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Abstract

Optimizing expensive, non-convex, black-box
Lipschitz continuous functions presents sig-
nificant challenges, particularly when the
Lipschitz constant of the underlying function
is unknown. Such problems often demand
numerous function evaluations to approxi-
mate the global optimum, which can be pro-
hibitive in terms of time, energy, or resources.
In this work, we introduce Every Call is Pre-
cious (ECP), a novel global optimization al-
gorithm that minimizes unpromising evalua-
tions by strategically focusing on potentially
optimal regions. Unlike previous approaches,
ECP eliminates the need to estimate the
Lipschitz constant, thereby avoiding addi-
tional function evaluations. ECP guaran-
tees no-regret performance for infinite evalu-
ation budgets and achieves minimax-optimal
regret bounds within finite budgets. Exten-
sive ablation studies validate the algorithm’s
robustness, while empirical evaluations show
that ECP outperforms 10 benchmark algo-
rithms—including Lipschitz, Bayesian, ban-
dits, and evolutionary methods—across 30
multi-dimensional non-convex synthetic and
real-world optimization problems, which po-
sitions ECP as a competitive approach for
global optimization.

1 Introduction

Global optimization is an evolving field of optimization
(Törn and Žilinskas, 1989; Pardalos, 2013; Floudas and
Pardalos, 2014; Zabinsky, 2013; Stork et al., 2022)
that seeks to identify the best possible solution across
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the entire problem space, i.e., the entire set of fea-
sible solutions, ensuring that the global optimum is
found or at least well-approximated, even with a lim-
ited number of function evaluations. The objective
function may be non-convex and exhibit multiple local
optima. As a result, local optimization methods may
only find a solution that is optimal in a limited region
of the search space, potentially yielding a globally sub-
optimal result. Moreover, the objective function can
be non-differentiable or a black-box function (Jones
et al., 1998), meaning it is only accessible through di-
rect evaluations. Furthermore, evaluating the objec-
tive function can be expensive, requiring substantial
amounts of money, time, or energy, which makes the
process even more challenging, as it can limit the num-
ber of function evaluations.

Despite the challenges, global optimization problems
are prevalent in engineering and real-world systems.
These problems are applicable in various fields, in-
cluding mechanical, civil, and chemical engineering, as
well as in structural optimization, molecular biology,
circuit chip design, and image processing (Zabinsky,
2013). More recently, with the emergence of large lan-
guage models (LLMs), a new line of work has focused
on instruction learning in black-box LLMs, such as
ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2023), through calls, without ac-
cess to their underlying models (Chen et al., 2024; Lin
et al., 2024; Kharrat et al., 2024). Therefore, the de-
velopment of efficient global optimization algorithms
represents an intriguing research direction with the po-
tential for significant impact across several disciplines.

A subfield of global optimization is Lipschitz opti-
mization (Shubert, 1972; Piyavskii, 1972), which as-
sumes knowledge of the Lipschitz constant or an up-
per bound for it. While Törn and Žilinskas (1989) ob-
served that practical objective functions often exhibit
Lipschitz continuity, the exact value of this constant
is seldom known. In this work, we focus on black-
box Lipschitz continuous functions with unknown con-
stants. In such cases, a common approach is to esti-
mate the Lipschitz constant or an upper bound and use
this estimate as a proxy for the true constant (Mal-
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Figure 1: Selected figures of various considered non-convex objective functions with two dimensions.

herbe and Vayatis, 2017; Serré et al., 2024). Unlike
these previous works, our approach bypass Lipschitz
constant estimation—typically reliant on random uni-
form evaluations—and concentrate solely on evaluat-
ing points that are potential maximizers. This sig-
nificantly improves the efficiency of the global opti-
mization process, particularly for expensive objective
functions with tight evaluation budgets.

We introduce Every Call is Precious (ECP) a simple
yet efficient approach that avoids unpromising uniform
random evaluations. The core idea is to start with
small acceptance regions, possibly empty, controlled
by a variable, εt. This region leverages the Lipschitz
continuity of the function—without requiring the Lip-
schitz constant—by using εt and the points observed
in previous iterations. The proposed region is the-
oretically guaranteed, for smaller values of t, to be
a subset of potential maximizers, ensuring that every
evaluated point is a viable candidate for the maximum.
ECP gradually expands the acceptance region through
a growing sequence of εt, progressively including more
potential maximizers until all are covered when εt ≥ k.
This method is especially practical for small evaluation
budgets, as it ensures that all evaluated points are po-
tential maximizers, avoiding unpromising evaluations.

In the following, we summarize the contributions:

(1) We introduce ECP, a global optimization algo-
rithm that eliminates the need to estimate a Lips-
chitz constant. Instead, we propose a simple yet ef-
fective adaptive search strategy based on a growing
sequence of εt. The implementation is publicly avail-
able at https://github.com/fouratifares/ECP.

(2) We provide theoretical analysis of ECP, address-
ing its unique interplay between acceptance region ex-
pansion (Lemma 1) and contraction over time (Propo-
sition 3). Key results include finite computational
complexity (Theorem 1), no-regret guarantees in the

infinite-budget setting (Theorem 2), and minimax op-
timality with finite budgets (Theorem 3).

(3) Benchmarks against 10 global optimization meth-
ods on 30 non-convex, multi-dimensional problems
demonstrate that ECP consistently outperforms state-
of-the-art Lipschitz, Bayesian, bandits, and evolution-
ary methods. Furthermore, extensive experiments val-
idate ECP’s robustness to hyperparameter choices.

2 Related Works

Several methods have been proposed for global op-
timization, with the simplest being non-adaptive ex-
haustive searches, such as grid search, which uniformly
divides the space into representative points (Zabin-
sky, 2013), or its stochastic alternative, Pure Random
Search (PRS), which employs random uniform sam-
pling (Brooks, 1958; Zabinsky, 2013). However, these
methods are often inefficient, as they fail to exploit pre-
viously gathered information or the underlying struc-
ture of the objective function (Zabinsky, 2013).

To enhance efficiency, adaptive methods have been de-
veloped that leverage collected data and local smooth-
ness. Some of these methods need the knowledge of
the local smoothness, including HOO (Bubeck et al.,
2011), Zooming (Kleinberg et al., 2008), and DOO
(Munos, 2011), while others do not, such as SOO
(Munos, 2011; Preux et al., 2014; Kawaguchi et al.,
2016) and SequOOL (Bartlett et al., 2019). In this
work, however, we focus on Lipschitz functions.

To address Lipschitz functions with unknown Lips-
chitz constants, the DIRECT algorithm (Jones et al.,
1993; Jones and Martins, 2021) employs a determinis-
tic splitting approach of the whole space, sequentially
dividing and evaluating the function over subdivisions
that have recorded the highest upper bounds.

https://github.com/fouratifares/ECP
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More recently, Malherbe and Vayatis (2017) intro-
duced AdaLIPO, an adaptive stochastic no-regret
strategy that estimates the Lipschitz constant through
uniform random sampling, which is then used to iden-
tify potentially optimal maximizers based on previ-
ously explored points. Later, AdaLIPO+ (Serré et al.,
2024) was introduced as an empirical enhancement
over it, reducing the exploration probability over time.
Both approaches optimize the search space using an
acceptance condition, yet they necessitate additional
uniform random evaluations, making them less effi-
cient in small-budget scenarios.

Under alternative assumptions, various global opti-
mization methods have been proposed. For instance,
Bayesian optimization (BO) (Nogueira, 2014–; Shahri-
ari et al., 2016; Frazier, 2018; Balandat et al., 2020)
constructs a probabilistic model of the objective func-
tion and uses it to evaluate the most promising points,
making it particularly effective for global optimization.

While several BO algorithms are theoretically guar-
anteed to converge to the global optimum of the un-
known function, they often rely on the assumption
that the kernel’s hyperparameters are known in ad-
vance. To address this limitation, hyperparameter-free
approaches such as Adaptive GP-UCB (A-GP-UCB)
(Berkenkamp et al., 2019) have been proposed. More
recently, Lindauer et al. (2022) introduced SMAC3 as
a robust baseline for global optimization. In our empir-
ical evaluation, we show that ECP outperforms these
recent baselines from BO.

Other approaches, such as CMA-ES (Hansen and Os-
termeier, 1996; Hansen, 2006; Hansen et al., 2019),
and simulated annealing (Metropolis et al., 1953; Kirk-
patrick et al., 1983), later extended to Dual Annealing
(Xiang et al., 1997; Tsallis, 1988; Tsallis and Stariolo,
1996), are also notable, although they do not guaran-
tee no-regret (Malherbe and Vayatis, 2017) or theoret-
ical finite-budget guarantees for Lipschitz functions.

Other related approaches include contextual bandits
(Auer, 2002; Langford and Zhang, 2007; Filippi et al.,
2010; Valko et al., 2013; Lattimore and Szepesvári,
2020), such as the NeuralUCB algorithm (Zhou et al.,
2020), which leverages neural networks to estimate
upper-confidence bounds. While NeuralUCB is not
primarily designed for global maximization, it can
be adapted by randomly sampling points, estimating
their bounds, evaluating the point with the highest
estimate, and retraining the network. However, it
may be inefficient for small budgets, as neural net-
works require a large number of samples to train effec-
tively. Finally, other works on bandits address black-
box discrete function maximization (Fourati et al.,
2023, 2024c,b), which is not the focus of this work.

3 Problem Statement

In this work, we consider a black-box, non-convex, de-
terministic, real-valued function f , which may be ex-
pensive to evaluate—requiring significant time, energy,
or financial resources. The function is defined over a
convex, compact set X ⊂ Rd with a non-empty interior
and has a maximum over its input space1.

The objective of this work is global maximization,
seeking a global maximizer, defined as follows:

x⋆ ∈ arg max
x∈X

f(x)

with a minimal number of function calls. Starting from
an initial point x1 and given its function evaluation
f(x1), adaptive global optimization algorithms lever-
age past observations to identify potential global op-
timizers. Specifically, depending on the previous eval-
uations (x1, f(x1)), · · · , (xt, f(xt)), it chooses at each
iteration t ≥ 1 a point xt+1 ∈ X to evaluate and re-
ceives its function evaluation f(xt+1). After n itera-
tions, the algorithm returns xı̂n , one of the evaluated
points, where ı̂n ∈ arg maxi=1,··· ,n f(xi), representing
the point with the highest evaluation.

To assess the performance of an algorithm A ∈ G,
where G is the set of global optimization algorithms,
over the function f , we consider its regret after n itera-
tions, i.e., after evaluating x1, . . . , xn by A, as follows:

RA,f (n) = max
x∈X

f(x) − max
i=1,··· ,n

f(xi), (1)

measuring the difference between the true maximum
and the best evaluation over the n iterations.

We consider f to be Lipschitz with an unknown finite
Lipschitz constant k, i.e., there exists an unknown k ≥
0, such that for any two points, x and x′ in X , the
absolute difference between f(x) and f(x′) is no more
than k times the distance between x and x′, i.e.,

∀(x, x′) ∈ X 2 |f(x) − f(x′)| ≤ k · ∥x− x′∥2 .

Morever, we denote the set of Lipschitz-continuous
functions defined on X , with a Lipschitz constant k,
as Lip(k) := {f : X → R s.t. |f(x) − f(x′)| ≤ k ·
∥x− x′∥2 , ∀(x, x′) ∈ X 2} and their union

⋃
k≥0 Lip(k)

denotes the set of all Lipschitz-continuous functions.

We define the notion of no-regret, equivalent to op-
timization consistency (Malherbe and Vayatis, 2017),

1For all x ∈ Rd, we denote its ℓ2-norm as ∥x∥2 =

(
∑d

i=1 x
2
i )

1
2 . We define B(x, r) = {x′ ∈ Rd : ∥x− x′∥2 ≤

r} the ball centered in x of radius r ≥ 0. For any bounded
set X ⊂ Rd, we define its radius as rad(X ) = max{r >
0 : ∃x ∈ X where B(x, r) ⊆ X} and its diameter as
diam(X ) = max(x,x′)∈X2 ∥x− x′∥2.
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where the best evaluation converges to the true maxi-
mum in probability, which provides a formal guarantee
that the algorithm’s regret diminishes with an increas-
ing budget n (number of evaluations).

Definition 1. (No-Regret) An algorithm A ∈ G is
no-regret over a set F of real-valued functions, having
a maximum over their domain X , if and only if:

∀f ∈ F , RA,f (n)
p−→ 0,

where RA,f , defined in Eq. (1), represents the regret
of algorithm A after n evaluations of function f .

In fact, finite-time lower bounds on the minimax regret
can be established for the class of functions with a fixed
Lipschitz constant k, as we recall below.

Proposition 1. (Bull (2011)) (Lower Bound) For
any Lipschitz function, f ∈ Lip(k), with any constant
k ≥ 0 and any n ∈ N⋆, we have

inf
A∈G

sup
f∈Lip(k)

E [RA,f (n)] ≥ c · k · n− 1
d

where c = rad(X ) /(8
√
d). The expectation is taken

over the n evaluations of f by the algorithm A.

The minimax regret lower bound for optimizing Lip-
schitz functions shows that the best achievable regret
decays as n− 1

d , where n is the budget of function
evaluations and d is the input space dimensionality,
which underscores the difficulty of high-dimensional
optimization. The regret bounds also scale with the
Lipschitz constant k, indicating functions with smaller
k are easier to optimize. This result sets performance
limits for algorithms, with the best expected regret
bounded by Θ(k ·n− 1

d ), which can be recovered by any
algorithm with a covering rate of O(n−1/d) (Malherbe
and Vayatis, 2017). However, the objective functions
used to establish the lower bound of Ω(kn−1/d) often
feature spikes that are nearly constant across most
of the domain, offering limited practical relevance.
Therefore, we focus on developing an algorithm that
not only meets theoretical guarantees but also demon-
strates outstanding performance across a wide variety
of non-convex multi-dimensional objective functions.

4 Every Call is Precious (ECP)

In this section, we present ECP, an efficient algorithm,
for maximizing an unknown (possibly expensive) func-
tion f without knowing its Lipschitz constant k ≥ 0.

Our proposed algorithm, ECP, presented in Algo-
rithm 1, takes as input the number of function evalua-
tions n ∈ N⋆ (budget), the search space X , the black-
box function f , a value ε1 > 0, a coefficient τn,d > 1,

Algorithm 1 Every Call is Precious (ECP)

Input: n ∈ N⋆, ε1 > 0, τn,d > 1, C > 1, X ⊂ Rd, f

1: Let x1 ∼ U(X ), Evaluate f(x1)
2: t← 1, h1 ← 1, h2 ← 0
3: while t < n do
4: Let xt+1 ∼ U(X ), ht+1 ← ht+1 + 1,
5: if (ht+1 − ht) > C then ▷ (Growth Condition)
6: εt ← τn,d · εt, ht+1 ← 0
7: end if
8: if xt+1 ∈ Aεt,t then ▷ (Acceptance Condition)
9: Evaluate f(xt+1)
10: t← t+ 1, ht ← ht+1

11: εt+1 ← τn,d · εt, ht+1 ← 0
12: end if
13: end while
14: Return xî where î ∈ argmaxi=1,··· ,n f(xi)

and a constant C > 1. The algorithm begins by sam-
pling and evaluating a point x1 uniformly at random
from the entire space X (line 1). It then proceeds
through n− 1 rounds (each round concludes after one
function evaluation), where in each round t ≥ 1 (up to
t = n− 1), a random variable xt+1 is repeatedly sam-
pled uniformly from the input space X until a sample
meets the acceptance condition. Once the condition is
satisfied, the sample is evaluated, and the algorithm
moves to the next round t + 1.

ECP accepts (evaluates) the sampled point xt+1 = x
if and only if the following inequality is verified:

min
i=1,··· ,t

(f(xi) + εt · ∥x− xi∥2) ≥ max
j=1,··· ,t

f(xj),

where εt is a growing sequence staring from ε1 and
continuously multiplied by a coefficient τn,d > 1. An
illustration of the acceptance region for a non-convex,
single-dimensional objective function can be found in
Figure 2, where it can be seen that εt controls the
acceptance region size. The coefficient τn,d > 1 is some
non-decreasing function of n and d, such as τn,d =
max{1 + 1

nd , τ} ≥ τ > 1.

The algorithm tracks the number of sampled but re-
jected points during each iteration t ≥ 1 before in-
creasing εt, using the variable ht+1. This variable is
initialized to zero (lines 2) and is reset to zero when-
ever εt is increased (line 6 and 11). Additionally, ht

is initialized with the number of rejections from the
previous iteration (lines 2 and 10), before acceptance
at iteration t − 1. When the difference between the
current and the previous number of rejections exceeds
a given threshold C > 1 (line 5), εt is increased by
multiplying it with the factor τn,d > 1. This growth
condition is further analyzed in Proposition 5.

Thus, εt grows when a rapidly increasing number of
samples is generated without an accepted point (lines
5-6) and also when a sample is evaluated (line 11).
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Figure 2: An illustration of the acceptance region (or-
ange), which is determined based on the 8 evaluated
points on a non-convex, single-dimensional objective func-
tion (black). The ε8 controls the slopes of the blue func-
tions, directly impacting the acceptance region.

While the former type of growth is stochastic and de-
pends on the threshold C > 1, the latter is determin-
istic and occurs regardless of the input parameters.
Consequently, it follows that εt ≥ ε1τ

t−1
n,d .

Formally, for any value of εt and at any given time step
t, we define Aεt,t as the acceptance region, presenting
the set of potentially accepted points at round t with
current εt. The choice of this condition will be moti-
vated and analyzed in further details in Section 5.1.

Definition 2. (Acceptance Region) The set of
points potentially accepted by ECP at any time step t ≥
1, for any value εt > 0, is defined as: Aεt,t ≜ {x ∈ X :
mini=1,··· ,t(f(xi)+εt ·∥x− xi∥2) ≥ maxj=1,··· ,t f(xj)}.

This acceptance, condition as shown later in in Propo-
sition 2 in Section 5.1, ensures that the points po-
tentially accepted are optimal for smaller values of εt
and, as εt increases, encompass all potentially opti-
mal points. Therefore, unlike PRS, which accepts any
sampled point, or other methods that allow for some
evaluations of uniform random samples over the en-
tire space X (to estimate the Lipschitz constant k),
ECP evaluates a point only if it falls within a smaller
subspace of X containing potential maximizers.

Notice that the acceptance region depends on the pre-
viously explored points until iteration time t and the
current value of εt. As shown in the later analysis, the
acceptance region exhibits intersting properties: it is
non-decreasing with increasing values of εt at a given
iteration t (for any time step t and any u ≤ v, we
have Aεt=u,t ⊆ Aεt=v,t, as shown in Lemma 1), and
it is non-increasing with increasing time steps t for a
given value of εt (for any εt = ε and any t1 ≤ t2, we
have Aεt=ε,t2 ⊆ Aεt=ε,t1 , as shown in Proposition 3).
Therefore, the smaller the εt and the larger the time
t, the more points are rejected, as verified by the in-
creasing upper bound on the rejection probability in
Proposition 4. To balance this potential growth in
rejections, εt is designed to continuously grow by a
multiplicative constant τn,d > 1, both to include more
potential points and to mitigate the risk of exponential
growth in rejections as the time step t increases, which

ensures both a fast algorithm and guaranteed conver-
gence, with polynomial computational complexity, as
shown in Theorem 1. Regret analysis of ECP are pre-
sented in Section 5.3.

Remark 1. (Extension to other smoothness
assumptions) The proposed optimization framework
can be generalized to encompass a broad class of glob-
ally and locally smooth functions by making slight mod-
ifications to the decision rule. As an example, consider
the set of functions analyzed by Munos et al. (2014),
characterized by a unique maximizer x⋆ and satisfy-
ing f(x⋆) − f(x) ≤ ℓ(x⋆, x) for all x ∈ X, where
ℓ : X × X → R+ is a semi-metric defining local
smoothness around the maxima. By adapting Propo-
sition 2, the decision rule for selecting Xt+1 can be
reformulated as testing whether maxi=1,...,t f(Xi) ≤
mini=1,...,t f(Xi) + ℓ(Xt+1, Xi).

5 Theoretical Analysis

In the following, we provide theoretical analysis of
ECP. First, we motivate the considered acceptance re-
gion, then we analyze the rejection growth and the
computational complexity, and finally, we show that
ECP is no-regret with optimal minimax regret bound.

5.1 Acceptance Region Analysis

In this section, we motivate the proposed acceptance
region and the design of the algorithm with respect
to the growing εt. The acceptance region is inspired
by the previously studied active subset of consistent
functions in active learning (Dasgupta, 2011; Hanneke,
2011; Malherbe and Vayatis, 2017). Hence, we start by
the definition of consistent functions.

Definition 3. (Consistent functions) The active
subset of Lipschitz functions, with a Lipschitz con-
stant k, consistent with the black-box function f over
t ≥ 1 evaluated samples (x1, f(x1)), · · · , (xt, f(xt)) is:
Fk,t ≜ {g ∈ Lip(k) : ∀i ∈ {1, · · · , t}, g(xi) = f(xi)} .

Using the above definition of a consistent function, we
define the subset of points that can maximize at least
some function g within that subset of consistent func-
tions and possibly maximize the target f .

Definition 4. (Potential Maximizers) For a Lip-
schitz function f with a Lipschitz constant k ≥ 0, let
Fk,t be the set of consistent functions with respect to
f , as defined in Definition 3. For any iteration t ≥ 1,
the set of potential maximizers is defined as follows:

Pk,t ≜

{
x ∈ X : ∃g ∈ Fk,t where x ∈ arg max

x∈X
g(x)

}
.

We can then show the relationship between the po-
tential maximizers and our proposed acceptance re-
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gion. But first, we demonstrate an important char-
acteristic of our acceptance region, which is being a
no-decreasing region, function of the value of εt, as
shown in Appendix C.2.

Lemma 1. (Expanding with Respect to εt) Let
u, v > 0 be two values of εt such that u ≤ v. Then, the
set of potentially accepted points at time t correspond-
ing to εt = u is a subset of the set of actions at time t
corresponding to εt = v, i.e., Aεt=u,t ⊆ Aεt=v,t.

Therefore, for a fixed iteration t, by design of our al-
gorithm, which increases εt, the acceptance region is
non-decreasing. Using the above result in Lemma 1
and Lemma 3 from Appendix C.1, we derive in Ap-
pendix C.3 the relationship between our considered
acceptance region and the set of potential maximizers,
summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. (Potential Optimality) For any
iteration t, if Pk,t denotes the set of potential maximiz-
ers of f ∈ Lip(k), as in Definition 3, and Aεt,t denotes
our acceptance region, defined in Definition 2, then:
∀εt ≤ k, Aεt,t ⊆ Pk,t, and ∀εt > k, Pk,t ⊆ Aεt,t.

Therefore, from the above proposition, we conclude
that starting with an arbitrarily small ε1, smaller than
or equal to the unknown Lipschitz constant k, ECP
evaluates the function only over sampled points that
are potential maximizers of the unknown function f .
Furthermore, when εt reaches or exceeds k, i.e., εt ≥ k,
which is unavoidable with a growing number of eval-
uations, the acceptance space does not exclude any
potential maximizer, as all potential maximizers re-
main within the acceptance condition, which is crucial
to guarantee the no-regret property of ECP.

Beyond the aforementioned inclusions, it can be seen
that both our acceptance region Aεt,t and the true
set of potential maximizers Pk,t are functions of the
time step t. In fact, the set of consistent functions
Fk,t is non-increasing as the number of evaluations in-
creases. Consequently, the set of potential maximizers
of at least one of these functions, Pk,t, also becomes
non-increasing with an increasing number of evalua-
tions. We show in Appendix C.4 that, in addition to
the inclusions in Proposition 2, our acceptance region
follows the same trend with increasing iteration steps
t. That is, our acceptance region is a non-increasing
region with respect to t, as provided in Proposition 3.

Proposition 3. (Shrinking with respect to t)
For any εt = ε, for any t1, t2 ≥ 1 such that t1 ≤ t2,
we have Pk,t2 ⊆ Pk,t1 and Aεt=ε,t2 ⊆ Aεt=ε,t1 .

Thus, given some fixed value of εt = ε, as t increases,
accepting points becomes increasingly difficult.

Now, rethinking Proposition 2, we note that for εt ≤ k,
only potential maximizers are evaluated. A curious

reader might ask: if it is guaranteed that Aεt,t ⊆ Pk,t

for εt ≤ k—meaning all accepted points are potential
maximizers—why expand the acceptance region?

Both Proposition 2 and Proposition 3 illustrate the re-
lationship between our acceptance region and the set
of potential maximizers, and together they motivate
the growth of εt over the iterations for two key rea-
sons. First, as indicated in Proposition 2, increasing
εt ensures that we do not overlook any potential max-
imizers. Specifically, it is only when εt reaches or ex-
ceeds k that all potential maximizers fall within the
acceptance region, i.e., Pk,t ⊆ Aεt,t. Second, as stated
in Proposition 3, for a fixed εt, the acceptance region is
a non-increasing set with respect to t, which can lead
to a growing probability of rejection—potentially in
an exponential manner. To counteract this exponen-
tial growth, our algorithm increases the value of εt,
thereby preventing the rejection rate from becoming
unsustainable. In the following section, we further an-
alyze the rejection probability of sampled points from
the region X . From this analysis, we derive guarantees
on the likelihood of accepting points after a constant
amount of growth, which ensures the probabilistic ter-
mination of the ECP algorithm in polynomial time.

5.2 Rejection Growth Analysis and
Computational Complexity

The result in Proposition 3 demonstrates that the ac-
ceptance region is non-increasing over time, with re-
spect to iteration t, when a constant εt is used, leading
to a non-decreasing probabilistic rejection of sampled
points. Furthermore, the result in Lemma 1 shows that
the acceptance region increases with rising εt values in
a given iteration t, resulting in a decreasing proba-
bilistic rejection of sampled points. When εt increases
within the same iteration t, it is scaled by a multiplica-
tive factor τn,d > 1 whenever growth is detected, i.e.,
εt becomes εtτ

vt
n,d, where vt represents the number of

growth detection within iteration t.

Consider ∆ = maxx∈X f(x)−minx∈X f(x), λ the stan-
dard Lebesgue measure that generalizes the notion of
volume of any open set, and Γ(x) =

∫∞
0

tx−1e−t dt. In
what follows, we characterize this rejection growth by
providing an upper bound on the probability of rejec-
tion in Proposition 4, proved in Appendix C.5, func-
tion of the algorithm constants ε1 > 0 and τn,d > 1,

with εt ≥ ε1 · τ (t−1)
n,d , and vt which depends on C ≥ 1.

Proposition 4. (ECP Rejection Probability)
For any Lipschitz function f , let (xi)1≤i≤t be the pre-
viously evaluated points of ECP until time t, and let
vt the number of increases of εt at iteration t (i.e., the
number of times we validate growth condition in iter-
ation t). For any x ∈ X , let R(x, t, vt) be the event of
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rejecting x at time t + 1 after vt growths, we have:

P (R(x, t + 1, vt)) ≤
t(
√
π∆)d

εd1τ
(t−1)d
nd τvtdn,d Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

.

For completeness, although the original works do not
provide this information, we note that by applying
the same bounding techniques used in Proposition 4
and leveraging the law of total probability, one can
derive the rejection bounds for both AdaLIPO and
AdaLIPO+ (Malherbe and Vayatis, 2017; Serré et al.,
2024). We present these results in Proposition 7 in
Appendix C.6. Unlike our approach, which does not
require space-filling to estimate the true Lipschitz con-
stant, they allocate a portion of uniform random sam-
pling for this purpose, with probability p. Conse-
quently, their rejection upper bound is reduced by
this factor, let R(x, t) be the event of rejecting x at
time t + 1, then its probability is upperbounded as

P (R(x, t + 1)) ≤ (1−p)t(
√
π∆)d

kd
t Γ(d/2+1)λ(X )

. In such case, it can

be seen that the upperbound of ECP is the closest to
LIPO, which assumes the knowledge of k.

Remark 2. If the exact value of k is known, then for
any choice of C ≥ 1, setting ε1 = k and τn,d = 1 (in
which case the choice of C becomes irrelevant since εt
does not increase when multiplied by one), the ECP al-
gorithm recovers the exact method used in LIPO (Mal-
herbe and Vayatis, 2017), which assumes knowledge of
k and is known to achieve optimal rates for known Lip-
schitz constants. Furthermore, our algorithm achieves
the same rejection rate of LIPO, as shown in Theorem
1 in (Serré et al., 2024), for ε1 = k and τn,d = 1.

Increasing the values of ε1 and τn,d causes the rejec-
tion probability to approach zero, reducing the algo-
rithm to a pure random search and undermining the
efficiency of function evaluations. Therefore, smaller
values for both ε1 and τn,d are required, which leads to
a higher rejection rate and creates a trade-off between
time complexity and output quality. We mitigate this
by introducing a constant C > 1, allowing the use of
smaller ε1 and τn,d while preserving the algorithm’s
speed by adaptively increasing εt (when needed) in
response to high rejection rates. εt grows determinis-
tically, ensuring that εt ≥ ε1τ

t−1
n,d , and stochastically

when growth conditions are met. By multiplying εt
by τn,d > 1 during rejection growth, even with small
values of τn,d and ε1, we guarantee the eventual accep-
tance of a point, proven in Appendix C.7.

Corollary 1. (Likely Acceptance) There exists
a maximum finite number of increases, v, independent
of the iteration t, function of n and d, such that the
probability of acceptance is at least 1/2,

v =

⌈
1

d
logτn,d

(
2n(

√
π∆)d

εd1Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

)⌉
.

In the following we characterize this growth and show
in Appendix C.8 that it maintains a linear growth in t,
with coefficient C > 1, which ensures a fast algorithm.

Proposition 5. (Rejection Growth) For any it-
eration step t ≥ 1, the growth condition used in ECP,
with a constant C > 1, ensures ht+1 ≤ (t + 1) · C.
Otherwise, εt grows and ht+1 is reset to zero.

While algorithms like AdaLIPO may fall into an in-
finite loop of rejections, which happens with growing
t, as the acceptance of a point gets harder, the result
above is crucial in showing that the growth condition
in ECP, i.e., ht+1−ht > C, prevents super-linear rejec-
tion growth by continuously increasing εt for the same
iteration t. This increase makes point acceptance more
likely in that iteration, as demonstrated in Lemma 1.
The growth of εt continues until a point is accepted,
thereby avoiding the infinite sampling loop.

By controlling the growth in the number of rejections,
we can establish an upper bound on the worst-case
computational complexity of ECP for a fixed evalu-
ation budget of n. This result is formalized in the
following theorem, shown in Appendix C.9.

Theorem 1. (ECP Computational Complexity)
Consider the ECP algorithm tuned with any ε1 > 0,
any τn,d > 1, and any constant C > 1. Then, for any
function f ∈ F and any budget n ∈ N⋆, with a proba-
bility at least 1 − 1

2C−1
, the computational complexity

of ECP is at most O
(

n2C
d logτn,d

(
n∆d

εd1Γ(d/2+1)λ(X )

))
.

Remark 3. Notice that a larger constant C implies
less constraint on growth, as shown in Proposition 5,
which leads to more patience before increasing εt. Fur-
thermore, smaller values of ε1 > 0 and τn,d > 1 lead
to a slower growth of εt, resulting in higher rejection
rates, as shown in Proposition 4. Therefore, either
increasing C, decreasing τn,d, or decreasing ε1 result
in higher rejection rates and consequently potentailly
more waiting time to accept a sampled point, thereby
potentially increasing the computational complexity of
the algorithm, as validated in Theorem 1.

5.3 Regret Analysis

In the following we provide the regret guarantees of
ECP, both for infinite and finite budgets. But first,
we define the i⋆ as the hitting time, after which εt
reaches or overcomes the Lipschitz constant k.

Definition 5. (Hitting Time) For the sequence
(εi)i∈N and the unknown Lipschitz constant k > 0, we

can define i⋆ ≜ min {i ∈ N⋆ : εi ≥ k} .

In the following lemma, we upper-bound the time t
after which εt is guaranteed to reach or exceed k. This
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Figure 3: Violin plots showing the ranking distributions of diverse optimization algorithms, ordered by increasing median
ranking, across 30 non-convex, multi-dimensional synthetic and real-world problems. The results are based on a budget
of n = 50 for the different algorithms, with maxima averaged over 100 repetitions.

shows that for sufficiently large t, the event of reaching
k is inevitable, with proof provided in Appendix C.10.

Lemma 2. (Hitting Time Upper-bound) For any
function f ∈ Lip(k), for any τn,d > 1 and any ε1 > 0,
the hitting time i⋆ is upperbounded as follows:

∀ε1 > 0, i⋆ ≤ max

(⌈
logτn,d

(
k

ε1

)⌉
, 1

)
.

Unlike other optimization methods that do not guar-
antee no-regret, such as AdaLIPO+ (due to decaying
exploration) or evolutionary algorithms like CMA-ES,
similar to AdaLIPO, ECP is a no-regret algorithm over
Lipschitz functions, as shown in Appendix C.11.

Theorem 2. (No-regret) For any unkown Lips-
chitz constant k, the ECP algorithm tuned with any
hyper-parameter ε1 > 0 and using any geometric
growth hyper-parameter τn,d > 1, and C > 1 converges
in probability to the exact maximum, i.e.

∀f ∈ Lip(k), RECP,f (n)
p−→ 0.

If the function is Lipschitz, even with an unknown Lip-
schitz constant, similar to previous global optimization
methods (Malherbe et al., 2016; Malherbe and Vayatis,
2017), we demonstrate in Appendix C.12 that ECP
consistently outperforms or matches PRS.

Proposition 6. (ECP Faster than PRS) Consider
the ECP algorithm tuned with any initial value ε1 > 0,
any constant τn,d > 1, and any constant C > 1. Then,
for any f ∈ Lip(k) and n ≥ i⋆,

P
(

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) ≥ y

)
≥ P

(
max

i=i⋆,··· ,n
f(x′

i) ≥ y

)
for all y ≥ maxi=1,··· ,i⋆−1 f(xi), where x1, · · · , xn are
n evaluated points by ECP and x′

i⋆ , · · · , x′
n are n in-

dependent uniformly distributed points over X .

Finally, the following theorem, shown in Ap-
pendix C.13, upperbounds the finite-time ECP regret.

Theorem 3. (Regret Upper Bound) Consider
ECP tuned with any ε1 > 0, any τn,d > 1, and any
C > 1. Then, for any non-constant f ∈ Lip(k), with
some unknown Lipschitz constant k, any n ∈ N⋆ and
δ ∈ (0, 1), we have with probability at least 1 − δ,

RECP,f (n) ≤ diam(X ) · i⋆ 1
d · k ·

(
ln( 1

δ )

n

) 1
d

.

With large values of τn,d and ε1, i⋆ (bounded in
Lemma 2) tends to one, and the ECP regret bound
exactly recovers the finite-time upper bound of LIPO
Malherbe and Vayatis (2017), which, unlike our
method, requires knowledge of k, see Table 5. From
the above theorem, it can be seen that ECP achieves
the minimax optimal rate of O(kn− 1

d ), matching the
lower bound Ω(kn−1/d) provided by Proposition 1.

6 Numerical Analysis

Since we do not assume knowledge of the Lipschitz
constant, we consider benchmarks that do not require
that. We compare our approach against 10 bench-
marks, including AdaLIPO (Malherbe and Vayatis,
2017), AdaLIPO+ (Serré et al., 2024), PRS (Zabin-
sky, 2013), DIRECT (Jones et al., 1993), DualAn-
nealing (Xiang et al., 1997), CMA-ES (Hansen and
Ostermeier, 1996; Hansen, 2006; Hansen et al., 2019),
Botorch (Balandat et al., 2020), SMAC3 (Lindauer
et al., 2022), A-GP-UCB (Berkenkamp et al., 2019),
and NeuralUCB (Zhou et al., 2020). We fix the same
budget n for all the methods and report the maximum
achieved value over the rounds, averaged over 100 rep-
etitions, with reported standard deviations.

We evaluate the proposed method on various
global optimization problems using both synthetic
and real-world datasets. The implementation of
the considered objectives is publicly available at
https://github.com/fouratifares/ECP.

The synthetic functions were designed to challenge

https://github.com/fouratifares/ECP
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Problems PRS DIRECT CMA-ES DualAnnealing NeuralUCB AdaLIPO AdaLIPO+ Botorch SMAC3 A-GP-UCB ECP (Ours)

autoMPG 2D -30.31 (5.69) -27.85 (0.00) -25.77 (8.14) -28.36 (3.81) -30.75 (6.44) -25.58 (1.67) -26.34 (2.02) -23.10 (0.00) -23.32 (0.00) -23.10 (0.00) -25.17 (1.50)
breastCancer 2D -0.08 (0.01) -0.08 (0.00) -0.07 (0.01) -0.08 (0.01) -0.08 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00)

concrete 2D -27.85 (2.84) -28.31 (0.00) -26.05 (6.30) -27.07 (1.72) -27.75 (2.84) -25.67 (0.91) -26.07 (1.13) -24.50 (1.25) -24.42 (0.00) -24.45 (0.14) -25.33 (0.62)
housing 2D -13.60 (0.62) -13.79 (0.00) -13.14 (0.91) -13.40 (0.49) -13.68 (0.68) -12.99 (0.16) -13.09 (0.22) -12.73 (0.00) -12.75 (0.00) -12.73 (0.00) -12.98 (0.13)
yacht 2D -67.54 (6.85) -64.46 (0.00) -61.48 (7.21) -65.64 (5.69) -67.75 (7.73) -59.78 (1.04) -60.75 (1.58) -58.07 (0.00) -58.40 (0.00) -58.07 (0.00) -60.08 (1.50)

Ackley 2D -4.92 (1.48) -4.92 (0.00) -8.69 (5.47) -4.72 (1.72) -5.26 (1.62) -2.08 (1.19) -2.37 (1.42) -6.39 (2.11) -4.89 (0.00) -1.39 (2.35) -1.38 (0.80)
Bukin 2D -21.09 (10.09) -47.28 (0.00) -12.51 (13.60) -19.43 (10.22) -18.92 (9.11) -14.54 (6.95) -15.22 (6.97) -32.41 (16.33) -0.91 (0.00) -8.40 (8.81) -11.33 (5.50)
Camel 2D 0.89 (0.13) 0.99 (0.00) 0.90 (0.26) 0.90 (0.14) 0.97 (0.06) 1.01 (0.02) 0.99 (0.05) 0.72 (0.32) 1.02 (0.00) 1.01 (0.10) 1.02 (0.01)

Cross-in-tray 2D 1.99 (0.07) 1.96 (0.00) 1.76 (0.18) 2.00 (0.07) 1.95 (0.10) 2.01 (0.07) 2.02 (0.07) 1.94 (0.10) 1.88 (0.00) 2.00 (0.09) 2.03 (0.06)
Damavandi 2D -3.57 (1.56) -9.26 (0.00) -4.37 (5.71) -3.18 (1.26) -4.17 (2.17) -2.55 (0.57) -2.59 (0.56) -5.53 (3.27) -2.02 (0.00) -2.83 (3.42) -2.24 (0.29)
Drop-wave 2D 0.73 (0.13) 0.14 (0.00) 0.58 (0.24) 0.75 (0.13) 0.70 (0.20) 0.74 (0.12) 0.76 (0.12) 0.66 (0.16) 0.20 (0.00) 0.70 (0.19) 0.76 (0.12)

Easom 2D 0.06 (0.18) 0.00 (0.00) 0.04 (0.18) 0.05 (0.12) 0.07 (0.21) 0.05 (0.15) 0.06 (0.16) 0.02 (0.09) 0.00 (0.00) 0.13 (0.33) 0.06 (0.15)
Egg-holder 2D 61.11 (11.57) 54.74 (0.00) 21.38 (22.00) 64.77 (11.85) 64.26 (11.90) 59.32 (10.44) 62.99 (12.71) 60.24 (10.02) 84.71 (0.00) 62.49 (13.57) 69.91 (11.70)
Griewank 2D -0.26 (0.13) -1.06 (0.00) -0.43 (0.28) -0.27 (0.14) -0.26 (0.13) -0.27 (0.12) -0.27 (0.12) -0.40 (0.21) -0.43 (0.00) -0.13 (0.11) -0.25 (0.13)

Himmelblau 2D -2.96 (3.12) -3.94 (0.00) -2.32 (5.95) -2.96 (2.76) -3.17 (2.85) -1.25 (1.40) -1.56 (1.58) -7.10 (7.16) -0.08 (0.00) -0.96 (4.03) -0.74 (0.82)
Holder 2D 14.44 (3.42) 8.83 (0.00) 6.61 (4.98) 14.69 (3.45) 14.33 (3.48) 15.53 (3.19) 15.22 (3.05) 15.97 (1.34) 0.78 (0.00) 16.08 (4.45) 17.03 (2.17)

Langermann 2D 2.92 (0.76) 3.98 (0.00) 1.61 (1.13) 2.73 (0.70) 2.63 (1.00) 2.71 (0.82) 2.69 (0.83) 2.30 (0.94) 2.63 (0.00) 2.80 (1.01) 2.32 (1.10)
Levy 2D -3.87 (3.56) -6.56 (0.00) -35.73 (45.40) -2.60 (2.33) -4.48 (4.18) -1.63 (1.04) -2.27 (1.83) -7.5 (7.34) -4.18 (0.00) -1.67 (4.82) -0.80 (0.49)

Michalewicz 2D 1.11 (0.28) 1.36 (0.00) 1.20 (0.37) 1.08 (0.27) 1.06 (0.27) 1.28 (0.30) 1.21 (0.28) 0.98 (0.28) 1.00 (0.00) 1.35 (0.41) 1.38 (0.29)
Rastrigin 2D -6.86 (3.52) -9.63 (0.00) -12.69 (9.86) -5.98 (3.58) -6.73 (3.62) -6.75 (3.39) -6.66 (3.45) -9.9 (5.65) -38.22 (0.00) -5.52 (3.51) -5.52 (2.93)
Schaffer 2D -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.02) -0.94 (0.00) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
Schubert 2D 8.28 (4.51) 1.18 (0.00) 4.46 (4.10) 8.36 (4.87) 7.60 (4.15) 7.92 (4.44) 7.90 (4.82) 5.26 (3.55) 3.79 (0.00) 9.80 (6.40) 7.80 (4.46)

Colville 3D -0.26 (0.26) -0.06 (0.00) -1.63 (3.22) -0.33 (0.42) -0.33 (0.32) -0.20 (0.16) -0.26 (0.32) -0.76 (1.02) -0.69 (0.00) -0.15 (0.16) -0.17 (0.14)
Hartmann 3D 3.42 (0.31) 3.51 (0.00) 3.57 (0.36) 3.35 (0.32) 3.64 (0.17) 3.73 (0.11) 3.68 (0.17) 3.86 (0.00) 2.89 (0.00) 3.73 (0.27) 3.79 (0.04)
Hartmann 6D 1.77 (0.56) 0.42 (0.00) 1.99 (0.58) 1.69 (0.53) 1.77 (0.52) 1.94 (0.52) 1.93 (0.49) 3.21 (0.26) 2.54 (0.00) 2.75 (0.60) 2.01 (0.43)
Rosenbrock 3D -0.48 (0.26) -0.54 (0.00) -0.40 (0.34) -0.42 (0.26) -0.32 (0.16) -0.36 (0.18) -0.37 (0.18) -0.62 (0.32) -0.10 (0.00) -0.24 (0.25) -0.16 (0.08)

Perm 10D -0.13 (0.14) nan (nan) -1.28 (3.10) -0.15 (0.14) -0.13 (0.12) -0.11 (0.12) -0.11 (0.10) -0.26 (0.23) -0.01 (0.00) -0.13 (0.19) -0.08 (0.07)
Perm 20D -2.52 (2.21) nan (nan) -44.41 (124.04) -2.99 (3.11) -3.02 (4.65) -2.24 (2.24) -2.46 (2.62) -7.21 (7.06) -3.81 (0.00) -2.91 (4.25) -1.59 (1.53)

Powell 100D 3.20 (0.29) nan (nan) 2.76 (0.62) 3.24 (0.30) 3.27 (0.33) 3.36 (0.34) 3.33 (0.33) 3.30 (0.00) 3.42 (0.00) 3.18 (0.29) 3.64 (0.34)
Powell 1000D 0.23 (0.01) nan (nan) 0.23 (0.01) 0.23 (0.01) 0.23 (0.01) 0.23 (0.01) 0.23 (0.01) 0.23 (0.01) 0.22 (0.00) 0.23 (0.01) 0.23 (0.01)

# Top-1 2 3 3 2 2 3 4 8 9 10 13

Table 1: Comparison of the maximum returned value using a budget of n = 50 for the different algorithms, averaged over
100 repetitions with standard deviations reported. The ECP hyperparameters are fixed across all problems: ε1 = 10−2,
τn,d = max

(
1 + 1

nd
, τ
)
, with τ = 1.001, and C = 103. For AdaLIPO, we set p = 0.1, as specified in their paper. nan

indicates an error related to insufficient budget to return a value.

global optimization methods due to their highly non-
convex curvatures (Molga and Smutnicki, 2005; Sur-
janovic and Bingham, 2013). Some of the 2D functions
are shown in Fig. 1 for reference. For the real-world
datasets, we follow the same set of global optimization
problems considered in (Malherbe et al., 2016; Mal-
herbe and Vayatis, 2017) drawn from (Frank, 2010),
including Auto-MPG, Breast Cancer Wisconsin, Con-
crete Slump Test, Housing, and Yacht Hydrodynamics,
optimizing the hyper-parameters of a Gaussian ker-
nel ridge regression by minimizing the empirical mean
squared error of the predictions.

Across all optimization problems, we fix ε1 = 10−2

and use τn,d = max
(
1 + 1

nd , τ
)
, with τ = 1.001 and

C = 103 (discussion and ablation of these parame-
ters can be found in Appendix E). Results for n = 50
across different algorithms and problems are presented
in Table 1. The first block in this table consists of
real-world problems, while the second and third blocks
correspond to d-dimensional synthetic non-convex ob-
jectives, for d = 2 and d > 2, respectively.

ECP demonstrates outstanding performance across
benchmarks, achieving the highest values (Top-1) in 13
problems, while other approaches achieved at most 10
out of the 30 problems. We further illustrate the rank-
ing distribution of the 11 algorithms in the violin plot
in Figure 3 across all the objective functions. Clearly,
ECP demonstrates the highest median ranking across
the objectives and shows the highest tendency towards
top rankings. Notably, it recovers or outperforms all
other algorithms on the highest-dimensional problems

(Perm 20D, Powell 100D, and Powell 1000D). Addi-
tionally, as shown in Table 2 for half the budget and
Table 3 for double the budget in Appendix A, ECP
significantly outperforms all the considered Lipschitz,
bandit, and evolutionary approaches.

While the main focus of this work is on expensive func-
tions and small budgets, it is evident from Table 3
and Table 4 in Appendix A that ECP continues to
perform well even for larger budgets. However, while
larger budgets do not disadvantage ECP, its perfor-
mance advantage diminishes as other global optimiza-
tion methods, such as CMA-ES, are sometimes able to
find better approximations in these larger-budget set-
tings. Additionally, Table 4 highlights a key difference
between ECP and similar methods for Lipschitz func-
tions, such as AdaLIPO and AdaLIPO+. These meth-
ods can encounter infinite loops as their complexity in-
creases with larger budgets. In contrast, ECP avoids
such problems by adaptively increasing the acceptance
region through the gradual expansion of εt, which val-
idates our earlier observations following Proposition 5.

7 Discussion

Several global optimization approaches rely on surro-
gate models. While surrogate-based methods excel at
modeling complex function landscapes, they introduce
significant computational overhead and risk overfit-
ting in low-budget scenarios. With a limited budget,
learning an accurate surrogate model becomes chal-
lenging, leading to poor sampling and suboptimal per-
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formance. In contrast, ECP is specifically designed for
low-budget settings, which are common when dealing
with expensive functions. Although large budgets do
not degrade ECP’s performance, when computational
resources permit a high number of function evalua-
tions, methods that allocate some of these evaluations
to learning the function’s smoothness or constructing
a surrogate model may perform better.

ECP provides theoretical guarantees under the sole as-
sumption of global Lipschitz continuity, without re-
quiring prior knowledge of the Lipschitz constant.
While this assumption is minimal compared to others,
it may not hold in all real-world scenarios. Neverthe-
less, empirically, ECP outperforms several established
algorithms across a range of non-convex optimization
problems, including cases where the Lipschitz continu-
ity assumption is not strictly satisfied.

8 Conclusion

We introduce ECP, a global optimization algorithm for
black-box functions with unknown Lipschitz constants.
Our theoretical analysis shows that ECP is no-regret
as evaluations increase and meets minimax optimal
regret bounds within a finite budget. Empirical re-
sults across diverse non-convex, multi-dimensional op-
timization tasks demonstrate that ECP outperforms
state-of-the-art methods.
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Aimo Törn and Antanas Žilinskas. Global optimiza-
tion, volume 350. Springer, 1989.

Constantino Tsallis. Possible generalization of
boltzmann-gibbs statistics. Journal of statistical
physics, 52:479–487, 1988.

Constantino Tsallis and Daniel A Stariolo. Gener-
alized simulated annealing. Physica A: Statistical
Mechanics and its Applications, 233(1-2):395–406,
1996.

Michal Valko, Nathaniel Korda, Rémi Munos, Ilias
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A Extended Empirical Results for Various Budgets

Objectives PRS DIRECT CMA-ES DualAnnealing NeuralUCB AdaLIPO AdaLIPO+ ECP (Ours)

autoMPG -33.17 (7.34) -45.86 (0.00) -31.41 (16.40) -33.87 (7.47) -33.15 (6.51) -27.20 (2.74) -29.24 (4.31) -26.69 (2.58)
breastCancer -0.09 (0.01) -0.12 (0.00) -0.08 (0.01) -0.09 (0.02) -0.09 (0.03) -0.07 (0.00) -0.08 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00)

concrete -29.75 (3.74) -41.50 (0.00) -28.73 (15.73) -30.03 (4.60) -29.48 (3.43) -26.61 (1.83) -27.42 (1.99) -26.33 (1.45)
housing -14.03 (0.82) -16.81 (0.00) -13.53 (1.73) -14.17 (1.27) -14.00 (0.77) -13.23 (0.34) -13.36 (0.44) -13.20 (0.31)
yacht -70.97 (8.81) -84.59 (0.00) -67.18 (10.02) -72.33 (9.86) -71.22 (8.12) -62.24 (3.06) -63.93 (4.24) -62.35 (2.75)

ackley -6.25 (1.93) -4.92 (0.00) -10.97 (4.33) -6.29 (2.36) -6.27 (2.03) -3.26 (1.40) -3.82 (1.86) -2.69 (1.15)
bukin -28.82 (13.32) -83.45 (0.00) -24.93 (23.96) -31.37 (14.29) -31.50 (15.25) -24.07 (11.03) -25.59 (11.56) -23.01 (10.19)
camel 0.73 (0.27) -2.25 (0.00) 0.71 (0.34) 0.73 (0.27) 0.88 (0.17) 0.95 (0.10) 0.92 (0.14) 0.99 (0.07)

crossintray 1.94 (0.09) 1.96 (0.00) 1.74 (0.15) 1.93 (0.09) 1.91 (0.10) 1.97 (0.09) 1.94 (0.09) 1.97 (0.10)
damavandi -5.35 (3.00) -57.26 (0.00) -11.83 (13.30) -5.36 (3.63) -5.72 (3.83) -3.21 (1.39) -3.96 (1.99) -2.57 (0.54)
dropwave 0.65 (0.15) 0.14 (0.00) 0.48 (0.24) 0.62 (0.16) 0.54 (0.20) 0.64 (0.17) 0.67 (0.16) 0.67 (0.16)

easom 0.05 (0.16) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.06) 0.03 (0.13) 0.01 (0.08) 0.02 (0.09) 0.02 (0.09)
eggholder 55.37 (12.86) 1.17 (0.00) 19.78 (25.68) 55.43 (12.85) 55.04 (14.20) 55.28 (14.46) 53.89 (11.79) 58.52 (13.37)
griewank -0.37 (0.16) -1.56 (0.00) -0.53 (0.31) -0.39 (0.19) -0.38 (0.18) -0.36 (0.16) -0.37 (0.16) -0.35 (0.19)

himmelblau -5.20 (5.39) -5.83 (0.00) -9.34 (17.93) -6.84 (6.91) -5.76 (4.83) -2.83 (2.86) -3.82 (4.04) -2.73 (2.30)
holder 12.20 (3.85) 2.57 (0.00) 5.97 (4.56) 11.99 (3.98) 12.00 (4.19) 13.26 (3.73) 12.63 (4.27) 15.18 (3.10)

langermann 2.32 (0.97) 0.04 (0.00) 1.04 (1.01) 2.22 (0.87) 2.15 (0.97) 2.10 (0.98) 2.26 (0.94) 1.71 (1.08)
levy -7.29 (6.85) -22.20 (0.00) -52.70 (45.67) -6.18 (5.91) -8.38 (7.82) -3.85 (4.31) -5.56 (5.78) -1.78 (1.44)

michalewicz 0.97 (0.26) 1.36 (0.00) 0.97 (0.40) 0.92 (0.27) 0.89 (0.25) 1.07 (0.30) 0.97 (0.33) 1.01 (0.33)
rastrigin -9.79 (5.41) -60.41 (0.00) -16.16 (8.96) -9.73 (5.19) -10.63 (5.08) -9.28 (4.72) -10.06 (4.89) -7.02 (3.97)
schaffer -0.02 (0.03) -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
schubert 6.26 (4.50) 0.55 (0.00) 4.02 (4.13) 5.55 (4.28) 5.48 (4.12) 5.65 (3.92) 5.42 (4.14) 7.27 (4.64)

colville 4D -0.52 (0.51) nan (nan) -9.65 (12.30) -0.65 (0.66) -0.64 (0.81) -0.59 (0.56) -0.70 (0.82) -0.68 (0.80)
hartmann 3D 3.08 (0.47) 0.99 (0.00) 3.27 (0.60) 3.10 (0.45) 3.43 (0.35) 3.49 (0.30) 3.44 (0.33) 3.63 (0.21)
hartmann 6D 1.48 (0.61) nan (nan) 1.68 (0.56) 1.29 (0.59) 1.44 (0.63) 1.61 (0.54) 1.52 (0.56) 1.51 (0.49)
rosenbrock 3D -0.64 (0.32) nan (nan) -0.83 (0.62) -0.63 (0.36) -0.47 (0.29) -0.50 (0.27) -0.61 (0.29) -0.29 (0.23)

Perm 10D -0.23 (0.22) nan (nan) -1.25 (2.90) -0.29 (0.25) -0.22 (0.23) -0.18 (0.16) -0.24 (0.22) -0.15 (0.16)
perm 20D -5.38 (5.90) nan (nan) -73.29 (153.01) -5.52 (7.49) -4.90 (6.43) -5.52 (7.97) -4.83 (7.06) -3.76 (4.14)

# Top-1 3 2 1 1 2 4 2 22

Table 2: Comparison of the maximum returned value using a budget of n = 25 for the different algorithms, averaged over
100 repetitions with standard deviations reported. The ECP hyperparameters are fixed across all problems: ε1 = 10−2,
τn,d = max

(
1 + 1

nd
, τ
)
, with τ = 1.001, and C = 103. For AdaLIPO, we set p = 0.1, as specified in their paper. nan

indicates an error related insufficient budget to return a value.
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Objectives PRS DIRECT CMA-ES DualAnnealing NeuralUCB AdaLIPO AdaLIPO+ ECP (Ours)

autoMPG -27.21 (2.86) -24.46 (0.00) -23.15 (0.19) -25.76 (1.88) -27.67 (3.01) -24.42 (0.73) -24.61 (0.89) -24.11 (0.62)
breastCancer -0.08 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.08 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00) -0.07 (0.00)

concrete -26.24 (1.21) -25.56 (0.00) -24.46 (0.26) -25.90 (1.05) -26.79 (1.57) -25.22 (0.59) -25.37 (0.59) -24.92 (0.37)
housing -13.22 (0.29) -13.05 (0.00) -12.76 (0.08) -13.08 (0.25) -13.35 (0.36) -12.85 (0.07) -12.89 (0.08) -12.84 (0.07)
yacht -63.71 (3.77) -59.95 (0.00) -58.11 (0.12) -61.81 (2.48) -64.87 (4.30) -58.63 (0.39) -59.17 (0.65) -58.67 (0.39)

ackley -4.23 (1.20) -4.90 (0.00) -6.21 (6.43) -3.27 (1.17) -4.09 (1.12) -1.05 (0.71) -1.17 (0.90) -0.71 (0.43)
bukin -16.09 (7.33) -27.38 (0.00) -4.79 (3.89) -13.55 (7.94) -15.41 (7.58) -8.77 (4.21) -9.68 (4.94) -8.74 (3.99)
camel 0.96 (0.08) 0.99 (0.00) 0.84 (0.51) 0.99 (0.04) 1.00 (0.03) 1.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) 1.03 (0.00)

crossintray 2.03 (0.05) 1.96 (0.00) 1.77 (0.17) 2.04 (0.05) 2.00 (0.09) 2.06 (0.05) 2.04 (0.05) 2.08 (0.05)
damavandi -2.90 (0.95) -9.26 (0.00) -2.05 (0.39) -2.36 (0.39) -2.85 (0.88) -2.16 (0.16) -2.25 (0.31) -2.09 (0.09)
dropwave 0.80 (0.11) 0.14 (0.00) 0.65 (0.27) 0.83 (0.10) 0.78 (0.16) 0.81 (0.11) 0.82 (0.10) 0.83 (0.10)

easom 0.10 (0.21) 0.00 (0.00) 0.09 (0.26) 0.09 (0.16) 0.07 (0.16) 0.07 (0.18) 0.10 (0.22) 0.10 (0.21)
eggholder 67.89 (11.40) 54.74 (0.00) 28.18 (23.50) 71.59 (10.36) 69.46 (11.04) 70.58 (10.02) 67.77 (10.59) 74.63 (11.37)
griewank -0.20 (0.09) -1.06 (0.00) -0.43 (0.27) -0.18 (0.09) -0.20 (0.09) -0.19 (0.09) -0.19 (0.10) -0.17 (0.08)

himmelblau -1.44 (1.53) -3.94 (0.00) -0.25 (0.51) -1.30 (1.32) -1.55 (1.25) -0.55 (0.60) -0.50 (0.50) -0.20 (0.22)
holder 16.21 (2.80) 8.83 (0.00) 7.41 (5.49) 18.24 (0.97) 15.48 (3.12) 17.32 (2.22) 17.67 (1.83) 18.74 (0.52)

langermann 3.29 (0.60) 3.98 (0.00) 1.84 (1.17) 3.26 (0.62) 2.83 (0.88) 3.00 (0.75) 3.23 (0.65) 3.00 (0.93)
levy -2.44 (2.06) -0.80 (0.00) -25.48 (41.98) -1.27 (1.16) -2.27 (1.78) -0.98 (0.71) -1.49 (1.07) -0.47 (0.37)

michalewicz 1.26 (0.27) 1.36 (0.00) 1.33 (0.45) 1.29 (0.27) 1.24 (0.29) 1.55 (0.24) 1.47 (0.27) 1.73 (0.10)
rastrigin -5.28 (2.57) -9.63 (0.00) -11.35 (10.04) -3.12 (1.67) -5.82 (2.65) -4.96 (2.56) -4.82 (2.58) -4.17 (2.10)
schaffer -0.00 (0.00) -0.01 (0.00) -0.01 (0.01) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
schubert 11.27 (4.58) 1.18 (0.00) 6.59 (5.75) 11.96 (4.46) 10.43 (4.43) 9.63 (4.42) 10.39 (4.39) 10.46 (4.84)

colville 4D -0.15 (0.11) -0.06 (0.00) -0.12 (0.20) -0.13 (0.12) -0.14 (0.11) -0.13 (0.10) -0.12 (0.11) -0.07 (0.06)
hartmann 3D 3.59 (0.19) 3.51 (0.00) 3.70 (0.40) 3.61 (0.18) 3.72 (0.08) 3.80 (0.06) 3.79 (0.06) 3.84 (0.02)
hartmann 6D 2.13 (0.45) 0.42 (0.00) 2.58 (0.39) 1.97 (0.49) 2.11 (0.48) 2.31 (0.38) 2.33 (0.35) 2.51 (0.32)
rosenbrock 3D -0.32 (0.15) -0.54 (0.00) -0.16 (0.10) -0.29 (0.15) -0.20 (0.08) -0.27 (0.12) -0.28 (0.13) -0.11 (0.04)

perm 10D -0.06 (0.07) -20.96 (0.00) -0.38 (0.66) -0.08 (0.08) -0.05 (0.05) -0.05 (0.06) -0.06 (0.06) -0.04 (0.04)
perm 20D -1.27 (1.08) nan (nan) -5.33 (14.95) -1.49 (1.44) -1.36 (1.44) -1.08 (1.02) -1.30 (1.32) -0.88 (0.86)

# Top-1 2 3 8 3 2 2 3 17

Table 3: Comparison of the maximum returned value using a budget of n = 100 for the different algorithms, averaged over
100 repetitions with standard deviations reported. The ECP hyperparameters are fixed across all problems: ε1 = 10−2,
τn,d = max

(
1 + 1

nd
, τ
)
, with τ = 1.001, and C = 103. For AdaLIPO, we set p = 0.1, as specified in their paper. nan

indicates an error related insufficient budget to return a value.

B Extended Related Works

Several methods have been proposed for global optimization (Törn and Žilinskas, 1989; Pardalos, 2013; Floudas
and Pardalos, 2014; Zabinsky, 2013; Stork et al., 2022). The most straightforward ones are non-adaptive ex-
haustive searches, such as brute-force methods, also known as grid search, which involves dividing the space
into representative points and evaluating each one (Zabinsky, 2013). A stochastic version of grid search is Pure
Random Search (PRS) (Brooks, 1958; Zabinsky, 2013), which uses random uniform sampling. While both of
these approaches may work in certain situations, their non-adaptive nature makes them generally inefficient,
particularly in low-budget settings, as they can lead to unnecessary function evaluations by failing to leverage
previously discovered information (Zabinsky, 2013), as well as, failing to leverage any potential structure of the
function.

To improve upon exhaustive search, several methods have been proposed to leverage previously discovered
information, as well as potential structure of the objective function, such as Lipschitz continuity or smoothness
(Shubert, 1972; Kleinberg et al., 2008; Bubeck et al., 2011; Munos, 2011; Preux et al., 2014; Kawaguchi et al.,
2016; Bartlett et al., 2019). Some of these algorithms need the knowledge of the local smoothness such as HOO
(Bubeck et al., 2011), Zooming Kleinberg et al. (2008), or DOO (Munos, 2011). Among the works relying on
an unknown local smoothness, SOO (Munos, 2011; Preux et al., 2014; Kawaguchi et al., 2016) and SequOOL
(Bartlett et al., 2019). However, in this work we focus on Lipschitz continious functions, with unkonw Lipschitz
constants.

The introduction of the Lipschitz constant, first proposed in the pioneering works of Shubert (1972) and Piyavskii
(1972), sparked significant research and has been instrumental in the creation of numerous effective global
optimization algorithms, including DIRECT (Jones et al., 1993), MCS (Huyer and Neumaier, 1999), and, more
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Objective PRS Direct CMA-ES DualAnnealing NeuralUCB AdaLIPO AdaLIPO+ ECP (Ours)

ackley -3.33 (0.91) -1.64 (0.00) -10.07 (6.63) -1.98 (0.94) -3.04 (0.79) Infinite Loop Infinite Loop -0.25 (0.11)
bukin -10.02 (4.14) -27.38 (0.00) -0.18 (0.17) -7.35 (3.61) -7.58 (4.55) Infinite Loop Infinite Loop -2.86 (1.51)
camel 0.99 (0.06) 1.01 (0.00) 1.03 (0.00) 1.02 (0.01) 1.02 (0.01) Infinite Loop Infinite Loop 1.03 (0.00)

crossintray 2.07 (0.03) 2.12 (0.00) 1.72 (0.15) 2.11 (0.02) 2.08 (0.02) Infinite Loop Infinite Loop 2.12 (0.00)
damavandi -2.21 (0.18) -2.01 (0.00) -2.00 (0.00) -2.05 (0.05) -2.24 (0.19) Infinite Loop Infinite Loop -2.01 (0.01)
rosenbrock -0.22 (0.10) -0.54 (0.00) -0.05 (0.00) -0.17 (0.05) -0.12 (0.04) Infinite Loop Infinite Loop -0.08 (0.01)

# Top-1 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 3

Table 4: Comparison of the maximum returned value using a budget of 300 for the different algorithms, averaged
over multiple repetitions with standard deviations reported. The ECP hyperparameters are fixed across all problems:
ε1 = 10−2, τn,d = max

(
1 + 1

nd
, τ
)
, with τ = 1.001, and C = 103. For AdaLIPO, we set p = 0.1, as specified in their

paper. Infinite Loop indicates that the method failed to return a valid value within the budget.

recently, AdaLIPO/AdaLIPO+ (Malherbe and Vayatis, 2017; Serré et al., 2024).

The DIRECT algorithm (Jones et al., 1993) is a Lipschitz optimization algorithm where the Lipschitz constant
is unknown. It uses a deterministic splitting technique of the search space in order to sequentially divide and
evaluate the function over a subdivision of the space that have recorded the highest upper bound among all
subdivisions of similar size for at least a possible value of k. Preux et al. (2014) generalized DIRECT in a
broader setting by extending the DOO algorithm to any unknown and arbitrary local semi-metric under the
name SOO. The no-regret property of DIRECT was shown in Finkel and Kelley (2004) and Munos et al. (2014)
derived convergence rates for SOO using weaker local smoothness assumptions. However, regret upper bounds
are not known for SOO or DIRECT.

Malherbe and Vayatis (2017) proposed LIPO algorithm, which relies on the Lipschitz constant to derive accep-
tance regions, and for an unknown Lipschitz constant, proposed adaptive stochastic strategy which directly relies
on the estimation of the Lipschitz constant and presents guarantees for globally Lipschitz functions. It is proven
to be a no-regret (consistent) algorithm for Lipschitz functions with unknown Lipschitz constants. AdaLIPO
works by sampling and evaluating points uniformly at random with some probability p to estimate the Lipschitz
constant k. The estimated constant is then used to identify potentially optimal maximizers based on previously
explored points, thereby refining the search space. More recently, AdaLIPO+ was introduced as an empirical
improvement over AdaLIPO (Serré et al., 2024), which follows the same acceptance process as AdaLIPO, except
that the exploration probability p used to estimate k decreases over time. Like our method, both AdaLIPO
and AdaLIPO+ optimize the search space with an acceptance condition to evaluate potential maximizers based
on the assumed Lipschitzness of the objective function and leveraging previously evaluated points. However,
unlike our method, they require additional uniformly random samples from the entire search space to estimate
the Lipschitz constant, which makes them less efficient in more extreme budget-constrained scenarios.

Beyond Lipschitz optimization, various global maximization methods have been proposed, each operating under
different assumptions and function structures, all aiming to identify a global maximum. One prominent approach
in black-box optimization is Bayesian optimization (BO), which builds a probabilistic model of the objective
function and uses it to select the most promising points to evaluate (Nogueira, 2014–; Shahriari et al., 2016;
Frazier, 2018; Balandat et al., 2020). While several BO algorithms are theoretically guaranteed to converge to
the global optimum of the unknown function, they often rely on the assumption that the kernel’s hyperparameters
are known in advance. To address this limitation, hyperparameter-free approaches such as Adaptive GP-UCB
(Berkenkamp et al., 2019) have been proposed. More recently, Lindauer et al. (2022) introduced SMAC3 as
a robust and efficient baseline for global optimization. In our empirical evaluation, we demonstrate that ECP
outperforms these recent BO baselines.

Evolutionary algorithms, such as CMA-ES (Hansen and Ostermeier, 1996; Hansen, 2006; Hansen et al., 2019), are
also known for their practical efficiency, though they do not guarantee a no-regret performance under an infinite
evaluation budget (Malherbe and Vayatis, 2017). Simulated annealing (Metropolis et al., 1953; Kirkpatrick
et al., 1983), motivated by the physical annealing process when slowly cooling metals, is popular approach for
global optimization, later extended to DualAnnealing (Xiang et al., 1997), which combines the generalization of
classical simulated annealing and fast simulated annealing (Tsallis, 1988; Tsallis and Stariolo, 1996). However,
these methods lack the theoretical regret guarantees for Lipschitz optimization.
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Optimization Method For
Lipschitz

f

For
Unkown

k

Stochastic
Adaptive

Stopping
Guaran-

tees

No-
regret

No
Space
Filling

Finite Budget Regret Bound

PRS ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ ✕ O
(
c ·
(

ln(1/δ)
n

) 1
d

)
CMA-ES (Hansen, 2006) ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ −
DualAnnealing ✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ − −
NeuralUCB (Zhou et al.,
2020)

✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ −

BayesOpt (Nogueira,
2014–)

✕ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✕ −

DIRECT (Jones et al.,
1993)

✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ − − −

SOO (Preux et al., 2014) ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ − − −

AdaLIPO (Malherbe and
Vayatis, 2017)

✓ ✓ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ O

(
c ·
(

5
p
+ 2 ln(δ/3)

p ln(1−Γ(f,ki⋆−1))

) 1
d

·
(

ln(3/δ)
n

) 1
d

)
AdaLIPO+/AdaLIPO+|ns
(Serré et al., 2024)

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓/✕ ✕ ✕ −

LIPO (Malherbe and
Vayatis, 2017)

✓ ✕ ✓ ✕ ✓ ✓ O
(
c ·
(

ln(1/δ)
n

) 1
d

)
LIPO+/LIPO+|ns (Serré
et al., 2024)

✓ ✕ ✓ ✓/✕ ✕ ✓ −

ECP (ours) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ O
(
c ·max

(⌈
logτn,d

(
k
ε1

)⌉ 1
d
, 1

)
·
(

ln(1/δ)
n

) 1
d

)
Lower-Bound - - - - - - Ω(k ·

(
1
n

) 1
d )

Table 5: Theoretical Comparison of Global Optimization Methods. Here, δ ∈ (0, 1) and c = k · diam(X ), where k is
the unknown Lipschitz constant. The first column indicates whether the optimization method was proposed for Lipschitz
functions. The second column specifies whether the method requires prior knowledge. The third column indicates whether
or not the method is stochastic adaptive, stochastically leveraging the collected data and Lipschitzness of the function.
The fourth column addresses whether the method is guaranteed to terminate within a specified budget of evaluations. The
fifth column indicates whether the method provides no-regret guarantees. The sixth column notes whether the method
eliminates blind space filling or pure random search. The final column presents the known finite budget upper bounds on
the regret for Lipschitz functions.

Another related class of algorithms is contextual bandits (Auer, 2002; Langford and Zhang, 2007; Filippi et al.,
2010; Valko et al., 2013), a special case of reinforcement learning (with a single state) (Sutton, 2018; Haarnoja
et al., 2018; Lattimore and Szepesvári, 2020; Fourati et al., 2024a), which involve selecting from a finite set of
arms with continuous representations. A notable recent development in this area is NeuralUCB (Zhou et al.,
2020), which uses neural networks to estimate upper-confidence bounds for each point. While these methods
are primarily designed for selection, they can be adapted for global maximization by randomly sampling points
(arms) in each round and selecting the one that maximizes the estimated upper-confidence bound, then retraining
the neural network, based on all the previous observation. However, such approaches may be inefficient for small
budgets, as neural networks require a large number of samples for effective training.

Finally, while this work focuses on continuous black-box function maximization, other research addresses discrete
black-box function maximization, particularly in combinatorial settings. Submodular maximization, a key area
within discrete optimization, where recent studies, such as those in (Fourati et al., 2023, 2024c,b), explore effective
approximation algorithms for these problems.

C Missing Proofs, Lemmas, and Propositions

C.1 Preliminaries

Lemma 3. (Malherbe and Vayatis (2017)) If Pk,t denotes the set of potential maximizers of the function f , as
defined in Definition 3, then we have Ak,t = Pk,t.

Lemma 4. (Malherbe and Vayatis (2017)). Let X ⊂ Rd be a compact and convex set with non-empty interior
and let f ∈ Lip(k) be a k-Lipschitz functions defined on X for some k ≥ 0. Then, for any n ∈ N⋆ and δ ∈ (0, 1),
we have with probability at least 1 − δ,

max
x∈X

f(x) − max
i=1,··· ,n

f(xi) ≤ k · diam(X ) ·
(

ln(1/δ)

n

) 1
d

where x1, · · · , xn denotes a sequence of n independent copies of x ∼ U(X ).
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C.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Assume ∃x ∈ Au,t, where εt = u, we have

min
i=1,··· ,t

f(xi) + u · ∥x− xi∥2 ≥ max
i=1,··· ,t

f(xi).

Hence, for u ≤ v, then

min
i=1,··· ,t

f(xi) + v · ∥x− xi∥2 ≥ min
i=1,··· ,t

f(xi) + u · ∥x− xi∥2 ≥ max
i=1,··· ,t

f(xi).

Hence, x ∈ Av,t. Therefore, ∀u ≤ v, Au,t ⊆ Av,t.

□

C.3 Proof of Proposition 2

Using Lemma 3 from Appendix C.1, we have Pk,t = Ak,t. Consider two cases:

• Case 1: If x ∈ Aεt,t, then by Lemma 1, for all εt ≤ k, we have Aεt,t ⊆ Ak,t = Pk,t.

• Case 2: If x ∈ Pk,t = Ak,t, then by Lemma 1, for all εt ≥ k, we have Pk,t = Ak,t ⊆ Aεt,t.

□

C.4 Proof of Proposition 3

At time t2 + 1, for some value ε, a point x ∈ X is accepted if and only if it belongs to a ball Aε,t2+1 within X :

min
1≤i≤t2

f (xi) + ε ∥x− xi∥2 ≥ max
1≤i≤t2

f (xi) .

As t1 ≤ t2, we have
min

1≤i≤t1
f (xi) + ε ∥x− xi∥2 ≥ min

1≤i≤t2
f (xi) + ε ∥x− xi∥2 .

And we have
max

1≤i≤t2
f (xi) ≥ max

1≤i≤t1
f (xi)

Therefore, Aε,t2 ⊆ Aε,t1 . □

C.5 Proof of Proposition 4

At time t, a candidate x ∈ X is rejected if and only if it belongs to a ball within X :

min
1≤i<t

f (xi) + εt ∥x− xi∥2 < max
1≤i<t

f (xi)

Let j be in the arg min of the LHS of the above inequality.

f (xj) + εt ∥x− xj∥2 < max
1≤i<t

f (xi) ⇐⇒ εt ∥x− xj∥ < max
1≤i<t

f (xi) − f (xj)

⇐⇒ x ∈ B

(
xj ,

max1≤i<t f (xi) − f (xj)

εt

)⋂
X

=⇒ x ∈ B

(
xj ,

max1≤i<t f (xi) − f (xj)

εt

)
=⇒ x ∈ B

(
xj ,

maxx∈X f(x) − minx∈X f(x)

εt

)
.

Therefore, the volume of a ball of radius ∆
εt

is an upper bound on the volume that can be removed from the
region of potential maximizers, for any sequence of iterations (xi)1≤i<t. Thus, at time t+ 1, at most the volume
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of t disjoint balls of radius ∆
εt

could be removed. This leads to the following lower bound on the volume in which
potential maximizers should be seek Vt+1 verifies:

Vt+1 ≥ λ(X ) − tπd/2∆d

εdt Γ(d/2 + 1)

As ECP samples candidates uniformly at random in X , the probability of rejecting a candidate is bounded from
above by the probability of sampling uniformly at a point in the union of the t disjoint balls.

When εt increases within the same iteration t, it is scaled by a multiplicative factor τn,d > 1 whenever growth is
detected, i.e., εt becomes εtτ

vt
n,d, where vt represents the number of growth detection within iteration t.

Finally, at time t, by design of the algorithm εt ≥ ε1τ
t−1
n,d . Hence, after vt growth detection within iteration t,

εt ≥ ε1τ
t−1
n,d τvtn,d

□

C.6 AdaLIPO/AdaLIPO+ Rejection Probability

Proposition 7. (AdaLIPO/AdaLIPO+ Rejection Probability) For any k-Lipschitz function f , let
(xi)1≤i≤t be the previously generated and evaluated points of AdaLIPO or AdaLIPO+ until time t. For any
x ∈ X , let R(x, t) be the event of rejecting x at time t + 1. We have the following upper bound:

P(R(x, t + 1)) ≤ (1 − pt)t(
√
π∆)d

kdt Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

where pt = min(1, ln( 1
t )) and pt = p ∈ (0, 1), are the exploration probabilities for AdaLIPO+ and AdaLIPO,

respectively, to estimate the unknown Lipschitz constant k. ∆ = maxx∈X f(x) − minx∈X f(x), λ is the standard
Lebesgue measure that generalizes the notion of volume of any open set, and Γ is the Gamma function given by
Γ(x) =

∫∞
0

tx−1e−t dt.

Proof. We begin by observing that the AdaLIPO+ and AdaLIPO algorithms explore the entire space X uniformly
at random with a probability pt. Specifically, for AdaLIPO+, the exploration probability is pt = min(1, ln

(
1
t

)
),

while for AdaLIPO, the exploration probability is a constant p ∈ (0, 1). Both methods aim to estimate the
unknown Lipschitz constant k.

Next, note that during exploration, with probability pt, a point x is accepted with certainty (i.e., rejected with
probability zero). To formalize this, we apply the law of total probability to compute the probability of rejecting
a point x at time t + 1:

P(R(x, t + 1)) = (1 − pt)P(R(x, t + 1) | E = 0) + ptP(R(x, t + 1) | E = 1)

= (1 − pt)P(R(x, t + 1) | E = 0) + pt · 0

= (1 − pt)P(R(x, t + 1) | E = 0),

where E denotes the event that the algorithm is in an exploitation phase (i.e., E = 1). The second equality follows
from the fact that during exploration (E = 1), a point is never rejected, hence P(R(x, t + 1) | E = 0) = 0. It
remains to upper-bound the probability of rejecting a point during the exploitation phase, P(R(x, t+ 1) | E = 0),
which can be done by analyzing the specific rejection criteria of the algorithm during exploitation.

At time t, a candidate x ∈ X is rejected if and only if it belongs to a ball within X :

min
1≤i<t

f (xi) + kt ∥x− xi∥2 < max
1≤i<t

f (xi)
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Let j be in the arg min of the LHS of the above inequality.

f (xj) + εt ∥x− xj∥2 < max
1≤i<t

f (xi) ⇐⇒ kt ∥x− xj∥ < max
1≤i<t

f (xi) − f (xj)

⇐⇒ x ∈ B

(
xj ,

max1≤i<t f (xi) − f (xj)

kt

)⋂
X

=⇒ x ∈ B

(
xj ,

max1≤i<t f (xi) − f (xj)

kt

)
=⇒ x ∈ B

(
xj ,

maxx∈X f(x) − minx∈X f(x)

kt

)
.

Therefore, the volume of a ball of radius ∆
kt

is an upper bound on the volume that can be removed from the
region of potential maximizers, for any sequence of iterations (xi)1≤i<t. Thus, at time t+ 1, at most the volume

of t disjoint balls of radius ∆
kt

could be removed. This leads to the following lower bound on the volume in which
potential maximizers should be seek Vt+1 verifies:

Vt+1 ≥ λ(X ) − tπd/2∆d

kdt Γ(d/2 + 1)

As AdaLIPO/AdaLIPO+ samples candidates uniformly at random in X , the probability of rejecting a candidate
is bounded from above by the probability of sampling uniformly at a point in the union of the t disjoint balls.

C.7 Proof of Corollary 1

We define vt as the number of increases of εt at a given iteration t. From Proposition 4 we have

P(R(x, t + 1), vt) ≤
t(
√
π∆)d

εd1τ
(t−1)d
n,d τvtdn,d Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

.

Now choose any

v ≥ 1

d
logτn,d

(
2n(

√
π∆)d

εd1Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

)
≥ 1

d
logτn,d

(
2t(

√
π∆)d

εd1τ
(t−1)d
n,d Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

)

Thus,

vd ln(τn,d) ≥ ln

(
2t(

√
π∆)d

εd1τ
(t−1)d
n,d Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

)

Then,

τvdn,d ≥ 2t(
√
π∆)d

εd1τ
(t−1)d
n,d Γ(d/2 + 1)λ(X )

Then, we have P(R(x, t + 1, v)) ≤ 1/2, hence the probability of acceptance P(A(x, t + 1)) ≥ 1/2. □

C.8 Proof of Proposition 5

We prove this by induction. Notice that h1 = 1 ≤ 1 · C. Furthermore, we have ht+1 ≤ ht + C. Therefore,
h2 ≤ h1 + C ≤ 2 · C. Now, assume the statement is true for some iteration time t ≥ 1, i.e., ht ≤ t · C. Then,

ht+1 ≤ ht + C ≤ t · C + C ≤ (t + 1) · C.

Thus, the proposition holds for all t ≥ 1 by induction. □
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C.9 Proof of Theorem 1

Notice that for any budget n ∈ N⋆, the computational complexity of running ECP is bounded by O(n · v ·
maxt=1···n ht).

By Proposition 5, we have ∀t ≥ 1, the stochastic growth condition used in ECP, ensure ht ≤ t · C ≤ n · C.

Moreover, by Corollary 1, we know with at most v =
⌈
1
d logτn,d

(
2n(

√
π∆)d

εd1Γ(d/2+1)λ(X )

)⌉
increases, the acceptance

probability is at least 1/2. Thus, with δt = P(R(x, t + 1), v) ≤ 1/2, the growth happens again with at most
δ ≤ (1/2)tC after v growths, in round t. Hence, by the union bound, the probability of the growth after v growths

happens in any of the t rounds, is at most 1
2C

· 1− 1

2C
t

1− 1

2C
≤ 1

2C
· 1
1− 1

2C
≤ 1

2C−1
.

Therefore, for any ε1 > 0, any τn,d > 1, any constant C > 1, and any function f ∈ F , there exists
δ, such as with a probability 1 − δ > 0, the computational complexity of running ECP is bounded by

O
(
n2 · 1

d logτn,d

(
2n(

√
π∆)d

εd1Γ(d/2+1)λ(X )

)
· C
)

. □

C.10 Proof of Lemma 2

Notice that for all t ≥ 1, for any choice of C > 1, ε1 > 0, and τn,d > 1, εt grows throughout the iterations when
the stochastic growth condition is satisfied and when a point is evaluated. While the growth condition may or
may not occur, the latter happens deterministically after every evaluation. Therefore, εt ≥ ε1τ

t−1
n,d . Hence, the

result follows from the non-decreasing and diverging geometric growth of ε1τ
t−1
n,d . □

C.11 Proof of Theorem 2

For any given function f , with some fixed unknown Lipschitz constant k, and for any chosen constants ε1 > 0,

τn,d > 1, and C > 1, as shown in Lemma 2, there exists a constant L =
⌈
logτn,d

(
k
ε1

)⌉
, not depending on n,

such that for t ≥ L, we have t ≥ i⋆. Hence, by Definition 5, for t ≥ L, εt reaches and exceeds k. Therefore, it is
guaranteed that as t tends to infinity, εt surpasses k. Furthermore, by Proposition 2, we know that for all εt > k,
Pk,t ⊆ Aεt,t. Thus, as t tends to infinity, the search space uniformly recovers all the potential maximizers and
beyond.

C.12 Proof of Proposition 6

We proceed by induction. Let x1, · · · , xi⋆ be a sequence of evaluation points generated by ECP after i⋆ iterations,
and let x′

i⋆ be an independent point randomly sampled over X . Consider any y ≥ maxi=1,··· ,i⋆−1 f(xi), and define
the corresponding level set Xy = {x ∈ X : f(x) ≥ y}.

Assume, without loss of generality, that µ(Xy) > 0 (otherwise, P(f(xi⋆) ≥ y) = 0, and the result trivially holds).

Now, recall that for all t ≥ 1, by Definition 4,

Pk,t =

{
x ∈ X : ∃g ∈ Fk,t such that x ∈ arg max

x∈X
g(x)

}
=

{
x ∈ X : min

i=1,··· ,t
(f(xi) + k · ∥x− xi∥2) ≥ max

i=1,··· ,t
f(xi)

}
,

where the second equality follows from Lemma 3.

Additionally, by Definition 2, we have

Xεt,t :=

{
x ∈ X : min

i=1,··· ,t
(f(xi) + εt · ∥x− xi∥2) ≥ max

i=1,··· ,t
f(xi)

}
.

For t = i⋆, we have εi⋆ ≥ k, implying that Xk,i⋆ ⊆ Xεi⋆ ,i⋆ ⊆ X .

Moreover, since y ≥ maxi=1,··· ,i⋆−1 f(xi), if Xy is non-empty, its elements are potential maximizers. Hence,
Xy ⊆ Xk,i⋆ . If Xy is empty, the result holds trivially.
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Next, we compute the following probabilities:

P(f(xi⋆) ≥ y) = E [I{xi⋆ ∈ Xy}] = E
[
µ(Xεi⋆ ,i⋆ ∩ Xy)

µ(Xεi⋆ ,i⋆)

]
≥ E

[
µ(Xk,i⋆ ∩ Xy)

µ(X )

]
= E

[
µ(Xy)

µ(X )

]
= P(f(x′

i⋆) ≥ y).

Now, suppose the statement holds for some n ≥ i⋆. Let x1, · · · , xn+1 be a sequence of evaluation points generated
by ECP after n + 1 iterations, and let x′

1, · · · , x′
n+1 be a sequence of n + 1 independent points sampled over X .

As before, assume µ(Xy) > 0, and let Aεn,n denote the sampling region of xn+1 | x1, · · · , xn. Then, on the event
{maxi=i⋆,··· ,n f(xi) < y}, we have Xy ⊆ Xk,n ⊆ Aεn,n ⊆ X .

We now compute:

P
(

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n+1

f(xi) ≥ y

)
= E

[
I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) ≥ y

}
+ I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) < y, xn+1 ∈ Xy

}]
= E

[
I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) ≥ y

}
+ I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) < y

}
µ (Aεn,n ∩ Xy)

µ (Aεn,n)

]
≥ E

[
I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) ≥ y

}
+ I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) < y

}
µ (Xk,n ∩ Xy)

µ (Aεn,n)

]
≥ E

[
I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) ≥ y

}
+ I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(xi) < y

}
µ (Xy)

µ(X )

]
≥ E

[
I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(x′
i) ≥ y

}
+ I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(x′
i) < y

}
µ (Xy)

µ(X )

]
= E

[
I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(x′
i) ≥ y

}
+ I
{

max
i=i⋆,··· ,n

f(x′
i) < y, x′

n+1 ∈ Xy

}]
= P

(
max

i=i⋆,··· ,n+1
f(x′

i) ≥ y

)
where the third inequality follows from the fact that x 7→ I{x ≥ y} + I{x < y}µ(Xy)

µ(X ) is non-decreasing, and the

induction hypothesis implies that maxi=i⋆,··· ,n f(xi) stochastically dominates maxi=i⋆,··· ,n f(x′
i).

Thus, by induction, the statement holds for all n ≥ i⋆, completing the proof.

□

C.13 Proof of Theorem 3

Fix any δ ∈ (0, 1). Set i⋆ as defined in Definition 5. Considering any n > i⋆. As the function satisfies f ∈ Lip(k)
and for all t ≥ i⋆, εt ≥ k, as shown in Proposition 6, for t ≥ i⋆ the algorithm is always faster or equal to a Pure
Random Search with n−i⋆+1 i.i.d. copies of x′ ∼ U(X ), in achieving higher values than what is already achieved,
i.e, for y ≥ maxi=1,··· ,i⋆−1 f(xi). Therefore, using the bound of Lemma 4, we obtain that with probability at
least 1 − δ,

RECP,f (n) ≤ k · diam(X ) ·
(

ln(1/δ)

n− i⋆ + 1

) 1
d

= k · diam(X ) ·
(

n

n− i⋆ + 1

) 1
d

·
(

ln(1/δ)

n

) 1
d

≤ k · diam(X ) · (i⋆)
1
d

(
ln(1/δ)

n

) 1
d

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 2.

The result is extended to the case where n ≤ i⋆ by noticing that the bound is superior to k · diam(X ) in that
case, and thus trivial. □
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(a) Ackley (b) Bukin (c) Camel (d) Crossintray (e) Damavandi (f) Dropwave

(g) Easom (h) Eggholder (i) Griewank (j) Himmelblau (k) Holder (l) Langermann

(m) Levy (n) Michalewicz (o) Rastrigin (p) Schaffer (q) Schubert

Figure 4: Figures of the various considered non-convex 2-dimensional objective functions.

D Details of the Experiments

The implementations of ECP and the considered objectives are publicly available at
https://github.com/fouratifares/ECP.

D.1 Optimization Algorithms

For DIRECT and Dual Annealing, we use the implementations from SciPy (Virtanen et al., 2020), with standard
hyperparameters and necessary modifications to adhere to the specified budgets.

For CMA-ES, we use the implementation described in (Nomura and Shibata, 2024), with standard hyperparam-
eters.

For NeuralUCB, we refer to the authors’ implementation in (Zhou et al., 2020). We adapt it to the global
optimization setting, where, at each step, we randomly sample four arms and use a neural network with a hidden
size of 20 to estimate the upper-confidence bound of these arms, evaluating only the highest one.

We adopt the implementation provided in Botorch (Balandat et al., 2020), setting the number of initial points
to 20, the acquisition function to log expected improvement, the number of restarts to 5, and the number of raw
samples to 20.

For SMAC3, we utilize the implementation provided by Lindauer et al. (2022), with the default hyperparameters.

For the A-GP-UCB (Berkenkamp et al., 2019), the kernel used is “Matern”. The tolerance is set to 1×10−2, and
the exploration-exploitation tradeoff is controlled by a gamma value of 10. The noise variance is set to 1× 10−4.
The initial number of samples is 10, with the starting number of hyperparameters set to 5.

For AdaLIPO and AdaLIPO+, we use the implementation provided by (Serré et al., 2024). To ensure fairness,
we run AdaLIPO+ without stopping, thereby maintaining the same budget across all methods. Furthermore,
since AdaLIPO requires an exploration probability p, we fix it at 0.1, as done by the authors (Malherbe and
Vayatis, 2017).

https://github.com/fouratifares/ECP
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D.2 Optimization Objectives

We evaluate the proposed method on various global optimization problems using both synthetic and real-world
datasets. The synthetic functions were designed to challenge global optimization methods due to their highly
non-convex curvatures (Molga and Smutnicki, 2005; Surjanovic and Bingham, 2013), including Ackley, Bukin,
Camel, Colville, Cross-in-Tray, Damavandi, Drop-Wave, Easom, Eggholder, Griewank, Hartmann3, Hartmann6,
Himmelblau, Holder, Langermann, Levy, Michalewicz, Perm10, Perm20, Rastrigin, Rosenbrock, Schaffer, and
Schubert. Some of the 2D functions are shown in Fig. 1 for reference.

For the real-world datasets, we follow the same set of global optimization problems considered in (Malherbe
et al., 2016; Malherbe and Vayatis, 2017), drawn from (Frank, 2010). These include Auto-MPG, Breast Cancer
Wisconsin, Concrete Slump Test, Housing, and Yacht Hydrodynamics. The task involves optimizing the loga-
rithm of the regularization parameter ln(λ) ∈ [−1, 1] and the logarithm of the bandwidth ln(σ) ∈ [−1, 1] of a
Gaussian kernel ridge regression by minimizing the empirical mean squared error of the predictions over a 3-fold
cross-validation.

D.3 Comparison Protocol

We use the same hyperparameters across all optimization tasks without fine-tuning them for each task, as this
may not be practical when dealing with expensive functions and a limited budget.

We allocate a fixed budget of function evaluations, denoted by n, for all methods. The maximum value over the
n iterations is recorded for each algorithm. This maximum is then averaged over 100 repetitions, and both the
mean and standard deviation are reported.

More evaluations increase the likelihood of finding better points. To ensure that all methods fully utilize the
budget, we eliminate any unnecessary stopping conditions, such as waiting times. For example, in AdaLIPO+,
we use the variant AdaLIPO+(ns), which continues running even when large rejections occur.

D.4 Compute and Implementations

We implement our method using open source libraries, Python 3.9 and Numpy 1.23.4. We use a CPU 11th Gen
Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-1165G7 @ 2.80GHz 1.69 GHz. with 16.0 GB RAM
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E ECP Hyper-parameter Discussion and Ablation Study

E.1 Discussion of ECP Hyperparameters

ECP requires three hyperparameters: ε1 > 0 (arbitraly small), τn,d > 1, and C > 1. These parameters have been
theoretically studied and empirically verified. In our experiments, across all optimization problems represented
in Table 1, Table 2, and Table 3, we fixed ε1 = 10−2 and used τn,d = max

(
1 + 1

nd , τ
)

with τ = 1.001 and
C = 103. Ablation studies have conducted in Appendix E.4 and Appendix E.3.

Increasing the values of ε1 and τn,d causes the rejection probability to approach zero, as shown in Proposition 4,
reducing the algorithm to a pure random search and undermining the efficiency of function evaluations. Therefore,
smaller values for both ε1 and τn,d are required. By multiplying εt by τn,d > 1 during rejection growth, we
guarantee the eventual acceptance of a point, even with small values of τn,d and ε1, as shown in Corollary 1.

Note that a larger constant C implies less constraint on rejection growth, which leads to greater patience before
increasing εt. Consequently, increasing C results in higher rejection rates, further drifting the algorithm away
from pure random search at the cost of potentially longer waiting times to accept a sampled point.

Therefore, either increasing C, decreasing τn,d, or decreasing ε1 result in higher rejection rates, which result in
more careful acceptance at the cost of an increasing computational complexity of the algorithm, see Theorem 1.

We could have achieved better results with a larger C and smaller ε1 or τ . However, we fixed these parameters
because they demonstrate outstanding performance while still being a fast algorithm. Users of this algorithm
can indeed try other values depending on their problem constraints.

E.2 Ablation Study on the Constant ε1

In the following, we test the performance of ECP with various values of ε1, while keeping τ = 10−3 and C = 103

fixed. As shown in Figure 5, for different values of ε1 ∈ [1.0001, 1.001, 1.01, 1.1, 1.5], the performance of ECP
remains consistent. While for the Hartman 6D function, smaller value of ε1 lead to noticeably better results, in
general, for all functions, smaller ε1 values lead to better results as predicted by theory. However, in most of the
examples, the differences are less significant. Therefore, the performance of ECP is both consistent and robust
across different values of ε1. In our work, we chose a middle value of ε1 = 10−2, as it achieves good performance
while being computationally less expensive than much smaller values of ε1, as predicted by Theorem 1.

E.3 Ablation Study on the Coefficient τ

Recall that τn,d = max
(
1 + 1

nd , τ
)
, therefore the choice of τ only impacts the algorithm, when the value of τ

is larger than 1 + 1
nd . In the following, we test the performance of ECP, with various values of τ , with fixed

C = 103 and ε1 = 10−2. As shown in Figure 6, for different values of τ ∈ [1.001, 1.01, 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, 2], the
performance of ECP remains consistent. While smaller values of τ (blue and orange) yield significantly better
results for the Ackley and Hartmann 6D functions, in general, smaller τ values tend to perform better across all
functions, as predicted by theory. However, in some cases, such as AutoMPG and Damavandi, the differences
are less pronounced. Therefore, the performance of ECP is both consistent and robust across various values of
τ . In this work, we chose τ = 1.001, as smaller values would not be considered since τn,d = max

(
1 + 1

nd , τ
)
, and

we are considering settings with limited budgets.

E.4 Ablation Study on the Constant C

In the following, we test the performance of ECP with various values of C, while keeping τ = 10−3 and ε1 = 10−2

fixed. As shown in Figure 7, for different values of C ∈ [1, 10, 100, 1000, 2000, 4000, 6000, 8000], the performance
of ECP remains consistent. While for the Ackley function, larger values of C lead to remarkably better results,
in general, for all functions, larger C values lead to better results as predicted by theory. However, in examples
such as AutoMPG, Damavandi, and Bukin, the differences are less significant. Therefore, the performance of
ECP is both consistent and robust across different values of C. In our work, we chose a middle value of C = 1000,
as it achieves good performance while being computationally less expensive than larger values of C, as predicted
by Theorem 1.
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(b) AutoMPG (real-world)
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(d) Camel 2D
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(e) Crossintray 2D
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(f) Damavandi 2D
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(g) Hartmann 6D
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Figure 5: Ablation Study on the Constant ε1 > 0 of ECP with fixed C = 103 and τ = 10−3 on various real-world and
synthetic non-convex multi-dimensional optimization problems.
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(e) Crossintray 2D
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(f) Damavandi 2D
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(g) Hartmann 6D
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Figure 6: Ablation Study on the Constant τ > 1 of ECP with fixed C = 103 and ε1 = 10−2 on various real-world and
synthetic non-convex multi-dimensional optimization problems.
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Figure 7: Ablation Study on the constant C > 1 of ECP with fixed τ = 10−3 and ε1 = 10−2 on various real-world and
synthetic non-convex multi-dimensional optimization problems.
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