ Bernoulli(E(x(i))) (see Appendix 8). For evaluating the fig-
ure of merit (FOM) f(x), we use a fast, pretrained VGGNet regression model, and note that the output
FOM is unnormalized, hence plots are not scaled to 1.
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3.2 Impact of Regularization

3.2 Impact of Regularization

We assess the effectiveness of PearSOL and EM in regularizing the latent space of the bAE. As outlined
in Appendix 8, regularization, while not strictly necessary for PearSAN’s operation, helps improve sam-
ple quality by avoiding overfitting during training. To evaluate regularization performance, we employ
standard GAN evaluation metrics such as KID [43], FID [44], and Inception Score [45].
KID and FID measure the discrepancy between the features of generated and real datasets using a pre-
trained neural network, with KID being less sensitive to sample size, making it preferable given our rela-
tively small dataset of 12,000 designs. Inception Score evaluates the quality of generated samples by as-
sessing their distinctiveness and diversity using a classification model [46]. As shown in Table 1, Pear-
SOL outperforms EM in all metrics, indicating its ability to generalize across unseen regions of the la-
tent space better than EM.
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Figure 3: Retraining performance for PearSOL and EM: (a) Average sampled FOM over 10 retraining iterations, (b) FOM
histogram of all decoded vectors from the last iteration, (c) Comparison of FOM between vectors generated by PearSOL
and the original dataset (unnormalized VGGnet FOM), (d) Regularization performance of PearSOL versus EM.

3.3 Retraining Procedure

We consider τmax = 10 iterations of PearSAN and a sampling epoch threshold at Nthresh = 20 for VCA,
as indicated by convergence plots in Figure 9. For each retraining iteration, we average the FOM of all
accumulated vectors across 10 experiments, excluding the first iteration where the surrogate model is
under-trained due to random initialization. Figure 3 (a) shows that PearSOL consistently outperforms
EM 5 for all retraining iterations, achieving an average of 92.31% VGG-predicted efficiency on the final

5We use PearSOL as a regularization function in a bAE for both methods due to both models performing better as elaborated upon further
in Figure 5.
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3.4 Comparison with Previous Methods

Method Efficiency (%) ↑ Time per 100 designs (hours) ↓ Designs per minute ↑
Direct Topology Optimization [15] 92.00 164 0.0102
AAE + VGGNet [15] 95.50 0.0333 50.1
AAE + TO* [15] 97.90 54 0.031
AAE + DE [17] 95.90 23.33 0.0714
AAE + rDE [17] 96.40 23.33 0.0714
bVAE-QUBO [10] 96.70 0.30 5.556
PearSAN (PearSOL) 97.02 0.0033 501.10

Table 2: Comparison of PearSAN (PearSOL) with previous optimization methods in terms of design efficiency and sam-
pling time. The proposed method shows a significant speed improvement while achieving the highest efficiency outside of
AAE+TO. However, AAE+TO and Direct Topology Optimization used FDTD simulations to perform adjoint optimiza-
tion for fine-tuning and not the VGG model used in most other methods.

retraining iteration τmax − 1, versus energy matching with an average of 80.74%. In the experiment of
Figure 3 (b), we conduct a Welch two sample t-test comparing the mean FOM values from the final it-
eration τmax of PearSOL (85.81%) versus EM (79.08%), finding that PearSOL significantly outperformed
EM (t(607375) = 203.51, p < 2.2 × 10−16). Furthermore, we consider both losses on two bAEs, one
regularized with PearSOL and one with EM loss with affine parameters in Figure 5. We find that both
models perform better utilizing the PearSOL-trained bAE, further corroborating our expectations from
Table 1. In Figure 5 (a), we find that EM loss during retraining with EM regularization performed es-
pecially poorly, worsening in average FOM output during the retraining process. Additionally, EM with
PearSOL regularization demonstrated significant variance and produced a bimodal distribution in Figure
5 (b) (for further discussion, see Appendix 5.2). In Figure 3 (c), we show how our technique significantly
improves upon the quality of our dataset (mean 92.32% versus 60.54%).

3.4 Comparison with Previous Methods

We compare PearSAN’s efficiency against previous methods such as direct topology optimization [15],
AAE+TO, AAE+VGGNet [15], AAE+DE, AAE+rDE [17] and bVAE-QUBO [10]. To generate the op-
timal design for PearSAN, we took the 100 best designs from the best run of PearSAN with PearSOL
and simulated them using the same finite different time domain methods as the other techniques. While
previous methods evaluated 100 designs over several hours, our PearSAN model evaluated 100 designs in
just 0.0033 hours, showing a significant improvement in efficiency and sampling speed. PearSOL achieved
the highest efficiency of 97.02%, outperforming all prior approaches which were limited by the VGGnet
for predicting the FOM 6. It should be noted that AAE+TO had direct access to FDTD calculations
throughout training [17], whereas PearSAN had access to only the VGGnet. Comparing PearSAN to
AAE+VGGnet, which is equivalent to AAE+TO except with the VGGnet, reveals that PearSAN may
outperform AAE+TO either given a better FOM approximation network or direct access to FDTD sim-
ulations.
PearSAN’s efficiency and speed are orders of magnitude better than previous approaches, as shown in
Table 2. This is likely due to the algorithmic performance improvements rather than hardware alone,
though further study is required for a fair comparison of hardware advancements.

4 Conclusion and Outlook

In this work, we introduced PearSAN, a novel machine learning-assisted optimization algorithm for in-
verse design problems with large parameter spaces, as exemplified by our showcase example of optimiz-
ing the metasurface unit-cell design for thermophotovoltaics (TPVs). By pairing Pearson Surrogate
Optimization Loss (PearSOL) regularization with Variational Classical Annealing (VCA) sam-
pling, PearSAN leverages a discretized latent space (e.g., from VQ-VAEs or binary autoencoders) to gen-

6We include a precision of 10−2 for comparison purposes even though fabrication will introduce errors of ±5%
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4.1 Future Directions
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Figure 4: Comparing first principal component vectors and densities of Pearson Correlation and Energy Matching

erate improved designs while drastically reducing optimization time. The core contribution of PearSAN
is the use of PearSOL as both a latent regularization method, similar to batch and layer normalization,
and as a surrogate training loss. We compare both use cases with previous energy matching losses, which
are shown to enforce poor regularization and performance, even with upgraded affine parameters. After
10 retraining iterations, we find that our PearSOL outperforms EM by VGG-predicted average FOM,
(92.31% vs. 80.74%), and measures of generative quality, including KID, FID, and inception score. Ad-
ditionally, we introduce an application of VCA and demonstrate its efficacy compared to SA in both
convergence across annealing steps and ability to sample large datasets from the probabilities of the RNN.
Our results demonstrate that PearSAN achieves a state-of-the-art maximum design efficiency of ∼ 97%,
with a mean value of ∼ 71%. Compared to other methods, PearSAN is shown to be at least an order of
magnitude faster, yielding both better generative performance metrics (e.g., KID, FID, Inception Score)
and improved maximum figure of merit scores.
In short, PearSAN’s blend of surrogate modeling and annealing-based sampling provides a pow-
erful framework for high-dimensional, non-trivial design challenges. Its speed, flexibility, and high design
quality make it a promising tool for accelerating innovation in renewable energy technologies, quantum
information platforms, and beyond.

4.1 Future Directions

While we demonstrate PearSAN with a quadratic Boolean energy function, different physics-inspired en-
ergy models (e.g., Blume-Capel, Potts, or higher-order polynomials) may offer richer representations of
the design space. Additionally, PearSAN can be adapted to continuous latent spaces (e.g., with a sim-
ple multilayer perceptron and the Adam optimizer [47].) Beyond autoregressive models for VCA, explor-
ing different latent-space optimizers or advanced neural architectures such as State Space Machines [48]
could further accelerate convergence. Beyond the TPV problem, the application of PearSAN to various
nanophotonic device design tasks, such as quantum information and sensing, will help elucidate its gen-
erality and performance benefits.

Supporting Information
Supporting Information is available from the Wiley Online Library or from the author.

5 PearSOL vs EM

5.1 Pearson Correlation vs Energy Matching

Based on the set of latent vectors that represent the original thermal emitter designs, we use Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) to compare Pearson Correlation and EM. Firstly, we determine the nature

10



5.2 PearSOL vs EM with Affine Parameters

of the correlation in both methods by analyzing the data’s first principal components. The first principal
component of the Pearson correlation is -0.063, and that of EM is -0.821. The negative values for both
methods indicate an inverse (and thus, negative) correlation between the FOM and the energy. We then
determine the correlation by finding the explained variance ratio between the first and second principal
components of the data, i.e., e2

e1
where e1 is the first component and e2 is the second. A tighter correla-

tion between components indicates that the first component captures a significantly larger proportion
of the total variance, suggesting that the data is closely clustered around the first component. In the
Pearson correlation, the first component explains 99.99% of the variance while the second component ex-
plains 0.0087% of the variance. Therefore, the first principal component explains an exceptionally high
percentage of the variance compared to the second component. Conversely in EM, the first component
explains 88.49% of the variance while the second component explains 11.51% of the variance. This evi-
dently shows that the Pearson correlation establishes a stronger correlation between FOM and energy as
opposed to EM.

5.2 PearSOL vs EM with Affine Parameters

We test whether adding positive variational affine parameters to the surrogate model, i.e., h̃ϕ(z) = ϕαhϕ(z)+
ϕβ, helps EM improve its latent optimization performance. The variance of reported FOM dramatically
increases without a significant gain in FOM. Comparing affine EM with PearSOL in Figure 5, we see a
similar trend. For both EM-affine experiments, one regularized with EM and one with PearSOL, EM ei-
ther dramatically increases its variance (PearSOL regularized) or the FOM quality suffers (EM regular-
ized). Due to the results in Figure 6, we conclude that it is better for EM to not use variational affine
parameters. We expect the poor performance is likely due to increased difficulty of training ϕα. The gra-
dient of the other parameters is also proportional to ϕα, resulting in greater variance in the gradient mak-
ing convergence difficult. Even still, fine-tuning ϕα likely remains a challenging task.

6 Pearson Correlation Isotonicity

Consider a sample set {(x1, y1), ...(xn, yn)} where xi, yi ∈ R given by evaluating the function f : x → y.
Strict isotonicity is given by I(x̂) ≺+

X f(x̂) :

xi < xj =⇒ f(xi) < f(xj)

⇐⇒ xi < xj =⇒ yi < yj, (18)

where I is the identity. Given two samples i, j, we can determine if strict isotonicity holds with an indi-
cator,

m(i, j) = (xj < xi and yj < yi) or (xj > xi and yj > yi). (19)

We know f is strictly isotonic if the differences along both axes, (xi − xj) = ∆x and (yi − yj) = ∆y, have
the same parity, i.e.,

∆x∆y > 0 ⇐⇒ m(i, j) = True, (20)

which can be seen in Fig. 7. This gives us a natural way to enforce isotonicity through the differentiable
function

γ(X, Y ) =
1

N2

∑
i,j

(xi − xj)(yi − yj)

σXσY

. (21)

If f is variational, then f can learn to be isotonic by maximizing γ(X, Y ). However, γ(X, Y ) is a point-
wise function that scales O(N2). Instead, we use the Pearson correlation

ρ(X, Y ) =
1

N

∑
i

(xi − X̄)(yi − Ȳ )

σXσY

, (22)
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Figure 5: We compare PearSOL and EM (EM) regularization and surrogate model training with additional learnable affine
parameters for EM. (a) Average VGGnet FOM Sampled from EM Regularized bAE and a PearSOL regularized bAE. (b)
Histograms of the last training iteration from experiments in (a).

which can be shown to have bounded error with γX,Y and only require O(N) calculations. By expanding
each summation, one can show that

1

(n− 1)
|ρ(X, Y )− γ(X, Y )| = |Cov(X, Y )|

σXσY

≤ 1 (23)

where the inequality is given by Cauchy-Schwarz, i.e., |Cov(X, Y )| ≤ σXσY .

7 Pearson Correlational Loss

Within the PearSOL, the Pearson correlation LPearson is input into a supplemental inverse logistic curve:

L̃Pearson = log
( 0.5(LPearson + 1)

1− 0.5(LPearson + 1)

)
. (24)

This choice ensures that the gradient approaches infinity

lim
ρxy→−1

∇L̃Pearson =∞, (25)
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regardless of the weight λ chosen during training. In our experiments, we find that utilization of this
curve consistently resulted in Pearson correlation coefficients closer to -1 as compared to no curve or the
less rewarding logarithmic curve:

L̃Pearson = − log(0.5(1− LPearson)). (26)

8 Binary Autoencoder Details

8.1 Binary Autoencoder

Because VCA samples a polynomial energy function over a binary space, we consider a binary autoen-
coder (bAE) to pre-train a decoder over a binary latent space. The bAE encoder E(x) generates a Bernoulli
distribution E(x)i = P (zi = 1). After sampling zi = Bernoulli(E(x)i), a deterministic decoder Dθ(z) con-
structs a new sample x̂. To train the bAE, we use the objective function

LbAE = λ1||x− x̂||22 + λ2LPerceptual + λ3LReg, (27)

which is a linear combination between standard mean-squared-error loss, the perceptual loss LPerceptual

[49]7, and either the EM or PearSOL losses LReg which we now introduce. For more details on our im-
plementation, see Appendix 8.
The dataset is symmetric under reflections about the the x and y axes. Hence, we only train on one quad-
rant of each design and use the reflection symmetry to regenerate the complete designs after sampling.
We construct a binary autoencoder with residual blocks [50], attention layers [6], and sigmoid linear units
[51]. The encoder utilizes 2D maxpooling operations to halve spatial dimensions and the decoder uses
2D transposed convolutions to double spatial dimensions. Residual blocks are implemented with two
convolution operations and one skip connection from the input to the output. Following Vaswani et al.
[6], we utilize scaled dot-product attention, implemented as:

Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax(
QK⊺

√
dk

)V. (28)

Each model contains 4.2 million parameters, not including the surrogate energy function, and the mod-
els are trained for 10,000 epochs over the TPV dataset. We utilize Purdue University’s Gilbreth cluster,
training each model with 12 NVIDIA A30 GPUs in parallel, with each model taking ≈ 15 hours.
We find that we can achieve adequate reconstruction quality with a latent space of size 64, whereas [10]
utilized a size of 256.

7Hyperparameter weights used in experiments listed in tabl 3.
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Hyperparameter Value

λ1 (MSE) 0.6
λ2 (Perceptual) 0.025
λ3 (Correlation) 1e-3
λa (Pearson) 10.0

λb (Energy average) 0.01
λc (Norm) 10.0

Table 3: Hyperparameters used for joint training of bAE and energy function.

9 Annealing Implementations

Alternative to VCA, we implement simulated annealing as an alternative latent optimizer. Starting at
initial temperature T (0) = 1, we linearly decreasing the temperature to T (n) = 0 over n iterations. We
randomly initialize starting state s0, and for each annealing iteration, we randomly flip a single bit to
produce candidate s′, and we calculate the acceptance probability according to the Metropolis-Hastings
rule:

A(s′|st) = min
(
1, exp

{E(st)− E(s′)

T (t)

})
. (29)

In our comparison to VCA, we set n = 200 for both methods and maintain the same linear tempera-
ture schedule. For our VCA implementation, we calculate the variational free energy loss by drawing
Ns = 50 discrete samples from the model probabilities. We transition to the next state after each gra-
dient descent step.

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Transition Steps

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

1

Av
er

ag
e 

En
er

gy

Average Energy of Solutions versus Transition Steps
VCA with Tensorized RNN
VCA with Simple RNN
SA

Figure 9: Comparison of VCA with tensorized layers, VCA with concatenation layers, and SA across second order polyno-
mial surrogate model trained through correlational loss. Whereas Hibat-Allah et al. [29] find in their applications that the
tensorized RNN exhibits better convergence, we observe similar behavior between tensorized and concatenation operations.
Both forms of VCA converge significantly faster than SA. The VCA models are implemented with 1D RNNs, and VCA
and SA models use the same linear temperature schedule, decreasing from 1 to 0 over the training iterations.

We additionally compare concatenation-based VCA, tensorized VCA, and SA in Figure 9, finding that
both forms of VCA demonstrate far superior convergence to SA; however, with our surrogate model, the
concatenation-based and tensorized VCA models performed similarly, contrasting the findings by Hi-
bat et al., demonstrating superior results of tensorized RNN cells on a uniform ferromagnetic Ising chain
model.
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10 Retraining Procedure Further Details

In our retraining procedure, we alternate between training the surrogate model to predict FOM from
vectors and using VCA to discover new latent vectors, where we calculate their decoded efficiencies and
append the vector-efficiency pair to the existing dataset.

Hyperparameter Value

τmax 10
Nthresh 20

Surrogate Model Retraining Epochs 300
VCA Iterations 100

Surrogate Model Learning Rate 1e-5
VCA Learning Rate 5e-4

EM affine parameter lr 1e-3
EM and PearSOL lr 1e-5

Table 4: Hyperparameter values used in the retraining procedure.
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