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Abstract

Recent advancements in Zero-shot Neural Architecture
Search (NAS) highlight the efficacy of zero-cost proxies in
various NAS benchmarks. Several studies propose the au-
tomated design of zero-cost proxies to achieve SOTA per-
formance but require tedious searching progress. Further-
more, we identify a critical issue with current zero-cost
proxies: they aggregate node-wise zero-cost statistics with-
out considering the fact that not all nodes in a neural net-
work equally impact performance estimation. Our observa-
tions reveal that node-wise zero-cost statistics significantly
vary in their contributions to performance, with each node
exhibiting a degree of uncertainty. Based on this insight,
we introduce a novel method called Parametric Zero-Cost
Proxies (ParZC) framework to enhance the adaptability of
zero-cost proxies through parameterization. To address the
node indiscrimination, we propose a Mixer Architecture
with Bayesian Network (MABN) to explore the node-wise
zero-cost statistics and estimate node-specific uncertainty.
Moreover, we propose DiffKendall as a loss function to di-
rectly optimize Kendall’s Tau coefficient in a differentiable
manner so that our ParZC can better handle the discrepan-
cies in ranking architectures. Comprehensive experiments
on NAS-Bench-101, 201, and NDS demonstrate the superi-
ority of our proposed ParZC compared to existing zero-shot
NAS methods. Additionally, we demonstrate the versatility
and adaptability of ParZC by transferring it to the Vision
Transformer search space.

1. Introduction

Deep learning has become indispensable in computer vi-
sion and natural language processing, with neural architec-
ture design becoming increasingly critical. However, the
traditional manual design of architectures requires exten-
sive trial-and-error and domain knowledge, which can be
time-consuming and may limit the exploration of new and

*Corresponding author, † equal contribution.

Figure 1. Overview of ParZC and EZNAS [2] pipeline. W:
Weight, A: Activation, G: Gradient, H: Hessian Matrix.

innovative architectures. To address this, Neural Architec-
ture Search (NAS) [44, 68] is introduced, which offers an
automated solution by traversing the search space to iden-
tify superior architectures. Despite its potential, NAS has
been criticized for its substantial requirements on compu-
tational resources. For instance, NASNet [68] necessitated
2,000 GPU hours to identify an architecture. This signifi-
cant demand for resources has impeded the broader applica-
tion of NAS in practical settings. To tackle this, surrogate-
based methods [8, 69], one-shot NAS [4, 31, 41], and zero-
shot NAS [1, 30, 36] are investigated to expedite the pro-
cess. Zero-shot NAS has attracted considerable interest
with Zero-Cost (ZC) proxies. ZC proxies enable rapid scor-
ing and ranking of untrained neural architectures based on
model statistics and operations such as weight, network ac-
tivation, gradient, and Hessian matrix, offering a promising
avenue for reducing the computational demands of NAS.

Despite its high efficiency, ZC proxy exhibits limitations,
particularly in accurately ranking the top-performing archi-
tectures and its adaptability across diverse tasks. These
challenges, highlighted in influential studies, underscore the
imperative for further refinement in this domain. In par-
ticular, these limitations are summarized as follows: (1)
Tedious Expert Design: The design of ZC proxies often
requires extensive expert involvement [7, 46, 60] or time-
consuming search processes (e.g., EZNAS [2] requires 24
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Figure 2. Node-wise relative importance of ZC proxies (Syn-
flow [50], GradNorm [1], and Fisher [53]) based on GBDT impu-
rity on NAS-Bench-201.

hours to find a suitable proxy). Furthermore, these manu-
ally crafted ZC proxies can be susceptible to human biases
(e.g., the search space of EZNAS is heavily influenced by
existing ZC proxies, resulting in proxies that are similar to
Synflow [50] and NWOT [36]). (2) Non-adaptive: Hand-
crafted ZC proxies are tailored for specific architectures,
in contrast to unseen ones. As proved by TF-TAS [67],
ZC proxies tailored for CNN search space have deterio-
rated performance on Vision Transformer search space. (3)
Ranking Instability: The performance of ZC proxies is
notably impacted by variations in initialization methods,
seed settings, and batch size, leading to inconsistent re-
sults. For example, DisWOT [12] finds the ZC proxies
are sensitive to initialization methods. Additionally, un-
der varying seeds and a batch size of one, the EZNAS re-
vealed significant variance in ZC-NASM [2]. These ob-
servations underscore the inherent uncertainty associated
with ZC proxies. (4) Homogeneity Assumption: Previ-
ous ZC proxies [1, 28, 30, 36, 50] rely on the underlying
assumption that each node has an equal influence on the
ZC proxy calculation, which has been questioned by subse-
quent works [5, 47, 55]. Specifically, PreNAS [55] reveals
that discrimination between different nodes significantly
biases the performance of existing proxies [1, 28, 50].
FreeREA [5] leverages the magnitude of weight and gra-
dient in Synflow by scaling them to get LogSynflow. These
investigations collectively reveal a fundamental uncertainty
within ZC proxies.

These challenges have recently gained significant atten-
tion in the community. For example, EZNAS [2] follows the
AutoML-Zero [45] framework, aiming to search for better
ZC proxies from scratch on NAS benchmarks. EMQ [13]
introduces an evolutionary framework for discovering ZC
proxies for mixed-precision quantization with an expressive
search space. We provide an overview of the automatic ZC
proxy designing pipeline in Figure 1. These methods start
by employing node-wise model statistics as input and con-
structing a comprehensive search space for potential proxy
candidates, which includes parameter-free operations like
addition, subtraction, logarithmic, and exponential func-
tions. Subsequently, an evaluation is conducted to assess
the rank correlation between predicted scores and ground

truth targets. However, the automated methods necessitate a
trial-and-error approach to assess the ZC proxies within the
search space, resulting in a time-consuming process (e.g.,
EZNAS requires 24 hours to identify a ZC proxy). In ad-
dition, discovered proxies from these methods only achieve
marginal performance gains, limited by the parameter-free
search space (e.g., EZNAS achieves only 1-7% Spearman
correlation increase over NWOT [36]).

These limitations encourage us to revisit the essential
principle of ZC proxy design: the establishment of the map-
ping from node-wise model statistics to the ground truth
performance. Hand-crafted methods endeavor to approx-
imate this mapping using a static formulation devised by
experts, whereas existing automated methods necessitate it-
erative evaluations of proxies within the search space. Nev-
ertheless, both hand-crafted and automated are fixed and un-
scalable, limiting their fitting capabilities. Parameter-based
operations present a solution with greater adaptability, in-
creased candidate diversity, and the potential for more ef-
fective mappings than their parameter-free counterparts. An
inspiration naturally arises: Can we substantially enhance
proxy design by incorporating trainable parameter opera-
tions to fit the above mapping?

In this paper, we challenge the homogeneity assumption
through an intuitive experiment. Initially, we compute and
encode node-wise ZC statistics and actual performance of
architectures in NAS-Bench-201, including Synflow [50],
GradNorm [1] and Fisher [53], following the methodol-
ogy in Sec. 3.2. We then employ Gradient Boosting De-
cision Trees (GDBT) for regression analysis, constructing
an additive model forward node-wise (see supplementary
for GBDT details). Subsequently, we analyze and visual-
ize the relative importance of each node-wise ZC statistics
using GDBT impurity, as depicted in Figure 2. Notably,
nodes in the deeper layer are generally more significant than
shallower ones, which may exhibit minimal or no impor-
tance. Our findings reveal that node-wise ZC statistics sig-
nificantly vary in their contributions to performance. These
insights affirm the necessity of distinct treatment for varying
ZC proxies, thereby highlighting the inherent uncertainties
associated with node-wise ZC proxies.

In light of the above analysis, we introduce the Para-
metric Zero-Cost Proxies (ParZC) framework, as shown in
Figure 1. This framework can augment the efficacy of ZC
proxies with parametric operations and find better proxies
in just 0.2 hours. Specifically, we propose Mixer Archi-
tecture with Bayesian Network (MABN) to learn how to
rank architectures in the search space. Mixer architecture
facilitates complex interactions with transformation to the
input by utilizing a segment mixer. We further incorpo-
rate the Bayesian Network to assess the uncertainties within
node-wise ZC statistics. Moreover, we identify that the
main focus in zero-shot NAS is achieving ranking consis-
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tency rather than precise performance estimation. In con-
trast to MSE loss based methods, we propose to directly
optimize rank correlation by relaxing Kendall’s Tau so that
ParZC can effectively handle discrepancies in the ranking of
architectures. Comprehensive evaluations on NAS-Bench-
101 [63], NAS-Bench-201 [17], and NDS [43] benchmarks
illustrate the superior performance of our ParZC than exist-
ing ZC proxies. ParZC significantly enhances both the rank
correlation and the efficiency of the search process. Concur-
rently, we extend the application of ParZC to other domains,
a.k.a. Vision Transformer (ViT) search spaces, to assess its
generalizability and adaptability. Our key contributions can
be summarized as follows:
• We introduce Parametric Zero-Cost Proxies (ParZC), an

adaptable ZC proxy framework that better leverages the
uncertainty inherent in node-wise ZC proxies.

• We incorporate the Mixer Architecture with Bayesian
Network (MABN) to estimate uncertainty for node-wise
ZC statistics. Additionally, we introduce DiffKendall, a
novel approach designed to enhance ranking capabilities.

• We validate ParZC’s superiority through comprehensive
experiments conducted on NAS-Bench-101, 201, and
NDS. Experiments on the Vision Transformer search
space affirm the adaptability of ParZC.

2. Related Work
Neural Architecture Search (NAS) endeavors to discover
the optimal architecture by building different architec-
tural designs into the search space and employing dif-
ferent search algorithms (e.g., reinforcement learning and
evolutionary algorithm). Vanilla NAS methods [44, 68]
need large computation budgets (e.g., 800 GPU-days) to
train various candidates individually. Therefore, one-shot
NAS [41] introduces the supernet that encompasses all pos-
sible architectures in the search space so that all architec-
tures share the same weight and thus accelerate the conver-
gence of candidate architectures, drastically reducing the
computational resources required. In addition, many ad-
vanced NAS benchmarks [17, 43, 63] are built with the
ground truth of a given search space. Based on these bench-
marks, many predictor-based NAS methods [58, 64] have
been developed to bridge the input architectures and ac-
curacy results. Recently, training-free NAS [12, 30, 36],
also called zero-shot NAS, eliminated the requirements for
training candidate architectures during the search phase.
Zero-shot NAS employs Zero-Cost (ZC) proxies as predic-
tive indicators to approximate the potential of architectures.
This approach involves evaluating architectures using ZC
proxies on randomly initialized weights, requiring a limited
number of forward and backward passes with a mini-batch
of input data, thereby significantly enhancing efficiency.

We view a neural network as a Directed Acyclic Graph
(DAG) comprising numerous nodes, each symbolizing a

specific operation. Zero-shot NAS can be categorized into
two main types [39] based on how to handle the neu-
ral network. (1) Node-level zero-shot NAS adopt from
pruning literature including GradNorm [1], Plain [37],
SNIP [28],GraSP [54] Fisher [53], and Synflow [50]. These
ZC proxies are named after sensitivity indicators initially
designed for fine-grained network pruning that measure
the approximate loss change when certain parameters or
activations are pruned. ZCNAS [1] proposes to sum up
node-wise sensitivities of all nodes to evaluate an architec-
ture. (2) Architecture-level zero-shot NAS holistically as-
sesses the architecture’s discriminability by discerning vari-
ances among distinct input images. NWOT [36] proposes a
heuristic metric based on local Jacobian values to estimate
the performance. ZenNAS [30] evaluates the candidate ar-
chitectures using the gradient norm of the input image as a
ranking score. KNAS [60] utilizes the mean of the Gram
matrix of gradients for estimation. NASI [46] employs the
Neural Tangent Kernel [26] to derive an estimator based on
the trace norm of the NTK matrix.

However, these methods necessitate expert design, and
their formulation remains static, lacking adaptability to var-
ious tasks. Therefore, some hybrid approaches [2] based on
AutoML-Zero [45] automatically search for the better prox-
ies based on the ground truth from the benchmarks. These
proxy search algorithms typically require a tedious proxy
evolution process (24 hours) because there are a large quan-
tities of invalid zero-cost proxy candidates due to the ille-
gal computation or tensor shape mismatching. Our ParZC
employs parameter-based operations to replace parameter-
free operations, substantially reducing proxy optimization
overhead and addressing the limitations of existing proxies,
thereby significantly enhancing rank correlation. Diverg-
ing from training-based NAS and predictor-based NAS, our
ParZC opens a new avenue for the exploration of hybrid
training-free NAS approaches.

3. Parametric Zero-Cost Proxies

3.1. Preliminary

We present L-node neural network N = {N1, ..., NL}
as Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) with weights W =
{W1, ...,WL} as shown in Figure 3, where Wi is the weight
of the i-th node of N and each node represents operations
such as Conv1 × 1, Conv3 × 3. For each node Ni, we can
get the detailed statistics set S(Ni) := {Wi, Gi, Ai, Hi}
where Wi, Gi, Ai, Hi denotes the weight, gradient, ac-
tivation, and Hessian matrix. The k-th node-wise ZC
proxy, utilizing the combination of statistics, can be rep-
resented as: zk : S(Ni) → R. For simplicity, we de-
note zk(N ) := {zk (S(N1)) , . . . , zk(S(NL))}. We have
K node-wise ZC proxiesZ = {z1, . . . , zk, . . . , zK}. Given
the m-th neural network N (m) and the k-th ZC proxy zk,
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Figure 3. The framework of ParZC. Left: Illustration of node-wise ZC proxies. Different ZC may extract gradient (G), weight (W),
hessian (H), or activation (A) from different nodes. ParZC utilizes these node-wise ZC from different proxies as input. Right: mixer
architecture with Bayesian network. We propose a Bayesian network and mixer architecture to build the ParZC to measure the uncertainty
and enhance inter-channel information extraction. We propose DiffKendall as a loss function to better monitor the relative relation of
different architectures.

we perform depth-first search (DFS) to gather node-level
ZC statistics. As illustrated in Figure 3, just with one
batch of data as input to perform forward and backward
operations, we can gather the statistic zk(N (m)) ∈ RL,
where the label on the nodes denotes the order of process-
ing. For K node-wise ZC proxies on N (m)

j , we have input
xj = {z1(N ), ..., zK(N )} ∈ R(K×L) and ground truth tar-
get yj ∈ R. Therefore, we build a dataset for ZC proxies
D = {X,Y } = {(xj , yj)}nj=1, X ∈ Rn×(K×L), Y ∈ Rn.
We denote the weight of the ParZC model as M. The es-
timated performance is given by ŷn = f(xn;M), where
f(·;M) represents the output function of the ParZC model.
We expect a high Kendall’s Tau correlation between the es-
timated values Ŷ and the actual values Y .

3.2. Node-wise ZC Encoding

Due to the significant magnitude differences and substan-
tial variations among node-wise ZC statistics from differ-
ent proxies, we employ min-max feature scaling σ as an
encoding technique. This approach can mitigate the larger
condition number issue and reduce variance stemming from
disparate feature scales. The encoding for each ZC statistics
zk(N (m)) is defined by the equation:

σ(zk(N (m))) :=
zk(N (m))−min(zk(N (m)))

max(zk(N (m)))−min(zk(N (m)))

The encoding methods aim to normalize the feature scales
and thus reduce variance. Notably, most methods, including
NP [58] and our ParZC, can only converge with this encod-
ing technique.

3.3. Mixer Architecture with Bayesian Network

Stacked Multi-layer perceptions (MLPs) can approximate
complex nonlinear functions but struggle in capturing intri-
cate, higher-order interactions among input data with high

uncertainty. We introduce a novel approach, the Mixer Ar-
chitecture with Bayesian Network (MABN), as shown in
Figure 3, designed to explicitly model uncertainty by em-
bedding probabilistic relationships within ZC proxy statis-
tics. Given the inherent instability in ZC estimations, our
method utilizes the Mixer Architecture to explore inter-
segment relationships effectively. Additionally, we enhance
this architecture by incorporating Bayesian networks, sig-
nificantly improving its capability to assess uncertainty in
node-wise ZC proxies.
Bayesian Network. We introduce a Bayesian Network
that employs probabilistic backpropagation [25], which can
enhance the estimation of the input uncertainty. Each
Bayesian layer transforms the input x ∈ RN×L×P to an
output y ∈ RN×L×O through a linear transformation us-
ing Bayesian weights y = xWT

b . The weight matrix Wb is
computed using the reparameterization trick:

Wb = µ+ log(1 + eρ) · ϵ

where µ represents the mean and ρ represents the log distri-
bution variance, and ϵ ∼ N (0, I) is a random variable sam-
pled from a standard normal distribution. In the Bayesian
network, the output Y given an input X and weights Wb is
described by the conditional probability P (Y |X,Wb), indi-
cating the probability of observing Y for specified X and
Wb. The weights are derived from a posterior distribution
P (Wb|X,Y ). The process culminates in a probabilistic lin-
ear transformation Y = XWT

b , where each forward pass
involves integrating over potential linear transformations,
weighted according to their posterior probabilities. This
method aligns with Bayesian principles, effectively allow-
ing the network to incorporate uncertainty into its predic-
tions. As illustrated in Figure 3, we incorporate Bayesian
Networks both before and after the Mixer Architecture to
enhance uncertainty modeling and improve the estimation
of node-wise ZC proxies.
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Mixer Architecture. We first apply a linear layer to project
the input into a higher-dimensional space X ′. We further
segment X ′ ∈ RN×(S×L) by splitting input into S seg-
ments with length of L then we have X ′ ∈ RN×S×L. In
response to improved estimations of ZC proxies, we intro-
duce the Mixer architecture, a concise approach designed
to model the complex and nonlinear mapping of node-wise
ZC statistics by exploiting inter-segment relationships. The
Mixer architecture leverages a segment mixer to achieve
these goals. The process begins with a preprocessing phase
where a Bayesian Network (BN) assesses segment uncer-
tainty Xb = XWT

b . A layer normalization step follows
BN, expressed as X ′

b = LayerNorm(Xb), where Xb de-
notes the transposed input segments. Subsequently, a Feed-
forward Network (FFN) is applied to these normalized seg-
ments, enhancing cross-segment interaction. This operation
is represented as Xseg = X ′T

b + FFN
(
X ′T

b

)
. The segment

Xseg is then transposed once more and processed through
r combination of Linear, ReLU, and Dropout. Following a
pooling operation, the segment dimensions are transformed
from RN×S×L to RN×S . A Bayesian Network processes
the output in the final stage, enabling precise estimation of
the architecture’s characteristics.

This methodology within each mixer block significantly
bolsters the model’s ability to discern and interpret complex
inter-segment relations and patterns within the input data.
The Bayesian MLP Mixer architecture represents a sophis-
ticated blend of Bayesian inference principles and struc-
tured segment mixing. This innovative approach marks a
leap forward from traditional MLP architectures, offering
enhanced capabilities in processing and understanding in-
tricate data structures. Our structure exhibits a resemblance
to that of MLP-Mixer [51]. However, a notable disparity
lies in our input methodology. Unlike MLP-Mixer, which
splits images into multiple patches, our mixer architecture
exclusively relies on probability as its input source.

3.4. Differentiable Ranking Optimization

We employ Kendall’s tau to assess the correlation between
the rankings produced by zero-shot estimations and the
ground truth. However, the standard form of Kendall’s tau
is not differentiable, complicating its use in gradient-based
optimization. To make Kendall’s tau differentiable, we pro-
posed DiffKendall, which introduces a sigmoid-based trans-
formation characterized by parameters α, encapsulated in
the function σα(∆) = sigmoid(α∆) − sigmoid(−α∆).
This transformation smooths the non-differentiable sign
function inherent in the original Kendall’s Tau computation.
The approximation of Kendall’s Tau τd, is then articulated
as:

τd = − 1(
L
2

) ∑
i ̸=j

σα(∆xij) · σα(∆yij)

where
(
L
2

)
represents the total number of unique element

pairs and ∆xij = xi−xj ,∆yij = yi− yj . This expression
encapsulates the concordance and discordance between the
ranks of elements in the sequences x and y while maintain-
ing differentiability.

In contrast to the pairwise rank loss [61], which relies on
the quality of the pairs selected for training, the proposed
τd offers a broader view of rank correlation by considering
both concordant and discordant pairs in sequences. This
holistic approach provides a more nuanced understanding
of rank relationships, especially in contexts where global
rank correlation is crucial. Thus, τd can be a compelling
alternative, particularly when capturing global rank correla-
tion is essential.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets and Implementation Details

We conduct experiments on various NAS benchmarks
with extensive search space including NAS-Bench-
101 (NB101) [63], NAS-Bench-201 (NB201) [17]
and Network Design Spaces (NDS) [43] with
DARTS [31]/NASNet [68]/ENAS [41], spanning CIFAR-
10, CIFAR-100, and ImageNet16-120 datasets. To verify
the adaptability of ParZC, we extend the experiment to
ViT search space, a.k.a. Autoformer [6], on Imagenet-1k.
Training is conducted with a training set, and we measure
the ranking ability based on the validation dataset. For
each architecture in the training set, we aggregate their
node-wise ZC statistics with Synflow [50], SNIP [28],
GradNorm [1], etc. We adopt Kendall’s Tau (KD) and
Spearman (SP) to measure the rank correlation between
predicted and actual accuracy. For NB101 and NB201,
we utilize Adam optimizer with a learning rate 1e-4 and
weight decay of 1e-3. The training batch size is 10, and the
evaluation batch size is 50. The training epochs on NB101,
NB201, and NDS are 150, 200, and 296, respectively.
Specifically for NDS, we mainly conduct experiments on
NASNet, DARTS, and ENAS search spaces to verify the
ranking ability of ParZC. DiffKendall is a loss function
when training ParZC with α = 0.5. We detail the training
settings in the supplementary for different search spaces.
All of the experiments are conducted on GeForce RTX
4090Ti and PyTorch [40] framework. The hyperparameters
of our proposed MABN, such as hidden size, dropout rate,
and embedding dimension, are finely tuned using Bayesian
optimization with Optuna [3]. For more details, please
refer to the supplementary.

4.2. Experiments on NAS Benchmarks

Comparison with ZC Proxies. We report the rank correla-
tion with Spearman (SP) and Kendall’s Tau (KD) on three
NAS benchmarks in Table 1, including NB101, NB201 and
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Table 1. Spearman (SP) and Kendall’s Tau (KD) correlation coefficients (%) of various ZC proxies across NAS benchmarks NAS-
Bench-101 (NB101), NAS-Bench-201 (NB201), and NDS for CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and ImageNet16-120 datasets.

NB101-CF10 NB201-CF10 NB201-CF100 NB201-IMG16 NDS-DARTS NDS-NASNet NDS-ENAS
SP KD SP KD SP KD SP KD SP KD SP KD SP KD

Params 37.0 25.0 72.0 54.0 73.0 55.0 69.0 52.0 67.0 50.0 50.5 36.1 41.0 32.0
FLOPs 36.0 25.0 69.0 50.0 71.0 52.0 67.0 48.0 67.6 50.7 48.1 34.5 41.0 32.0

Fisher [53] -28.0 -20.0 50.0 37.0 54.0 40.0 48.0 36.0 33.7 22.7 -9.2 -4.8 -5.9 -4.1
GradNorm [1] -25.0 -17.0 58.0 42.0 -63.0 47.0 57.0 42.0 37.5 26.0 -7.1 -3.9 -0.4 -0.1
GraSP [54] 27.0 18.0 51.0 35.0 54.0 38.0 55.0 39.0 -20.8 -14.7 14.2 8.6 18.4 12.3
L2Norm [1] 50.0 35.0 68.0 49.0 72.0 52.0 69.0 50.0 51.9 38.4 22.4 16.4 21.3 15.9
SNIP [28] -19.0 -14.0 58.0 43.0 -63.0 47.0 57.0 42.0 42.3 30.0 -0.7 0.9 2.8 2.6
Synflow [50] 31.0 21.0 73.0 54.0 76.0 57.0 75.0 56.0 49.9 36.4 7.5 5.3 6.3 4.0

NWOT [36] 31.0 21.0 77.0 58.0 80.0 62.0 77.0 59.0 66.3 48.9 44.9 31.7 38.0 28.0
Zen [30] 59.0 42.0 35.0 27.0 35.0 28.0 39.0 29.0 49.0 36.1 13.2 10.2 13.5 10.4
ZiCo [29] 63.0 46.0 74.0 54.0 78.0 58.0 79.0 60.0 49.5 34.9 22.4 16.7 17.3 12.0
EZNAS [2] 6.8 4.5 83.0 65.0 82.0 65.0 78.0 61.0 67.0 56.0 50.0 44.0 63.0 52.0
ParZC 83.2 63.7 90.4 70.6 91.1 74.3 87.9 69.9 67.8 50.3 54.9 38.5 69.0 50.6

Table 2. Kendall’s Tau Coefficients (%) for Training-Based
NAS Algorithms on CIFAR-10, evaluated on NAS-Bench-101
and NAS-Bench-201, illustrating ranking performance across sub-
sets with varying sample sizes. †: CTNAS [10], ‡: TNASP [32],
∗: PINAT [33].

NAS-Bench-101 S100 S172 S424 S424 S4236

SPOS [22]† - - 19.6 - -
FairNAS [11]† - - 23.2 - -
ReNAS [61]† - - 63.4 65.7 81.6
NP [58]‡ 39.1 54.5 71.0 67.9 76.9
NAO [34]‡ 50.1 56.6 70.4 66.6 77.5
Arch2Vec [62]∗ 43.5 51.1 56.1 54.7 59.6
GATES [38]∗ 60.5 65.9 66.6 69.1 82.2
CTNAS [10]† - - 75.1 - -
TNASP [32]‡ 60.0 66.9 75.2 70.5 82.0
PINAT [33]∗ 67.9 71.5 80.1 77.2 84.6
ParZC 69.3 71.7 79.7 78.2 85.3

NAS-Bench-201 S′
78 S′

156 S′
469 S′

781 S′
1563

NP [58]‡ 34.3 41.3 58.4 63.4 64.6
NAO [34]‡ 46.7 49.3 47.0 52.2 52.6
Arch2Vec [62]∗ 54.2 57.3 60.1 60.6 60.5
TNASP [32]‡ 53.9 58.9 64.0 68.9 72.4
PINAT [33]∗ 54.9 63.1 70.6 76.1 78.4
ParZC 64.6 70.6 80.6 83.2 85.5

NDS. The results on NB101 and NB201 are obtained from
previous methods [1, 2, 66], while the results on NDS are
evaluated by us using the official implementation. We com-
pare our ParZC with three kinds of zero-shot NAS meth-
ods: size-based, pruning-based, and theory-based prox-
ies. The size-based proxies serve as the baseline, encom-
passing FLOPs and Params, achieving competitive perfor-

mance. Pruning-based proxies are inspired by pruning met-
rics like Fisher [53], GradNorm [1], GraSP [54], Jacov,
L2Norm[1], Plain [37], SNIP [28], Synflow [50], which
also achieve relatively good performance but most of them
still fail to outperform the baseline. Theory-based proxies
such as NWOT [36], Zen [30], and ZiCo [29], generally
achieve better performance than pruning-based proxies but
also show poor correlation on challenging search space such
as NASNet and ENAS. Overall, EZNAS [2] demonstrate its
superiority for ranking ability among all search space ex-
cept NB101. Our proposed ParZC surpasses the baseline
by a large margin and achieves competitive results across
all search spaces.
Comparison with Training-based NAS. To make a
fair comparison, we present the Spearman correlation
on NB101 and NB201 compared to training-based NAS
with the same data-splitting settings. Table 2 presents
the Kendall’s Tau coefficients for various data splits
S#samples within the NB101 and S′

#samples for NB201
benchmark. We compare our ParZC with one-shot
NAS [11, 22] and predictor-based NAS methods [32, 33,
58]. Note that we incorporate the operation encoding and
adjacency matrix following PINAT [33] into ParZC to make
a comparison. Please refer to the supplementary for more
details. For NB101, results demonstrate that our proposed
ParZC exhibits a remarkable ability in ranking architectures
on NB101, which not only outperforms the one-shot based
NAS like SPOS [22] and FairNAS [11] but also surpasses
the SOTA transformer-based predictors like CTNAS [10],
TNASP [32] and PINAT [33]. For NB201, our ParZC
surpasses other methods by a large margin, increasing the
Spearman coefficient by around 10%. We also find that
with only 78 samples (0.05% of search space), our ParZC
can achieve better performance than PINAT [33] with 156
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Table 3. Comparison of NAS algorithms on NAS-Bench-201. The result of ParZC is reported with mean and standard deviation of 3
independent runs. “C” and “D” denotes continuous and discrete search space.

Algorithm Test Accuracy (%) Cost Method Applicable
CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 ImageNet16-120 (GPU Sec.) Space

ResNet [24] 93.97 70.86 43.63 - manual -

REA† 93.92±0.30 71.84±0.99 45.15±0.89 12000 evolution C & D
RS (w/o sharing)† 93.70±0.36 71.04±1.07 44.57±1.25 12000 random C & D
REINFORCE† 93.85±0.37 71.71±1.09 45.24±1.18 12000 RL C & D
BOHB† 93.61±0.52 70.85±1.28 44.42±1.49 12000 BO+bandit C & D

ENAS‡ [42] 93.76±0.00 71.11±0.00 41.44±0.00 15120 RL C
GDAS‡ [16] 93.44±0.06 70.61±0.21 42.23±0.25 8640 gradient C
DrNAS♯ [9] 93.98±0.58 72.31±1.70 44.02±3.24 14887 gradient C

NWOT [36] 92.96±0.81 69.98±1.22 44.44±2.10 306 training-free C & D
TE-NAS [7] 93.90±0.47 71.24±0.56 42.38±0.46 1558 training-free C
KNAS [60] 93.05 68.91 34.11 4200 training-free C & D
NASI [46] 93.55±0.10 71.20±0.14 44.84±1.41 120 training-free C
GradSign [65] 93.31±0.47 70.33±1.28 42.42±2.81 - training-free C & D

EZNAS [2] 93.63±0.12 69.82±0.16 43.47±0.20 - hybrid D
ParZC 94.36±0.01 73.49±0.02 46.34±0.04 68 hybrid C & D

Optimal 94.37 73.51 47.31 - - -

samples, which denotes that our ParZC contains additional
information over the architecture and is complementary to
existing predictor-based methods.

Search Results on NAS-Bench-201. We present a thor-
ough evaluation of various NAS algorithms, focusing on
their performance on the test set on CIFAR-10/100 and
ImageNet16-120 in NB201, as detailed in Table 3. To
substantiate the effectiveness and efficiency of our pro-
posed ParZC, we conduct comparative analyses with sev-
eral baseline approaches, including optimization-based[17],
one-shot [9, 16, 42], zero-shot [7, 36, 46, 60, 65] and
automatic designed proxies [2]. We categorize the vari-
ous methodologies in NAS into five distinct types: evolu-
tion, random search, reinforcement, gradient, and training-
free. Hybrid denotes a combination of these types. For
example, EZNAS belongs to training-free and evolution
categories. Our ParZC uniquely integrates gradient and
training-free approaches. As detailed in Table 3, ParZC
outperforms training-based and training-free baselines by
consistently selecting superior performance architectures.
ParZC requires only 68 GPU seconds for its search pro-
cess, as it estimates performance in batches, which is signif-
icantly shorter than even zero-shot NAS methods like Grad-
Sign [65]. Furthermore, our ParZC model attains SOTA
accuracy on NB201 with minimal variance, showcasing its
efficiency and effectiveness.

Table 4. Comparison with Vision Transformers on Imagenet-
1k. The result of ParZC is searched in the AutoFormer search
space.

Algorithms Param (M) Top-1 (%) GPU Days

Deit-Ti [52] 5.7 72.2 -
TNT-Ti [23] 6.1 73.9 -
ViT-Ti [20] 5.7 74.5 -
PVT-Tiny [56] 13.2 75.1 -
ViTAS-C [48] 5.6 74.7 32
AutoFormer-Ti [6] 5.7 74.7 24
TF-TAS-Ti [67] 5.9 75.3 0.5
ParZC 6.1 75.5 0.05

Table 5. Comparison with ZC proxies in the Autoformer
search space. The results are reported with mean and standard
deviation of 3 runs with different seeds.

ZC Proxies Kendall’s Tau (%) Spearman (%) Pearson (%)

SNIP [28] 14.6±1.5 30.6±6.0 49.4±10.6
Synflow [50] 14.8±2.3 27.6±7.2 44.2±10.3
NWOT [36] 13.3±0.1 19.7±1.5 38.4±9.9
TF-TAS [67] 14.5±1.7 29.9±6.3 48.7±11.0
ParZC 41.4±0.4 65.0±1.1 54.1±4.1

4.3. Experiments on Vision Transformer

Search Results on Vision Transformer. We present the
performance of the searched Vision Transformer architec-
ture on the ImageNet-1k dataset in Table 4. The Auto-
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Table 6. Ablation study of design choices in ParZC using 78
samples on NB201. NP: Neural Predictor [58], Mixer: Mixer Ar-
chitecture, BN: Bayesian Network, MLP: Multi-layer Perceptron.
The results are reported with mean and std of 3 runs with different
seeds.

NP Mixer BN MLP KD(%) SP(%)

✓ - - - 34.29±0.42 45.61±12.89
- ✓ - - 62.29±3.31 80.19±1.45
- - - ✓ 54.64±8.60 73.50±13.78
- - ✓ - 50.12±5.35 69.09±8.86
✓ ✓ - - 59.79±2.41 78.84±4.61
✓ - ✓ - 54.81±1.22 74.24±1.51
- ✓ ✓ - 67.69±4.21 86.03±3.53
✓ ✓ ✓ - 68.89±1.40 87.17±0.64

Table 7. Ablation study of loss functions using 178 Samples on
NB101. MSE: Mean Squared Error Loss, Rank Loss: Ranking-
Based Loss Function as in ReNAS [61], DiffKendall: Differen-
tiable Kendall’s Tau.

MSE Loss Rank Loss DiffKendall KD(%) SP(%)

✓ - - 65.69 85.04
- ✓ - 65.64 84.89
✓ ✓ - 64.62 83.92
✓ - ✓ 65.56 84.75
- ✓ ✓ 64.41 83.85
✓ ✓ ✓ 66.36 85.51
- - ✓ 66.83 85.97
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Figure 4. Rank correlation between ParZC and ground truth

Former supernet [6] generates ground-truth labels, offer-
ing an efficient and cost-effective training data generation
approach. Utilizing a relatively small dataset comprising
1,000 samples divided into an 80-20% training-validation
split, our ParZC algorithm demonstrates the capability to
identify a high-performance architecture within an impres-
sively short span of 0.05 GPU days. This efficiency level
aligns with that of leading one-shot NAS methods. The
results in the table show that the architecture identified by
ParZC not only competes with but also exceeds the perfor-
mance of the SOTA TF-TAS-Ti model [67] while maintain-
ing a comparable number of parameters.
Rank correlation in Vision Transformer Search Space.
To evaluate the generalization capabilities of ParZC, we as-
sess its ranking consistency within the ViT search space,
explicitly focusing on Autoformer-Ti [6]. In this con-
text, we analyze the performance of various ZC proxies.

Among these, TF-TAS [67] is tailored explicitly for the ViT
search space, while others like SNIP [28], Synflow [50], and
NWOT [36] are initially designed for CNN search spaces.
As depicted in Table 5, our ParZC algorithm achieves supe-
rior rank correlation. This result highlights ParZC’s adapt-
ability and underscores its enhanced efficiency in ranking
within transformer-based search spaces.

4.4. Ablation Study

Different Design Choices. We first dissect the contribu-
tions of components in ParZC to its ranking consistency
with Kendall’s Tau and Spearman on NB201, as shown
in Table 6. Integrating all components yields optimal KD
and SP coefficients of 69.98% and 87.90%, respectively.
Only mixer architecture is also a competitive baseline with
62.29% KD and 80.19% SP. Compared with baseline MLP,
mixer architecture can achieve a higher rank correlation
with 7.65% higher in KD and 6.69% higher in SP. We also
observe that NP [58] can further increase the predictive
capability(1.2%↑ KD). Individual components contribute to
accuracy, with the MLP alone providing substantial KD and
SP scores. The collective employment of all parts in ParZC
is essential for the highest prediction accuracy.
Effectiveness of DiffKendall. We present an ablation study
evaluating the impact of Mean Squared Error (MSE) Loss,
Rank Loss, and Differentiable Kendall’s Tau (DiffKendall)
on NB101, as shown in Table 7. The results show that
employing DiffKendall as the single loss function achieves
the best rank correlation with 66.83% KD and 85.97% SP.
When combined with MSE or Rank loss, the rank correla-
tion deteriorates. Integrating all three loss functions fails
to produce optimal results, highlighting the importance of
prioritizing relative scoring in ZC proxies.
Visualization of Rank Correlation. In Figure 4, we visu-
alize the rank correlation of ParZC on NB201. The left fig-
ure displays the correlation across the entire search space,
exhibiting a remarkable Kendall Tau value of 78.24%. We
investigate the top-tier architecture within the search space
in the right figure and provide a visualization of its corre-
lation. Notably, we mark the top architectures with a star
symbol, which validates our ParZC’s effectiveness in iden-
tifying architectures with superior performance.

5. Conclusion
We present a Parametric Zero-Cost Proxies (ParZC) frame-
work designed to address the critical issue of indiscriminate
treatment of node-wise ZC statistics. Specifically, we pro-
pose Mixer Architecture with Bayesian Network (MABN)
to explore and quantify the inherent uncertainties in the
node-wise ZC statistics. To enhance the ranking capabili-
ties of ParZC, we further introduce DiffKendall to handle
the discrepancy in ranking architectures. Extensive experi-
ments on various NAS benchmarks and Vision Transformer
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demonstrate that our ParZC can outperform ZC proxies and
predictor-based NAS methods. We aspire for our work to
catalyze the design and development of ZC proxies, thereby
fostering innovation and progress within the research com-
munity.
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ParZC: Parametric Zero-Cost Proxies for Efficient NAS

Supplementary Material

A. Experimental Details
In this section, we provided further details of experimental
settings, including the GBDT experiment described in Sec-
tion 1, and details of ParZC parameters in NAS-Bench-101
and NAS-Bench-201.

A.1. Details of Node-wise ZC statistics

In this section, we detail the methodology for collecting
Node-wise Zero-Cost (ZC) statistics from various NAS
benchmarks, including NAS-Bench-101, 201 and NDS. Ar-
chitectures within these benchmarks are formulated as Di-
rected Acyclic Graphs (DAGs), wherein each node corre-
sponds to a specific operation. Our focus in ParZC predom-
inantly lies on parameter-based nodes, such as Convolu-
tional and Linear layers. We opt to exclude skip connections
from our analysis due to practical constraints associated
with the inability to collect gradients from these parameter-
free nodes. Depth-First Search (DFS) is employed as the
primary mechanism for gathering detailed statistical infor-
mation on the architectures, as delineated in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Collection of Node-wise Zero-Cost (ZC)
Statistics via Depth-First Search (DFS)

1: procedure COLLECTZCSTATISTICS(DAG)
2: stats← []
3: for each node n in DAG do
4: if n is a parameter-based node then
5: dfsStats← DFS(n)
6: stats.append(dfsStats)
7: end if
8: end for
9: return stats

10: end procedure
11: procedure DFS(node)
12: nodeStats← []
13: Mark node as visited
14: for each child c of node do
15: if not visited(c) and c is parameter-based then
16: childStats← DFS(c)
17: Merge childStats into nodeStats
18: end if
19: end for
20: Compute and append statistics for node to

nodeStats
21: return nodeStats
22: end procedure

For zero-cost proxies, we adopt Fisher [53], Grad-

Norm [1], GraSP [54], L2Norm [1], Plain, SNIP [28], Syn-
flow [50] for NAS-Bench-101, 201 and NDS. The imple-
mentation of these proxies are adopted from ZCNAS [1].
The batch size of calculating these zero-cost proxies is set
to 16. Due to the magnitude difference of different ZC
statistics, we normalize them to 0-1 range with min-max
scaling with max=1 and min=0. We also record the corre-
sponding ground truth performance on test set of the 200-th
epoch based on the official NAS benchmarks. For NAS-
Bench-201, we use the up-to-date NAS-Bench-201-v1 1-
096897.pth as the benchmark file.

A.2. Details of GBDT

The Gradient Boosting Decision Tree (GBDT), a machine
learning algorithm renowned for its efficiency and inter-
pretability, is employed in our study for the in-depth anal-
ysis of node-wise Zero-Cost (ZC) proxies. The choice of
GBDT is motivated by its superior interpretability, making
it an ideal tool for assessing the importance and contribu-
tion of various nodes within a network architecture. Uti-
lizing impurity-based measures, GBDT facilitates the vi-
sualization of the differential contributions of network lay-
ers. As illustrated in Figure 5, our analysis extends beyond
the insights gleaned from Figure 2 by including three ad-
ditional ZC proxies, namely Plain, Synflow, SNIP, Grad-
Norm, Fisher, and L2Norm.

In line with the data collection procedures outlined in
Section A.1, we partition the dataset into an 80% training
set and a 20% test set. This division ensures a robust train-
ing process while allowing for an accurate evaluation of
the model’s performance. The configuration of the GBDT
model in our study is carefully selected to optimize its ef-
fectiveness. It includes 500 estimators, offering a compre-
hensive and nuanced understanding of the data. The learn-
ing rate is set to 0.05, balancing the speed of learning with
the risk of overfitting. The maximum depth of each tree
in the GBDT is capped at 3, a choice that aids in preventing
overfitting while maintaining model simplicity for easier in-
terpretation. Finally, the random state is set to 42, ensuring
consistency and reproducibility in our results.

Through this meticulous application of GBDT, we aim to
present a detailed and insightful analysis of the node-wise
ZC proxies, contributing significantly to the understanding
of imbalanced contribution of node-wise ZC statistics.

A.3. Details Setting on NAS Benchmarks

In this work, we clarify that due to the advanced tool
chains in NAS-Bench-101 and NAS-Bench-201, as detailed
in PINAT [33], we consider the architectural information
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Figure 5. Visualization of node-wise importance of different ZC
proxies as input.

as supplemental to the node-wise Zero-Cost (ZC) statis-
tics. Specifically, we utilize the PINAT pipeline, which
employs an adjacency matrix to represent architectural in-
formation and an operations vector for operation details.
Consequently, while the PINAT embedding encompasses
architectural and operational data, it lacks the granular in-
sights provided by node-wise ZC statistics. However, in
the case of NDS, encompassing search spaces like ENAS
and NASNet, the architectures are more complex than those
in NAS-Bench-101 and 201, and thus challenging to repre-
sent solely with an adjacency matrix. Therefore, in our ap-
proach, we exclusively rely on node-wise zero-cost statis-
tics as our input, without incorporating any additional ar-
chitectural information. Our results, as detailed in Table 1,
demonstrate that our proposed zero-cost proxies outperform
existing zero-cost proxies, underscoring their efficacy in
more practical and complex scenarios.

A.4. Encoding Architectural Information

To further make up for the inability to perceive architec-
tural shortcomings, we proposed to inject the architecture
information using a unified rule with an adjacency matrix
A ∈ RN×N and operations encoding V ∈ RN×1, where
each architecture is regarded as a Directed Acyclic Graph
(DAG) structure. Following the standard encoding pro-
posed by NP[58], we adopted GCN to encode the archi-
tecture information. The encoding process begins by repre-
senting each architecture as a graph in which nodes corre-
spond to operations or nodes, and edges represent the flow
of data between these components. The adjacency matrix
A captures the connectivity between nodes, while the oper-
ations encoding V represents the specific operation at each
node. This graph-based representation is crucial as it cap-
tures both the structural and functional aspects of the archi-
tecture. The Graph Convolutional Network (GCN) is then
employed to encode this graph representation into a feature

space. The GCN, through its convolutional layers, aggre-
gates information from the neighbors of each node, effec-
tively capturing the local and global structural properties of
the architecture. The update rule for a layer in GCN can be
formulated as:

H(l+1) = σ
(
D̂− 1

2 ÂD̂− 1
2H(l)W (l)

)
, (1)

where Â = A + IN is the adjacency matrix with added
self-connections, D̂ is the degree matrix of Â, H(l) is the
activation in the l-th node, W (l) is the weight matrix for
the l-th node, and σ(·) is the non-linear activation func-
tion. Then we follow the Transformer architecture with
Permutation invariance module proposed by PINAT [33] to
further fuse the architectural information. We denote the
weight of Transformer as W (p), then we get the embedding
H(p) = W (p)(Â, V ). For the ParZC denoted as W (z), we
take the node-wise ZC statistics Z as input and get the em-
bedding Hz = W (z)(Z). Then we further fuse them by
adding them element-wise H = H(z) + H(p). After that,
we employ a regressorR to generate the final ranking score
y = R(H), where the regressor is two fully connected lin-
ear layers.

This encoding allows us to represent the architecture in
a form that is amenable to analysis by downstream learn-
ing algorithms. It enables the model to not only under-
stand the individual components of the architecture but also
the complex inter-dependencies between these components.
Consequently, this approach facilitates a more nuanced and
informed search process in the neural architecture search
paradigm, potentially leading to the discovery of more effi-
cient and effective neural network architectures.

For the subsequent NAS benchmarks, we have employed
Optuna to conduct an exhaustive search for the optimal hy-
perparameters of the models. Below, we present the search
space specifications for the ParZC model: The search space
for the ParZC model encompasses a diverse array of hyper-
parameters that collectively dictate its architectural config-
uration and training attributes. These hyperparameters en-
compass the following: the number of layers (n layers),
which can assume values within the range of 2 to 5; the
number of attention heads (n head), which spans from
3 to 8; the hidden layer size within the Pine component
(pine hidden), with values ranging from 8 to 128; the
dimensionality of word representations (d word model),
which varies between 256 and 1024; the dimensionality of
keys and values in the attention mechanism (d k v), which
lies in the interval of 32 to 128; the dimensionality of in-
ner layers (d inner), ranging from 256 to 1024; the num-
ber of training epochs (epoch), spanning from 20 to 300;
and the dropout rate (dropout), which assumes values
between 0.01 and 0.5. Collectively, these hyperparame-
ters govern the ParZC model’s architectural depth, the be-
havior of its attention mechanism, the characteristics of its
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(a) T-SNE visualization of different ZC on NAS-Bench-101 (b) T-SNE visualization of different ZC on NAS-Bench-201

Figure 6. Parallel T-SNE visualizations of different ZC on NAS-Bench-101 and NAS-Bench-201

hidden layers, the encoding of word representations, and
the specifics of its training regimen. This expansive search
space is meticulously designed to facilitate optimization tai-
lored to the unique demands of specific tasks and datasets.

Details for NAS-Bench-101
For the NAS-Bench-101 experiments, we followed a

similar methodology to collect node-wise statistics. Specif-
ically, we utilized Synflow, Snip, GradNorm, and Fisher
as proxies to generate statistics for different architectural
configurations within the neural network. To accommo-
date variations in the number of parameter-based operations
across architectures, we padded each generated list with ze-
ros to ensure a consistent maximum length. By concatenat-
ing the lists produced by these Zero-Cost (ZC) proxies, we
obtained a unified dataset with a total dimension of 249.

Subsequently, we sampled 1000 architectures from the
NAS-Bench-101 dataset, specifically considering architec-
tures from ENAS, DARTS, and NASNet. The sampled
dataset was then divided into a 60% training set and a 40%
validation set for subsequent analysis. During the training
process, we utilized the ParZC model with a segment length
of 752 and a segment size of 16. Information fusion was
performed using five segment mixers, and a dropout rate of
0.18 was applied for regularization.

Additionally, we configured the model with an expansion
factor of 4 and an expansion token factor of 0.5 to adapt it
appropriately for the task at hand. The ParZC model, de-
noted as net, consisted of four layers, six attention heads,
a Pine hidden size of 8, and a linear hidden size of 708. It
also had a source vocabulary size of 5, with a word vec-
tor dimensionality of 708. The dimensions for keys (d k)
and values (d v) were set to 100, while the overall model
dimension (d model) was set to 708. The inner dimension

(d inner) was configured as 530.
Details for NAS-Bench-201
For the NAS-Bench-201 experiments, we followed

a similar methodology to gather architectural statistics.
Specifically, we employed Synflow, Snip, GradNorm, and
Fisher as proxies to generate node-wise statistics for differ-
ent architectural configurations within the neural network.
To account for the variability in parameter-based operations
across architectures, we padded each generated list with ze-
ros to ensure consistent list lengths. By concatenating the
lists obtained from these Zero-Cost (ZC) proxies, we con-
structed a unified dataset with a total dimension of 294.

Subsequently, we randomly sampled 1,000 architectures
from the NAS-Bench-201 dataset, encompassing a diverse
range of architectural designs. The sampled dataset was
then divided into a 60% training set and a 40% validation
set for subsequent analysis. During the training process, we
utilized the ParZC model with a segment length of 752 and
a segment size of 16. Information fusion was facilitated us-
ing five segment mixers. To prevent overfitting, we applied
a dropout rate of 0.18 for regularization.

Furthermore, we configured the model with an expan-
sion factor of 4 and an expansion token factor of 0.5, tailor-
ing it to the specific requirements of the task at hand. The
architecture of the ParZC model, denoted as net, included
four layers, six attention heads, a Pine hidden size of 76,
and a linear hidden size of 765. It also had a source vocabu-
lary size of 5, with word vector dimensionality of 765. The
dimensions for keys (d k) and values (d v) were set to 100,
while the model’s overall dimension (d model) was set to
765. The inner dimension (d inner) was configured as 338.

Details for NDS We utilize Synflow, Snip, GradNorm,
and Fisher as zero-cost (ZC) proxies to generate node-wise
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statistics for NDS. Since the number of parameter-based
operations in different architectures within a neural net-
work can vary, we pad the lists generated by different ZCs
with zeros to ensure they have the same maximum length.
By concatenating the lists generated by different zero-cost
proxies (ZCs), we obtain a total dimension of 2832 for the
Amoeba search space. The input dimension varies across
different search spaces as follows: 2,832 for Amoeba, 2,000
for DARTS, 2,752 for ENAS, 2,520 for NASNet, and 2,912
for PNAS.

We randomly sample 1,000 architectures from the NDS
on ENAS, DARTS, and NASNet, and split them into a 60%
training set and a 40% validation set. For our ParZC ap-
proach, we employ a segment length of 752 with a segment
size of 16, and we use five segment mixers to fuse the in-
formation. The dropout rate is set to 0.18, while the expan-
sion factor and expansion token factor are set to 4 and 0.5,
respectively. The ‘Time’ column in the resulting table in-
dicates the evaluation time (in seconds) for each bit-width
configuration.

B. Extended Experiments on MQ-Bench-101
To evaluate the generalization ability of ParZC, we con-
ducted extended experiments on mixed-precision quanti-
zation (MQ) using the MQ-Bench-101 benchmark from
EMQ [13]. MQ-Bench-101 is specifically designed to
assess the performance of different bit configurations in
post-training quantization on ResNet-18, considering var-
ious bit-widths for weights and activations. This bench-
mark enables the comparison of different MQ proxies in
terms of their rank consistency and predictive ability. Ta-
ble 11 presents the results of the rank correlation analy-
sis (%) for training-free proxies on MQ-Bench-101. The
Spearman@topk(ρs@k) metric is used to measure the cor-
relation of the top performing bit configurations on the
benchmark. The table includes various methods such as
BParams, HAWQ, HAWQ-V2, OMPQ, QE, SNIP, Synflow,
EMQ, and our proposed ParZC. The results show the rank
correlation values for different top-k percentages (20%,
50%, and 100%). Additionally, the evaluation time (in sec-
onds) for each method is provided in the ‘Time(s)’ column.

Table 8. Ranking correlation of ParZC with different modules un-
der different seeds.

Run1 Run2 Run3

NP Mixer BN MLP KD SP KD SP KD SP

✓ - - - 33.66 44.35 35.19 50.50 34.03 41.98
- ✓ - - 64.74 79.32 60.38 79.36 61.76 81.89
- - - ✓ 57.06 75.85 50.51 68.26 56.34 76.39
- - ✓ - 50.57 68.85 47.09 65.57 52.70 72.85
✓ ✓ - - 57.89 76.35 59.80 78.59 61.69 81.59
✓ - ✓ - 56.02 75.03 53.35 72.51 55.06 75.19
✓ ✓ ✓ - 69.98 87.90 67.24 86.06 69.44 87.56

Notably, our proposed ParZC demonstrates comparable per-
formance to the state-of-the-art EMQ method [13] in terms
of rank correlation on MQ-Bench-101.

C. Detailed Performance on NAS-Bench-201
In this section, we provide additional details on the perfor-
mance of our ParZC method on both the test set and valida-
tion set of NAS-Bench-201. While the main paper presents
the results on the test set, we aim to further verify the effec-
tiveness of our ParZC method by providing a more compre-
hensive analysis.

As shown in Table 3, ParZC consistently outperforms
both training-based and training-free baselines by selecting
architectures with superior performance. The search pro-
cess of ParZC only requires 68 GPU seconds since it esti-
mates the performance of architectures in batches. This is
significantly shorter than even zero-shot NAS methods like
GradSign [65]. Furthermore, our ParZC model achieves
state-of-the-art accuracy on NAS-Bench-201 with minimal
variance, demonstrating its efficiency and effectiveness in
finding high-performing architectures.

D. Stable Analysis
In this section, we present the results of our ablation study in
Table 8, which involved multiple runs with different seeds
to ensure the stability and robustness of our findings. By
conducting these experiments with varying seeds, we aimed
to investigate the consistency and reliability of our results.
The use of different seeds allows us to account for the po-
tential influence of randomness in the experimental process.
Through our ablation study, we carefully examined the im-
pact of specific variables or components by systematically
removing or modifying them in each run. By comparing
the results across multiple runs, we can assess the stability
of our findings and determine the extent to which our con-
clusions hold under different conditions. The use of diverse
seeds in our ablation study ensures that our analysis is not
biased by a particular seeds. Instead, it provides a more
comprehensive understanding of the behavior and perfor-
mance of our experimental setup.

E. Diversity of Different Zero-cost Proxies
We analyze the distribution of various ZC proxies through a
visualization technique, as depicted in Figure 6a and 6b, us-
ing a dataset of 5,000 architectures from NAS-Bench-101
and 15,625 architectures from NAS-Bench-201. This vi-
sual representation provides valuable insights into the pat-
terns and characteristics of the ZC proxies employed in our
study. In the t-SNE visualization, we observe that differ-
ent ZC proxies exhibit distinct patterns. For example, the
ZC proxies associated with the ”plain” and ”grasp” archi-
tectures form a line-like structure. This indicates that these
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Table 9. Search results on NAS-Bench-201. The standard deviation is in the subscript.

Method search seconds CIFAR-10 (%) CIFAR-100 (%) ImageNet-16-120 (%)
valid test valid test valid test

RSPS [17] 7587.12 84.16(1.69) 87.66(1.69) 59.00(4.60) 58.33(4.34) 31.56(3.28) 31.14(3.88)

DARTS-V2 [31] 29901.67 39.77(0.00) 54.30(0.00) 15.03(0.00) 15.61(0.00) 16.43(0.00) 16.32(0.00)

GDAS [15] 28925.91 90.00(0.21) 93.51(0.13) 71.15(0.27) 70.61(0.26) 41.70(1.26) 41.84(0.90)

SETN [14] 31009.81 82.25(5.17) 86.19(4.63) 56.86(7.59) 56.87(7.77) 32.54(3.63) 31.90(4.07)

ENAS-V2 [41] 13314.51 39.77(0.00) 54.30(0.00) 15.03(0.00) 15.61(0.00) 16.43(0.00) 16.32(0.00)

Random Sample 0.01 90.03(0.36) 93.70(0.36) 70.93(1.09) 71.04(1.07) 44.45(1.10) 44.57(1.25)

NPENAS [57] - 91.08(0.11) 91.52(0.16) - - - -
REA [44] 0.02 91.19(0.31) 93.92(0.30) 71.81(1.12) 71.84(0.99) 45.15(0.89) 45.54(1.03)

NASBOT [27] - - 93.64(0.23) - 71.38(0.82) - 45.88(0.37)
REINFORCE [59] 0.12 91.09(0.37) 93.85(0.37) 71.61(1.12) 71.71(1.09) 45.05(1.02) 45.24(1.18)

BOHB [21] 3.59 90.82(0.53) 93.61(0.52) 70.74(1.29) 70.85(1.28) 44.26(1.36) 44.42(1.49)

ReNAS [61] 86.31 90.90(0.31) 93.99(0.25) 71.96(0.99) 72.12(0.79) 45.85(0.47) 45.97(0.49)

ParZC(Ours) 68.95 91.55(0.02) 94.36(0.01) 73.49(0.02) 73.51(0.00) 46.37(0.04) 46.34(0.01)

Optimal - 91.61 94.37 73.49 73.51 46.73 47.31

ResNet - 90.83 93.97 70.42 70.86 44.53 43.63

Table 10. Hyperparameter (HP) Search Space of Optuna.

HP Value

Patch Size 16
Max Seq Length 4096
Dimension [256, 4096]
Depth [2, 8]
Dropout [0.1, 0.5]
Batch Size [16, 128]
Epochs [50, 300]
Learning Rate [1e− 4, 1e− 2]

architectures have similar characteristics or share common
design principles. The linear arrangement suggests a grad-
ual progression or transition between these architectures,
with slight variations in their features or performance.

On the other hand, the remaining ZC proxies, such as
those corresponding to ”curve,” ”spiral,” or other architec-
tural variations, are distributed more uniformly across the
search space. This distribution implies a higher degree of
diversity among these architectures, with each ZC proxy
representing a unique design or approach. Unlike the linear
arrangement observed in ”plain” and ”grasp,” the absence
of a clear pattern among these ZC proxies suggests a wider
exploration of architectural possibilities.

The diversity observed in ZC proxies through t-SNE vi-
sualization showcases the remarkable versatility and rich-
ness of zero-shot NAS. This visualization not only demon-
strates the ability of ZC proxies to encapsulate a broad spec-

Table 11. Rank correlation (%) of training-free proxies on MQ-
Bench-101. The Spearman@topk(ρs@k) are adopted to measure
the correlation of the top performing bit configurations on MQ-
Bench-101.

Method ρs@20% ρs@50% ρs@100% Time(s)

BParams 28.67±0.24 32.41±0.07 55.08±0.13 2.59
HAWQ [19] 23.64±0.13 36.21±0.09 60.47±0.07 53.76
HAWQ-V2 [18] 30.19±0.14 44.12±0.15 74.75±0.05 42.17
OMPQ [35] 7.88±0.16 16.38±0.08 31.07±0.03 53.76
QE [49] 20.33±0.09 24.37±0.13 36.50±0.06 2.15
SNIP [28] 33.63±0.20 17.23±0.09 38.48±0.09 2.50
Synflow [50] 39.92±0.09 44.10±0.11 31.57±0.02 2.23
EMQ [13] 42.59±0.09 57.21±0.05 79.21±0.05 1.02
ParZC(Ours) 40.47±0.14 66.84±0.08 80.05±0.12 2.3

trum of architectural characteristics and design choices but
also highlights their potential for facilitating efficient ex-
ploration of the architectural space without relying on com-
putationally expensive training cycles. This crucial obser-
vation serves as the foundation and provides an intuitive
understanding for the validity of our proposed ParZC tech-
nique. By fully leveraging the exploration of these diverse
ZC proxies, we can expect to achieve enhanced perfor-
mance in neural architecture search. Overall, these pro-
found insights underscore the power and flexibility of zero-
cost proxies as an invaluable tool within the field of neural
architecture search.

F. More Visualization Results
F.1. Visualization of Bayesian Network

Figure 7 presents a comprehensive visualization of the
distributions of weight values across the neurons in our
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Figure 7. Visualization of Bayesian Network

Bayesian Network. Each sub-figure, from Neuron 1 to Neu-
ron 21, contains a histogram that elucidates the frequency
distribution of weights, providing an empirical basis to an-
alyze the uncertainty associated with the zero-cost proxies
utilized within the network.

The horizontal axis (x-axis) denotes the weight values,
while the vertical axis (y-axis) corresponds to the frequency
of these values. This alignment of histograms enables a par-
allel comparison among the neurons, highlighting the vari-
ability and consistency of the learned parameters. Such a vi-
sualization is instrumental in deciphering the dispersion and
central tendencies within the network, which are pivotal for
a nuanced understanding of the uncertainty encapsulated by
the ZC proxies.

F.2. Correlation Visualization of ParZC on NAS
Benchmarks

We provide the correlation of ParZC across multiple
datasets and benchmarks in Figure 8. The figures present
a comparison of neural architecture search (NAS) results
on different datasets using two benchmark datasets: NAS-
Bench-101 and NAS-Bench-201. Figures (a) to (d) show
scatterplots illustrating the performance of various architec-
tures on NAS-Bench-101 and NAS-Bench-201 for CIFAR-
10, CIFAR-100, and ImageNet16-120 datasets. These scat-
terplots provide insights into the distribution and charac-
teristics of the architectures across different datasets. Fig-
ures (e) to (h) showcase the top-performing architectures
found through NAS-Bench-101 and NAS-Bench-201 on
each dataset, highlighting the architectures that achieved the
highest performance. These figures demonstrate the effec-
tiveness and potential of neural architecture search in dis-
covering architectures optimized for specific datasets.
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