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ABSTRACT

Scale is essential in modern deep learning; however, greater scale brings a greater
need to make experiments efficient. Often, most of the effort is spent finding good
hyperparameters, so we should consider exactly how much to spend searching
for them—unfortunately this requires a better understanding of hyperparameter
search, and how it converges, than we currently have. An emerging approach to
such questions is the tuning curve, or the test score as a function of tuning effort. In
theory, the tuning curve predicts how the score will increase as search continues;
in practice, current estimators use nonparametric assumptions that, while robust,
can not extrapolate beyond the current search step. Such extrapolation requires
stronger assumptions—realistic assumptions designed for hyperparameter tuning.
Thus, we derive an asymptotic theory of random search. Its central result is a new
limit theorem that explains random search in terms of four interpretable quantities:
the effective number of hyperparameters, the variance due to random seeds, the
concentration of probability around the optimum, and the best hyperparameters’
performance. These four quantities parametrize a new probability distribution,
the noisy quadratic, which characterizes the behavior of random search. We test
our theory against three practical deep learning scenarios, including pretraining in
vision and fine-tuning in language. Based on 1,024 iterations of search in each, we
confirm our theory achieves excellent fit. Using the theory, we construct the first
confidence bands that extrapolate the tuning curve. Moreover, once fitted, each
parameter of the noisy quadratic answers an important question—such as what is
the best possible performance. So others may use these tools in their research, we
make them available at (URL redacted).

Figure 1: Our asymptotic theory predicts functional forms with excellent fit to the ground truth.
Our theory explains how performance improves with increased tuning effort—a trade-off captured
by the tuning curve: the validation score as a function of the number of search iterations. Each plot
compares the empirical tuning curve against its theoretical form using 1,024 iterations of search.
Across three models, two datasets, and both vision pretraining and language fine-tuning, the ground
truth curve closely adheres to the theoretical form which remains fully in the 95% confidence bands.
Better yet, while the results are asymptotic in theory, in practice they can apply after 1 or 2 iterations.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Deep learning advances through experimentation, but as models have grown in scale, experiments
have grown in cost. As cost becomes the bottleneck, researchers must compromise either rigor or
speed—unless experiments become more efficient. In many experiments, the most expensive step is
finding good hyperparameters; thus, we should only spend the necessary effort to search for them.
The issue is: this search is often a blackbox, with few tools for understanding it or how it converges.

To answer such questions, an emerging approach is to estimate the tuning curve, or the test score as
a function of tuning effort (Dodge et al., 2019; Lourie et al., 2024). Figure 1 illustrates an example.
The x-axis measures tuning effort (e.g., iterations, compute), and the y-axis measures performance
(e.g., F1, perplexity). The tuning curve reveals where the score levels off and what the best possible
score might be, removing many subjective judgments previously required in experiments. However,
while the tuning curve might clarify convergence, its estimators are nonparametric and thus do not
extrapolate. What is more: the tuning curve describes search, but does not explain it. If a model
tunes slowly, is the search space too big or the problem just difficult? Predicting future progress,
explaining how search progresses, calls for something of greater strength.

Thus, we derive an asymptotic theory of random search. Its central result is a novel limit theorem
characterizing the tail of random search. Focusing on the better scores, their distribution converges to
a new family: the noisy quadratic distribution. This family explains random search in terms of four
interpretable quantities: the effective number of hyperparameters, the variance due to random seeds,
the concentration of probability around the optimum, and the best hyperparameters’ performance.
The theory is mechanistic—deriving from how random search works—and built on two empirical
precepts: the hyperparameter loss is smooth, and the noise when retraining is normal with constant
variance. Remarkably, this simple structure emerges as you approach the optimal hyperparameters,
suggesting a new discovery: the asymptotic regime. Empirically, the asymptotic regime governs
random search after only a few iterations, thus the theory explains much of its behavior in practice.

Still, the ultimate test of any theory is how well it reflects the data. We validate our theory in three
practical deep learning scenarios, including pretraining in vision and fine-tuning in language (§4).
With 1,024 iterations in each, we assess how well our theoretical form fits the empirical distribution
from random search (§4.1). In all three scenarios, the theoretical form adheres closely to the ground
truth and remains within its 95% confidence bands. Beyond fit, we test whether the noise is actually
normal with constant variance (§4.2). In fact, it converges to normality long before the asymptotic
regime, and while the variance begins inflated it quickly converges to a constant. Last, we test our
theory’s application. In each scenario, we construct point estimates and confidence bands using 48
search iterations (§4.3). The point estimates mostly smooth their nonparametric baselines; however,
the confidence bands show a dramatic improvement. While the nonparametric bands become trivial
after a fraction of the total iterations, the parametric confidence bands extrapolate beyond them.

Our theory reflects the data, derives from realistic assumptions, and extrapolates the tuning curve
with complete statistical rigor; therefore, it provides a solid foundation for experiments involving
hyperparameters. Beyond tuning curves, it offers other tools for researchers and practitioners to
better understand their models. For example, each parameter of the noisy quadratic answers its own
question, such as: what is the effective number of hyperparameters? How much variation is due to
random seeds? Or, what is the best possible performance? Using standard statistical techniques,
each of these parameters can be estimated with confidence. So that others may use these tools in
their research, we make them available at (URL redacted).

A Limit Theorem for Random Search
Theoretically under regularity conditions & empirically for deep learning:

Minimization. When minimizing
via random search, the left tail of
the score distribution converges to a
convex noisy quadratic distribution:

Qmin(α, β, γ, σ)

Maximization. When maximizing
via random search, the right tail of
the score distribution converges to a
concave noisy quadratic distribution.

Qmax(α, β, γ, σ)

Example of Maximization
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2 AN ASYMPTOTIC THEORY OF RANDOM SEARCH

Let us develop the asymptotic theory of random search.1 We begin by describing the formalism,
then present the theory in two parts. First, we assume the score is a deterministic function of the
hyperparameters. This assumption permits straightforward analysis; however, it is too simple to
describe most applications of interest. Thus, we extend this analysis with the additive noise from
random elements such as the initialization and data ordering. Empirical results show this approach
offers an excellent model of random search in deep learning (§4).

2.1 FORMALIZING RANDOM SEARCH

Imagine fitting a neural network—perhaps you pretrain a ResNet on image classification.2 Many
choices must be made: Which architecture? What learning rate? How much regularization? Each
choice is a hyperparameter, and each hyperparameter takes a value from the hyperparameter search
space, xxx = [x1, . . . , xd] ∈ X. Fixing these values and evaluating the network produces a score,
y ∈ Y ⊂ R, such as accuracy, that we wish to optimize.

Optimizing this score means optimizing the hyperparameters; and for that, we use a hyperparameter
tuning algorithm. Such algorithms typically sample choices from a stochastic policy, so we treat
both the choices, XXX1, . . . ,XXXn, and their scores, Y1, . . . , Yn, as random variables. Since sampling
the next choice costs only a fraction of evaluating it, we use the number of evaluations, n, to measure
the cost. Of course, the cost of an evaluation can vary greatly between models and search spaces, so
each evaluation should be normalized by its average cost when making such comparisons.

We capture hyperparameter tuning’s progress as a function of cost by the tuning process:
Tk := max

i=1...k
Yi (1)

In general, the tuning process depends on both the model and the hyperparameter tuning algorithm.

While one could use any algorithm to optimize hyperparameters for deployment, research requires
a standard pick to ensure fair comparisons in development. One simple, robust, and surprisingly
effective standard is random search. Random search independently draws choices from the search
distribution, XXXi ∼ X . Evaluating a choice then yields a score from the score distribution, Yi ∼ Y .

Under random search, analyzing the tuning process is particularly tractable because the choices,
Xi, and thus the scores, Yi, are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.). Intuitively, since all
scores are i.i.d., the best score after k rounds is just the maximum from a sample of size k. As a
result, the CDF of Yi, F (y) = P (Yi ≤ y), and that of Tk, Fk(y) = P (Tk ≤ y), share a relationship:

Fk(y) = P

(
max
i=1...k

Yi ≤ y

)
=

∏
i=1...k

P (Yi ≤ y) = F (y)k (2)

Essentially, the distribution from one round of random search defines the distribution from k rounds
of random search. Then after n rounds, we have a sample of size n with which to estimate that
distribution. Using these insights, we can estimate properties of the entire tuning process.

Still, the tuning process is a complex joint distribution that is difficult to interpret or compare. Often,
it is more convenient to consider a summary, such as the median. Following Lourie et al. (2024), we
define Tk (k ∈ R) as the random variable with CDF F (y)k. Then, letting M[X] denote the median
of X , the tuning curve is the function, τ : R → Y:

τ(k) := M[Tk] (3)
More generally, one might distinguish the median, τm(k) := τ(k), and expected, τe(k) tuning curve:

τe(k) := E[Tk] (4)
The tuning curve answers many questions a researcher might ask during model development. To
find the best achievable performance, researchers can look at the tuning curve’s limit. To check if a
model is undertuned, researchers can see how performance increases with a few more iterations of
search. To compare models while accounting for tuning effort, they can compare the tuning curves
at various budgets, adjusting each curve by the average cost to train that model.

1We state the theory for maximization, minimization being equivalent. See §A and B for more formulas.
2Our formalization closely follows that of Lourie et al. (2024) (§3.1).
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Figure 2: An illustration of random search. As search continues, the current best score increases
and the region of better hyperparameters shrinks. As this region closes around the optimum, the
Taylor polynomial offers a better and better approximation.

2.2 THE DETERMINISTIC CASE

Our theory starts with a simple intuition: at any time in random search, the only hyperparameters
that matter are those better than the best you have seen so far. As search continuous, you find better
hyperparameters, and the region of even better ones converges about the optimum. In this region, the
Taylor polynomial becomes a better and better approximation to the underlying objective. Where
the approximation is sufficiently good, we call the asymptotic regime. Figure 2 illustrates this idea.

At the optimum, (xxx∗, y∗), the Taylor series is dominated by the Hessian, Hxxx∗ , as the gradient is 0:

g(xxx) ≈ y∗ +
1

2
(xxx− xxx∗)THxxx∗(xxx− xxx∗) (5)

At the same time, any continuous probability density is roughly constant on a small enough interval;
so, near the optimum, the search distribution is approximately uniform.

Putting these facts together, we derive the limit of the score distribution via a geometric argument.
Consider the event Y = g(XXX) > y. Rearranging the Taylor approximation, we obtain:

−1

2
(xxx− xxx∗)THxxx∗(xxx− xxx∗) ≤ y∗ − y (6)

Since xxx∗ is a maximum, the Hessian is negative semi-definite, so this equation defines an ellipsoid.
P(Y > y) is then proportional to the volume of this ellipsoid, which is proportional to (y∗ − y)d

∗/2,
where d∗ is the rank of the Hessian. Consequently, as y → y∗ the CDF approximately satisfies:

1− F (y) = P(Y > y) ∝ (y∗ − y)
d∗/2 (7)

Motivated by this analysis, we define the concave quadratic distribution, Qmax(ω, β, γ), by:

F (y;ω, β, γ) := 1− ω (β − y)
γ/2 (8)

Usually, we prefer an alternative, more interpretable parametrization. Let α be the minimum of the
distribution’s support. Then F (α) = 1−ω(β −α)

γ/2 = 0, thus ω = (β −α)−
γ/2. So, for the CDF:

F (y;α, β, γ) := 1−
(
β − y

β − α

)γ/2

(9)

Now, we can differentiate the CDF to obtain the PDF:

f(y;α, β, γ) =
γ

2(β − α)

(
β − y

β − α

) γ−2
2

(10)

Each parameter has a nice interpretation in terms of the hyperparameter tuning problem: α measures
how concentrated the distribution is near the maximum, β is the highest achievable score, and γ is
the effective number of hyperparameters—which is always less than the nominal number.

To summarize, we introduce a new parametric family: the quadratic distribution. When maximizing
via random search, the score distribution’s right tail approaches the concave quadratic distribution;
and, while we do not discuss it here, when minimizing the left tail approaches a similar limit, the
convex quadratic distribution, which we give formulas for in §A.
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2.3 THE STOCHASTIC CASE

So far, our theory assumes the score is deterministic given the hyperparameters; however, this is
often not the case. More commonly, the score varies—even with the same hyperparameters—due
to random factors such as the initialization, data order, or nondeterminism of the GPU. So, how can
we incorporate such nondeterminism into our theory?

All else equal, we prefer the simplest approach; let us begin there, and only add complexity as
necessary to obtain an accurate model. One thought is: apply our current theory to the conditional
mean, E[Y |XXX]; Y may be random, but its expectation is not. The problem is, we never observe the
mean and in practice we keep models not hyperparameters so really Y is the score we get.

Instead, let us take inspiration from classic regression analysis. If the mean varies according to our
theory, perhaps Y varies with additive noise about that mean? Formally, let g(XXX) = E[Y |XXX], then
Y = g(XXX)+E where E ∼ N (0, σ). Such a simple assumption seems too good to be true, but in fact
it gives a great fit to the data (§4.1). Even more surprisingly, if you retrain the same hyperparameters
many times, the scores do become normally distributed with homogeneous variance as you enter the
asymptotic regime. In §4.2, we run precisely this experiment with ResNet18 and find the conditional
distribution shows a high degree of normality with essentially constant variance for hyperparameter
configurations in the top 62%. Thus, additive noise offers a realistic model for this random variation.

Therefore, we assume Y = g(XXX)+E. From our prior analysis (§2.2), the tail of g(XXX) converges to
a quadratic distribution. Assuming σ is small, if Y = g(XXX) + E is in the tail then so is g(XXX), thus:

Y ≈ Q+ E, Q ∼ Qmax(α, β, γ), E ∼ N (0, σ) (11)
To model Y , we define a new family. The noisy quadratic distribution, Q(α, β, γ, σ), is the sum of
a quadratic and a normal random variable. Like the quadratic distribution, it comes in two variants:
the concave (Qmax) and convex (Qmin) noisy quadratic distributions. Moreover, when σ = 0, we
recover the (noiseless) quadratic distribution as a special case.3

Let us derive the noisy quadratic’s CDF and PDF. The partial expectation from a to b is defined as:

Eb
a[Z] := P(a ≤ Z ≤ b) E[Z|a ≤ Z ≤ b] =

∫ b

a

zfZ(z)dz (12)

Since Y is the sum of two independent random variables, Q and E, we can apply the convolution
formula for its CDF: FY (y) = E[FQ(y − E)]. After some calculus (§E.2), this yields:

FY (y) = Φ

(
y − α

σ

)
− E1

0

[
V

γ/2
]
, V ∼ N

(
β − y

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)
(13)

Similarly, we have the convolution formula for the PDF: fY (y) = E[fQ(y − E)], which becomes:

fY (y) =
γ

2(β − α)
E1
0

[
V

γ−2
2

]
, V ∼ N

(
β − y

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)
(14)

Thus, we can express the CDF and PDF of the noisy quadratic distribution in terms of properties of
the normal distribution. Alternative forms for Equations 13 and 14 are possible; however, we have
found the ones above most theoretically and computationally useful.

When γ is even, E1
0[V

γ/2] is a partial moment of the normal distribution. Its partial moments are
well-studied, with a recursive formula available (Winkler et al., 1972); however, when γ is odd, it
is a partial fractional moment. While formulas exist for both partial and fractional moments of the
normal (Winkler et al., 1972; Winkelbauer, 2014), to the best of the authors’ knowledge no formula
is known for partial fractional moments. To compute them, more advanced numerical methods
are necessary. Adapting these numerical methods required considerable effort; as a result, it is
impractical to describe them here due to space considerations. Still, full details are documented and
available in our implementation4. In addition, we plan to describe them in a future publication.

In summary, we extend the quadratic distribution to a more general parametric family: the noisy
quadratic distribution. When tuning the hyperparameters of a deep learning model, maximizing
should cause the score distribution’s right tail to approximately match a concave noisy quadratic,
while minimizing should cause its left tail to match a convex noisy quadratic. See §B for formulas.

3When the variant is clear from context, we write the distribution unadorned: Q(α, β, γ, σ). Similarly, we
differentiate the quadratic, Q(α, β, γ), and noisy quadratic, Q(α, β, γ, σ), by the presence of σ.

4(URL redacted)

5



270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

3 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

To test our theory, we need large samples of random search with different models. We obtain 1,024
iterations of random search with three models: DeBERTa (He et al., 2021), DeBERTaV3 (He et al.,
2023), and ResNet18 (He et al., 2016). DeBERTa and DeBERTaV3 are pretrained transformers for
traditional NLP tasks. DeBERTa pretrains with a generative objective, while DeBERTaV3 utilizes a
discriminative one. We use data from Lourie et al. (2024) who fine-tuned these models on MultiNLI
(Williams et al., 2018), a natural language inference benchmark. Lourie et al. (2024) used the same
search space for both models, running 1,024 iterations of random search for each and tuning the
learning rate, proportion of the first epoch for warmup, batch size, number of epochs, and dropout.
The other model, ResNet18, is a classic convolutional architecture for computer vision (He et al.,
2016). We pretrain ResNet18 on ImageNet (Russakovsky et al., 2015), an image classification
benchmark. Using the FFCV library,5 we trained ResNet18 with momentum SGD and a 1-cycle
learning rate schedule. We ran 1,024 iterations of random search, tuning the learning rate, peak
epoch, momentum, batch size, epochs, weight decay, label smoothing, and use of blurpool.

The search distributions for these models can be found in §C. Now, we will describe the details of
each analysis.

Assessing Goodness of Fit. To assess goodness of fit, we compare the score distribution to the fitted
noisy quadratic distribution. We estimate the score distribution using the empirical CDF (eCDF) and
highest density LD confidence bands as recommended in Lourie et al. (2024), and we fit the noisy
quadratic distribution to the tail via censored maximum spacing estimation (Cheng & Amin, 1983;
Ranneby, 1984). The best threshold for the asymptotic regime was selected using visual diagnostics.

Estimating and Extrapolating the Tuning Curve. To explore our theory’s practical application,
we subsample 48 iterations of random search without replacement from the full 1,024 for each
model. We use all 1,024 iterations to estimate the ground truth eCDF. For nonparametric estimates,
we construct the eCDF and LD highest density confidence bands from the subsample, as in Lourie
et al. (2024). For parametric estimates, we select the asymptotic regime via visual diagnostics using
only the subsample, fit the noisy quadratic distribution to the tail via censored maximum spacing
estimation (Cheng & Amin, 1983; Ranneby, 1984), and compute parametric confidence bands from
the nonparametric ones as consonance regions (Easterling, 1976). We compute these via brute-force
search with a grid of 64 log-spaced values for σ, 128 and 256 linearly spaced values for α and β.

Testing Additive Normal Errors. To test our assumptions about the errors, we took the ResNet18
results and picked the hyperparameters at the 12.5th, 25th, up to 100th percentile of performance.
We retrained each configuration 128 times, letting the initialization, data order, and so on vary. In
this way, we obtained large samples characterizing the score distributions for fixed hyperparameters.

4 TESTING THE THEORY

A theory is useful only in so far as it describes the world. Thus, we now ask this question.

4.1 ASSESSING GOODNESS OF FIT

Does our theory accurately describe random search? Our primary claim is the score distribution’s
tail converges to the noisy quadratic. Let us test that claim by seeing how they compare.

Figure 3 makes that comparison, plotting the ground truth against its theoretical form. Across three
different scenarios, Figure 3 shows an excellent fit between the theoretical form and the empirical
distribution. In each scenario, both the noisy quadratic’s CDF and its median tuning curve closely
adhere to the ground truth. At all times, they remain within the 95% confidence bands. Moreover,
as theory predicts, the point estimates fit the ground truth almost perfectly in the asymptotic regime.

These results suggest our assumptions are satisfied, but more importantly they show the theory is
actually useful. A big question in any asymptotic analysis is: just how asymptotic is it? Do practical
scenarios approach the limit enough for asymptotics to matter? Figure 3 answers with a resounding
yes. In each scenario, a sizable portion of the score distribution falls within the asymptotic regime:

5https://github.com/libffcv/ffcv (commit: 92eba2e)
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Figure 3: A comparison of the noisy quadratic (theoretical) and the score distribution (empirical).
The top row depicts the CDFs, while the bottom depicts the tuning curves. Each column corresponds
to a different scenario: pretraining ResNet18 on ImageNet, fine-tuning DeBERTa on MutliNLI, and
fine-tuning DeBERTaV3 on MultiNLI. The asymptotic regime is the performance threshold above
which the theoretical approximations apply. All estimates use the full 1,024 iterations of random
search from each scenario. Empirical estimates are from the empirical distribution, while theoretical
estimates use the noisy quadratic fitted to the tail via censored maximum spacing estimation.

34% for ResNet18, 54% for DeBERTa, and 57% for DeBERTaV3. The search spaces are designed to
be large, characteristic of what practitioners might use when tuning these models on new problems.
Still we see almost the entire tuning curve lies in the asymptotic regime. Thus, the asymptotic regime
can be relevant in practical scenarios even from the first few iterations of random search.

A final note: in some sense, the models get more advanced as we move from ResNet18, to DeBERTa,
to DeBERTaV3. ResNet18 is a convnet trained from scratch, DeBERTa is a pretrained transformer,
and DeBERTaV3 makes further improvements. As the models become more advanced, more of the
score distribution falls in the asymptotic regime. Perhaps this is why the asymptotic approximation
is so effective? Models are engineered not only to be effective, but also easy to tune. Should this
explanation be true, then our theory will only become more relevant as models continue to advance.

4.2 TESTING ADDITIVE NORMAL ERRORS

So, our theory describes random search, but does it really reflect what is actually happening? For
example, if you fix the hyperparameters, are the scores normally distributed with constant variance?

To test this assumption we do just that. Our theory claims the scores become normal with constant
variance as hyperparameters approach the asymptotic regime. The asymptotic regime is defined by
a threshold on the score. Thus, we retrain hyperparameters with increasing scores. Namely, we take
the random search results from ResNet18, pick the configurations at the 12.5th, 25th, 37.5th, up to
the 100th accuracy percentiles, then retrain each 128 times, letting things like the initialization and
data order vary. Thereby, we obtain large samples characterizing these distributions over the scores.
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Figure 4: Diagnostic plots for the normality of the score distribution given fixed hyperparameters.
The top row shows histograms with kernel density estimates, while the bottom shows Q-Q plots.
Each column corresponds to the configuration at that accuracy percentile for ResNet18 on ImageNet.
All except the worst performing hyperparameters demonstrate normality to a very high degree.

Figure 5: A comparison of standard deviations for score distributions given fixed hyperparameters.
The x-axis displays configurations at different accuracy percentiles for ResNet18 on ImageNet.
Each point estimates the standard deviation at that percentile. Confidence intervals are simultaneous,
constructed using the χ2 interval for the standard deviation of the normal and a Šidák correction.
The standard deviations quickly converge to a constant long before the asymptotic regime.

To test the additive normal errors assumption, we break it down into two parts: first, the scores are
normally distributed; and second, their standard deviations are constant (i.e., homoskedastic).

Testing Normality. We test normality using the traditional normal probability plot. In addition,
we show histograms and kernel density estimates (KDEs) to offer a more intuitive visualization.
Figure 4 displays the results. On the top, the histograms and KDEs reveal that, except for the worst
hyperparameters, the distributions exhibit that familiar bell curve. The normal probability plots are
even more informative. On the bottom, the sample quantiles almost all fall on that y = x line,
equating them with the quantiles of the normal distribution and establishing their fit. Thus, each
distribution from the 25th percentile and up achieves a high degree of normality.

Testing Homoskedasticity. We test homoskedasticity by plotting simultaneous confidence intervals
for the standard deviations at the different accuracy percentiles. Since we have confirmed normality,
we use the classic confidence interval for the standard deviation of a normal distribution; since
the intervals are independent, we make them hold simultaneously using a Šidák correction. These
simultaneous intervals then bound how different the standard deviations can be. Figure 5 shows the
result. The standard deviation drops to a constant around the 37.5th percentile. From then on, all
95% confidence intervals contain a common value for it (e.g., 1.2e-3, the average of the last four).
Moreover, as the intervals are so tight, it is unlikely any large differences exist. Thus, we see that the
standard deviation starts off inflated, but converges to a constant long before the asymptotic regime.
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Figure 6: A comparison of noisy quadratic (theoretical) and nonparametric (empirical) estimates.
The top row depicts the CDFs, while the bottom depicts the tuning curves. Each column corresponds
to a different scenario: pretraining ResNet18 on ImageNet, fine-tuning DeBERTa on MultiNLI, and
fine-tuning DeBERTaV3 on MutliNLI. The asymptotic regime is the performance threshold above
which the noisy quadratic was fit. All estimates use 48 iterations of random search subsampled from
that scenario’s full 1,024. Empirical estimates are from the empirical distribution, while theoretical
estimates use the noisy quadratic fitted to the tail via censored maximum spacing estimation.

Both experiments point to the same conclusion: bad hyperparameters exhibit bad structure, but as
the hyperparameters improve—as you approach the asymptotic regime—simple structure emerges.

4.3 ESTIMATING AND EXTRAPOLATING THE TUNING CURVE

Beyond explaining random search, can we predict how it will progress? Let us look at estimating
the noisy quadratic from a small number of samples, then using it to infer the tuning curve’s shape.

To explore such a practical use case, we subsampled 48 iterations of random search in each of our
three scenarios. Using each subsample, we plotted the eCDF to visually determine a threshold for
the asymptotic regime. We chose thresholds based on where the eCDF begins to show a smoother
structure. More generally, one could try several and choose based on the noisy quadratic’s fit.
In this way, we estimated the thresholds as 0.65 for ResNet18, 0.875 for DeBERTa, and 0.89 for
DeBERTaV3. Then, we fit the noisy quadratic distribution to the subsample using the threshold.

Figure 6 compares the parametric estimates against their nonparametric baselines. The parametric
point estimates mostly smooth out the nonparametric ones. Intuitively, this makes sense as both
attempt to fit the same data without any kind of prior. Both estimate the tuning curve to varying
degrees of precision across the scenarios. For ResNet18, the gap is about 1 point in accuracy,
while for DeBERTa it is 0.2 points, and for DeBERTaV3 the curves are almost identical. This
variable precision emphasizes the need for confidence bands—where the two approaches give very
different results. Indeed, the parametric confidence bands dramatically tighten their nonparametric
counterparts. While the nonparametric bands become trivial after 8 iterations, the parametric bands
extrapolate beyond the entire 48 used in their construction, all while still enclosing the ground truth.
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5 RELATED WORK

Hyperparameters have always been an essential part of deep learning. Today, researchers seek new
ways to set them—both theoretical frameworks like µTransfer (Yang et al., 2021) and empirical ones
such as scaling laws (Hestness et al., 2017; Rosenfeld et al., 2020; Kaplan et al., 2020; Henighan
et al., 2020; Hernandez et al., 2021; Hoffmann et al., 2022). Much of the motivation comes from
new challenges posed by foundation models; however, long before the current era, hyperparameters
were still the subject of much practical advice (Orr & Müller, 1998; Montavon et al., 2012).

Often, this advice was highly effective but ad hoc—focusing on specific hyperparameters and ways
to determine them (Mishkin & Matas, 2016; Smith, 2018). Such advice is difficult to adapt to new
hyperparameters and changing contexts. Thus, researchers have sought a more systematic approach.

The simplest approach remains most popular: cross-validation (Stone, 1974). Automating it leads
to hyperparameter search, with many such algorithms developed (Bergstra et al., 2011; Bischl et al.,
2023). Early on, Bergstra & Bengio (2012) discovered random search is surprisingly effective, far
outperforming grid search. Since then, many have explored more advanced approaches (Snoek et al.,
2012; Swersky et al., 2014; Wistuba et al., 2015; Pedregosa, 2016; Olson et al., 2016; Falkner et al.,
2018; Awad et al., 2021; Wistuba et al., 2022; Kadra et al., 2023); still, random search remains a
strong baseline, with variants obtaining high performance (Li et al., 2018; 2020).

Hyperparameter search excels at finding a good model for production, but in research we face a
different problem. Instead of constructing the best model, we want to understand a new idea or get
an insight into some phenomenon—we want to answer questions, such as: are the hyperparameters
tuned enough? Why is this model difficult to tune? And, what is the best possible performance?

We need tools tailored for research. Accepting the task, Dodge et al. (2019) proposed the tuning
curve,6 deriving the first point estimator for it. Soon after, Tang et al. (2020) identified the need
for effective confidence bands, discovering that the default approach (the bootstrap) fails to achieve
meaningful coverage. More recently, Lourie et al. (2024) developed such confidence bands. Their
bands are simultaneous, exact, and distribution-free—making them quite robust; however, since the
bands are nonparametric, they only bound the initial segment of the curve. They do not extrapolate.
Enabling such extrapolation was the beginning motivation behind our theory of random search.

Our theory derives a limit for the score distribution’s tail. Similar limits are often explored under
extreme value theory (Coles, 2001; de Haan & Ferreira, 2006). For example, the Pickands-Balkema-
De Haan theorem gives conditions under which the tail converges to a generalized Pareto distribution
(Pickands, 1975; Balkema & de Haan, 1974). This distribution relates closely to the (noiseless)
quadratic, though the noisy quadratic is distinct. In general, while extreme value theory seeks broad
theorems with an abstract approach, we seek specific analyses based on beliefs about the underlying
mechanism. Our aim is to build an empirical theory to better understand our deep learning models.

6 CONCLUSION

We derived an asymptotic theory of random search. The theory emerges from two ideas: the score
is a smooth function of the hyperparameters, and its noise is normal with constant variance. Surpris-
ingly, these assumptions describe deep learning quite accurately in practice.

Using the theory, we derived a parametric form for the score distribution’s tail. As iterations in-
crease, this tail determines random search’s behavior. Thus, the parametric distribution can offer
better point estimates and extrapolate confidence bands for tuning curves. The limiting distribution
has two forms: the quadratic in the deterministic case, and the noisy quadratic in the stochastic one.
The noisy quadratic generalizes the first, and has four interpretable parameters: α, a measure of the
probability in the asymptotic regime, β, the average performance of the best possible hyperparam-
eters, γ, the effective number of hyperparameters, and σ, the standard deviation of the scores when
you retrain with fixed hyperparameters.

Our theoretical framework offers a new set of tools for deep learning research. We hope they help
practitioners build better models and researchers discover novel insights. Thus, we release a library
making them available: (URL redacted).

6They introduced the concept, though the term tuning curve came later in Lourie et al. (2024).
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parameter optimization. In J. Shawe-Taylor, R. Zemel, P. Bartlett, F. Pereira, and K.Q. Wein-
berger (eds.), Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 24. Curran Asso-
ciates, Inc., 2011. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2011/file/
86e8f7ab32cfd12577bc2619bc635690-Paper.pdf.

Bernd Bischl, Martin Binder, Michel Lang, Tobias Pielok, Jakob Richter, Stefan Coors, Janek
Thomas, Theresa Ullmann, Marc Becker, Anne-Laure Boulesteix, Difan Deng, and Marius Lin-
dauer. Hyperparameter optimization: Foundations, algorithms, best practices, and open chal-
lenges. WIREs Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery, 13(2):e1484, 2023. doi: https://doi.org/
10.1002/widm.1484. URL https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/
10.1002/widm.1484.

R. C. H. Cheng and N. A. K. Amin. Estimating Parameters in Continuous Univariate Distributions
with a Shifted Origin. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 45(3):
394–403, 7 1983. ISSN 0035-9246. doi: 10.1111/j.2517-6161.1983.tb01268.x. URL https:
//doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1983.tb01268.x.

S. Coles. An Introduction to Statistical Modeling of Extreme Values. Springer Series in Statistics.
Springer, 2001. ISBN 9781852334598.

L. de Haan and A. Ferreira. Extreme Value Theory: An Introduction. Springer Series in Operations
Research and Financial Engineering. Springer New York, 2006. ISBN 9780387239460.

Jesse Dodge, Suchin Gururangan, Dallas Card, Roy Schwartz, and Noah A. Smith. Show your
work: Improved reporting of experimental results. In Kentaro Inui, Jing Jiang, Vincent Ng, and
Xiaojun Wan (eds.), Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing
(EMNLP-IJCNLP), pp. 2185–2194, Hong Kong, China, November 2019. Association for Com-
putational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/D19-1224. URL https://aclanthology.org/
D19-1224.

Robert G. Easterling. Goodness of fit and parameter estimation. Technometrics, 18(1):1–9, 1976.
doi: 10.1080/00401706.1976.10489394. URL https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
abs/10.1080/00401706.1976.10489394.

Stefan Falkner, Aaron Klein, and Frank Hutter. BOHB: Robust and efficient hyperparameter opti-
mization at scale. In Jennifer Dy and Andreas Krause (eds.), Proceedings of the 35th International
Conference on Machine Learning, volume 80 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pp.
1437–1446. PMLR, 10–15 Jul 2018. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/
falkner18a.html.

Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and Jian Sun. Deep residual learning for image recog-
nition. In 2016 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pp.
770–778, 2016. doi: 10.1109/CVPR.2016.90.

11

https://doi.org/10.24963/ijcai.2021/296
https://doi.org/10.1214/aop/1176996548
https://doi.org/10.1214/aop/1176996548
http://jmlr.org/papers/v13/bergstra12a.html
http://jmlr.org/papers/v13/bergstra12a.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2011/file/86e8f7ab32cfd12577bc2619bc635690-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2011/file/86e8f7ab32cfd12577bc2619bc635690-Paper.pdf
https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/widm.1484
https://wires.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/widm.1484
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1983.tb01268.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1983.tb01268.x
https://aclanthology.org/D19-1224
https://aclanthology.org/D19-1224
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00401706.1976.10489394
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00401706.1976.10489394
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/falkner18a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/falkner18a.html


594
595
596
597
598
599
600
601
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610
611
612
613
614
615
616
617
618
619
620
621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629
630
631
632
633
634
635
636
637
638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Pengcheng He, Xiaodong Liu, Jianfeng Gao, and Weizhu Chen. Deberta: Decoding-enhanced bert
with disentangled attention. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.
URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=XPZIaotutsD.

Pengcheng He, Jianfeng Gao, and Weizhu Chen. DeBERTav3: Improving DeBERTa using
ELECTRA-style pre-training with gradient-disentangled embedding sharing. In The Eleventh
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023. URL https://openreview.
net/forum?id=sE7-XhLxHA.

Tom Henighan, Jared Kaplan, Mor Katz, Mark Chen, Christopher Hesse, Jacob Jackson, Hee-
woo Jun, Tom B. Brown, Prafulla Dhariwal, Scott Gray, Chris Hallacy, Benjamin Mann, Alec
Radford, Aditya Ramesh, Nick Ryder, Daniel M. Ziegler, John Schulman, Dario Amodei, and
Sam McCandlish. Scaling laws for autoregressive generative modeling, 2020. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2010.14701.

Danny Hernandez, Jared Kaplan, Tom Henighan, and Sam McCandlish. Scaling laws for transfer,
2021. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01293.

Joel Hestness, Sharan Narang, Newsha Ardalani, Gregory Diamos, Heewoo Jun, Hassan Kianinejad,
Md. Mostofa Ali Patwary, Yang Yang, and Yanqi Zhou. Deep learning scaling is predictable,
empirically, 2017. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.00409.

Jordan Hoffmann, Sebastian Borgeaud, Arthur Mensch, Elena Buchatskaya, Trevor Cai, Eliza
Rutherford, Diego de Las Casas, Lisa Anne Hendricks, Johannes Welbl, Aidan Clark, Thomas
Hennigan, Eric Noland, Katherine Millican, George van den Driessche, Bogdan Damoc, Au-
relia Guy, Simon Osindero, Karén Simonyan, Erich Elsen, Oriol Vinyals, Jack Rae, and Lau-
rent Sifre. An empirical analysis of compute-optimal large language model training. In
S. Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh (eds.), Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35, pp. 30016–30030. Curran Associates, Inc.,
2022. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/
file/c1e2faff6f588870935f114ebe04a3e5-Paper-Conference.pdf.

Arlind Kadra, Maciej Janowski, Martin Wistuba, and Josif Grabocka. Scaling
laws for hyperparameter optimization. In A. Oh, T. Naumann, A. Globerson,
K. Saenko, M. Hardt, and S. Levine (eds.), Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems, volume 36, pp. 47527–47553. Curran Associates, Inc., 2023. URL
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/file/
945c781d7194ea81026148838af95af7-Paper-Conference.pdf.

Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, Tom Henighan, Tom B. Brown, Benjamin Chess, Rewon Child,
Scott Gray, Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, and Dario Amodei. Scaling laws for neural language
models, 2020. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.08361.

Alex Krizhevsky. One weird trick for parallelizing convolutional neural networks, 2014. URL
https://arxiv.org/abs/1404.5997.

Alex Krizhevsky, Ilya Sutskever, and Geoffrey E Hinton. Imagenet classification with deep
convolutional neural networks. In F. Pereira, C.J. Burges, L. Bottou, and K.Q. Weinberger
(eds.), Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 25. Curran Associates, Inc.,
2012. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2012/
file/c399862d3b9d6b76c8436e924a68c45b-Paper.pdf.

Liam Li, Kevin Jamieson, Giulia DeSalvo, Afshin Rostamizadeh, and Ameet Talwalkar. Hyperband:
A novel bandit-based approach to hyperparameter optimization. Journal of Machine Learn-
ing Research, 18-185:1–52, 2018. URL http://www.jmlr.org/papers/volume18/
16-558/16-558.pdf.

Liam Li, Kevin Jamieson, Afshin Rostamizadeh, Ekaterina Gonina, Jonathan Ben-tzur, Moritz
Hardt, Benjamin Recht, and Ameet Talwalkar. A system for massively parallel hyperparame-
ter tuning. In I. Dhillon, D. Papailiopoulos, and V. Sze (eds.), Proceedings of Machine Learning
and Systems, volume 2, pp. 230–246, 2020.

12

https://openreview.net/forum?id=XPZIaotutsD
https://openreview.net/forum?id=sE7-XhLxHA
https://openreview.net/forum?id=sE7-XhLxHA
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.14701
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.14701
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01293
https://arxiv.org/abs/1712.00409
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/file/c1e2faff6f588870935f114ebe04a3e5-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/file/c1e2faff6f588870935f114ebe04a3e5-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/file/945c781d7194ea81026148838af95af7-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/file/945c781d7194ea81026148838af95af7-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.08361
https://arxiv.org/abs/1404.5997
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2012/file/c399862d3b9d6b76c8436e924a68c45b-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2012/file/c399862d3b9d6b76c8436e924a68c45b-Paper.pdf
http://www.jmlr.org/papers/volume18/16-558/16-558.pdf
http://www.jmlr.org/papers/volume18/16-558/16-558.pdf


648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
690
691
692
693
694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701

Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

Zhuang Liu, Hanzi Mao, Chao-Yuan Wu, Christoph Feichtenhofer, Trevor Darrell, and Saining
Xie. A convnet for the 2020s. In 2022 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition (CVPR), pp. 11966–11976, 2022. doi: 10.1109/CVPR52688.2022.01167.

Nicholas Lourie, Kyunghyun Cho, and He He. Show your work with confidence: Confidence
bands for tuning curves. In Kevin Duh, Helena Gomez, and Steven Bethard (eds.), Proceed-
ings of the 2024 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Human Language Technologies (Volume 1: Long Papers), pp. 3455–3472, Mexico
City, Mexico, June 2024. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2024.
naacl-long.189. URL https://aclanthology.org/2024.naacl-long.189.

Dmytro Mishkin and Jiri Matas. All you need is a good init. In International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2016. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/1511.06422.
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A THE QUADRATIC DISTRIBUTION

As derived in §2.2, the formulas for the concave quadratic distribution are:

F (y;α, β, γ) := 1−
(
β − y

β − α

)γ/2

(15)

f(y;α, β, γ) =
γ

2(β − α)

(
β − y

β − α

) γ−2
2

(16)

The equivalent formulas for the convex quadratic distribution are:

F (y;α, β, γ) :=

(
y − α

β − α

)γ/2

(17)

f(y;α, β, γ) =
γ

2(β − α)

(
y − α

β − α

) γ−2
2

(18)

The quadratic distribution is supported only on the interval α ≤ y ≤ β. These formulas are valid
within that interval. Outside of it, the density is 0; below it, the CDF is 0; above it, the CDF is 1.

B THE NOISY QUADRATIC DISTRIBUTION

As derived in §2.3, the formulas for the concave noisy quadratic distribution are:

FY (y) = Φ

(
y − α

σ

)
− E1

0

[
V

γ/2
]
, V ∼ N

(
β − y

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)
(19)

fY (y) =
γ

2(β − α)
E1
0

[
V

γ−2
2

]
, V ∼ N

(
β − y

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)
(20)

The equivalent formulas for the convex noisy quadratic distribution are:

FY (y) = Φ

(
y − β

σ

)
+ E1

0

[
V

γ/2
]
, V ∼ N

(
y − α

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)
(21)

fY (y) =
γ

2(β − α)
E1
0

[
V

γ−2
2

]
, V ∼ N

(
y − α

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)
(22)

Unlike the quadratic distribution, the noisy quadratic is supported on the entire real line.

C MODELS AND SEARCH DISTRIBUTIONS

As described in §3, we use random search results for DeBERTa, DeBERTaV3, and ResNet18.

For DeBERTa and DeBERTaV3, Lourie et al. (2024) used the following search distribution:

batch size ∼ DiscreteUniform(16, 64)

num epochs ∼ DiscreteUniform(1, 4)

warmup proportion ∼ Uniform(0, 0.6)

learning rate ∼ LogUniform(1e−6, 1e−3)

dropout ∼ Uniform(0, 0.3)
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Note that warmup proportion is the proportion of the first epoch only.

For ResNet18, we used the following search distribution:

epochs ∼ DiscreteUniform(20, 100)

batch size ∼ DiscreteUniform({128, 256, 512, 1024})
lr ∼ LogUniform(5e−3, 5e1)

lr peak epoch = ⌊proportion× epochs⌋, proportion ∼ Uniform(0, 0.8)

momentum ∼ Uniform(0.7, 1.0)

weight decay ∼ LogUniform(1e−6, 1e−3)

label smoothing ∼ Uniform(0.0, 0.5)

use blurpool ∼ DiscreteUniform(0, 1)

In Appendix D, we present additional results that validate our theory’s generality and how it applies
across architectures. For it, we run random search on AlexNet (Krizhevsky et al., 2012; Krizhevsky,
2014), ResNet18 (He et al., 2016), and ConvNext Tiny (Liu et al., 2022) using the search distribution
above, except fixing use blurpool to 0 because ConvNext does not use maxpool (or blurpool)
layers and thus we can not consistently apply the hyperparameter to all three.

D GENERALIZATION ACROSS ARCHITECTURES

While our theory is general, it is also asymptotic; thus, it is natural to ask: how quickly does the
asymptotic approximation apply in practice? For ResNet18, DeBERTa, and DeBERTaV3, we saw
the asymptotic regime covered 34%, 54%, and 57% of the score distribution—applying from the
first or second iteration of random search. Still, perhaps the asymptotic regime applies only because
these architectures are so advanced, or the search spaces match them particularly well.

To investigate such questions, we compare ResNet18 with two other architectures: AlexNet
(Krizhevsky et al., 2012; Krizhevsky, 2014) and ConvNext Tiny (Liu et al., 2022). AlexNet goes
from ResNet into the past: many consider it the first major architecture of the current deep learning
renaissance and, as such, it is considerably less advanced than ResNet—missing later innovations
such as batch normalization or residual connections. On the other hand, ConvNext goes from ResNet
into the future: it starts with the ResNet architecture and applies lessons learned from transformer-
based models. We obtain 170, 495, and 162 iterations of random search for AlexNet, ResNet18, and
ConvNext, using the same search distribution as before except fixing use blurpool to 0 because
blurpool is not compatible with ConvNext. Moreover, we use the same search distribution across all
three models to guarantee it is not unusually well-suited to any specific one.

Figure 7 presents the results.

The asymptotic regime is large in practice. Across all architectures, the asymptotic regime is
more than large enough to be practically relevant. Of the search distributions, it covers 17% for
AlexNet, 31% for ResNet18, and 43% for ConvNext Tiny. In other words, it characterizes the tun-
ing curve after 2-4 iterations of random search. Thus, our theory describes random search with a
realistic budget. The search distribution can not be the driving factor behind this result because we
use the same one across all architectures. Moreover, while better architectures display larger asymp-
totic regimes (e.g., ResNet18 and ConvNext), our theory even describes an older less advanced
architecture like AlexNet after just a handful of search iterations.

The effective number of hyperparameters is stable across architectures. An interesting thing
happens when we use the same search space across the different architectures: the effective number
of hyperparameters (γ) remains constant. For AlexNet, ResNet, and ConvNext Tiny, the estimate of
γ is 2. DeBERTa and DeBERTaV3 exhibit a similar phenomenon: Lourie et al. (2024) used the same
search space for both, and both models show γ = 1. These results suggest an intuitive conclusion:
the effective number of hyperparameters seems to be more a property of the search space, i.e. the
hyperparameters themselves. Thus, it exhibits some stability across models.
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Figure 7: A comparison of the noisy quadratic (theoretical) and the score distribution (empirical)
across different architectures trained on ImageNet. Each column corresponds to a different model:
AlexNet, ResNet18, and ConvNext. All models use the same search distribution, and the estimates
use 170, 495, and 162 iterations of random search, respectively. Empirical estimates are from the
empirical distribution, while theoretical estimates use the noisy quadratic fitted to the tail via cen-
sored maximum spacing estimation.

Convergence is not necessary. In modern deep learning, training is often limited by compute. As
a result, our theory must apply even when the network is not trained to convergence. Fortunately, the
ConvNext Tiny results demonstrate this to be true. Despite its name, ConvNext Tiny is significantly
larger than ResNet18 (29M vs 12M parameters)—instead, it is more comparable to ResNet50. As
our training recipe was chosen for ResNet18, it does not use enough compute (epochs) for ConvNext
Tiny to fully converge. This fact is evident in the best accuracy achieved: 73.6% as opposed to 82.1%
in Liu et al. (2022). Even in this compute-limited regime, the theory still obtains an excellent fit.

Better models have bigger asymptotic regimes. Given the complexity of modern neural net-
works, one might ask: why can a simple theory describe their hyperparameters so well? One possi-
ble answer: because we designed them to be easy to optimize. Hyperparameter robustness is both
a goal in itself and a side-effect of improving training. Should this be true, we would expect the
asymptotic regime to grow over time—and that is exactly what we see. AlexNet has the smallest
asymptotic regime, 17%; ResNet18 grows it to 31%, and ConvNext Tiny grows it to 43%. We saw
a similar trend with DeBERTa (54%) and DeBERTaV3 (57%). Astoundingly, ConvNext actually
grows the asymptotic regime in two ways: both as a percentage of the distribution, and as a range
of accuracies. In the top right of Figure 7, we see the asymptotic regime span from 10% to 73.6%
accuracy—a massive range of clear practical relevance. Since more advanced models have larger
asymptotic regimes, this suggests the theory will only become more applicable over time.

E PROOFS & THEOREMS

In §2, we derived our limits without emphasizing formality. We did this for two reasons. First,
there are many ways to formalize the theorem—without a particular goal, any specific choice is
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arbitrary. Second, whether the limit applies in practice is ultimately an empirical question. Consider
the normal distribution: numerous versions of the central limit theorem exist, each applying in its
own context. What is important is not that one set of conditions produces the normal distribution,
but that many do. Therefore, we expect it might appear and, accordingly, use diagnostics like normal
probability plots to determine if it has. That in mind, we now illustrate one way to formalize things.

E.1 THE DETERMINISTIC CASE

We prove a limit theorem for minimization via random search in the deterministic case.

First, we need the following proposition, which gives a kind of inverse continuity near the minimum:

Proposition E.1. Let X ⊂ Rd be compact, Y ⊂ R, g : X → Y continuous, and y∗ = g(xxx∗) its
unique minimum. Then ∀δ > 0, ∃ϵ such that |g(xxx)− y∗| < ϵ implies ∥xxx− xxx∗∥ < δ.

Proof. For contradiction, assume δ > 0 is such that the conclusion is false. Let ϵi be any sequence
such that ϵi → 0. For each ϵi, there exists some xxxi such that |g(xxxi) − y∗| < ϵi but ∥xxxi − xxx∗∥ > δ,
otherwise the conclusion would be true.

Consider the sequence xxxi. Since X is compact, it has a convergent subsequence: xxxik → xxx∞. By
construction, |g(xxxik)− y∗| < ϵik . As ϵi → 0, we have g(xxxik) → y∗, and because g is continuous:

g(xxx∞) = g

(
lim

ik→∞
xxxik

)
= lim

ik→∞
g(xxxik) = y∗

However, ∥xxxik − xxx∗∥ > δ so xxx∞ ̸= xxx∗, contradicting uniqueness of the minimum.

Theorem E.2. Let X ⊂ Rd be compact, Y ⊂ R, g : X → Y thrice continuously differentiable,
y∗ = g(xxx∗) its unique minimum in the interior of X, Hxxx∗ the Hessian at xxx∗ having full rank, and
XXX ∼ X a distribution over X with continuous PDF, µ(xxx). If Y = g(XXX) is a random variable with
CDF F (y), there exists a quadratic distribution with CDF Q(y) such that limy→y∗ F (y)/Q(y) = 1.

Proof. Write the 2nd order Taylor approximation of g atxxx∗ as t(xxx) = y∗+1/2(xxx−xxx∗)
THxxx∗(xxx−xxx∗).

Consider some neighborhood of ∥xxx−xxx∗∥ < δ. By Proposition E.1, we can require y be sufficiently
close to y∗ to guarantee xxx is in it. Throughout the neighborhood, let ϵ be the Taylor approximation’s
worst case error:

t(xxx)− ϵ < g(xxx) < t(xxx) + ϵ (23)

Consider F (y) = P(Y ≤ y). By Equation 23, P(t(xxx) + ϵ ≤ y) ≤ P(g(xxx) ≤ y) ≤ P(t(xxx)− ϵ ≤ y).
We can write this equivalently as:

P(t(xxx) ≤ y − ϵ1) ≤ P(g(xxx) ≤ y) ≤ P(t(xxx) ≤ y + ϵ1) (24)

Let us analyze P(t(xxx) ≤ y).

We will need the fact that X is approximately uniform near xxx∗. Let c = µ(xxx∗). As µ is continuous,
µ(xxx) → c as xxx → xxx∗. Let η be the maximum difference in the neighborhood:

c− η < µ(xxx) < c+ η (25)

In this sense, we can think of X as approximately uniform with density between c± η.

Returning to the Taylor approximation, g is thrice continuously differentiable so the Hessian is
real symmetric thus diagonalizable: Hxxx∗ = UTΛU , with U an orthonormal matrix and Λ =
diag(λ1, . . . , λd) the eigenvalues. Think of U as a change of coordinates, uuu = Uxxx. Since U is
orthonormal with |detU | = 1, by the change of variables theorem the density of X in these new
coordinates is still approximately c± η.

Finally, consider the event: P(t(xxx) ≤ y). In the coordinates uuu, Hxxx∗ is a diagonal matrix and
t(uuu) = y∗ + 1/2

∑d
i=1 λi(ui − u∗i)

2; therefore, t(uuu) ≤ y defines an ellipse:

d∑
i=1

λi

2
(ui − u∗i)

2 ≤ y − y∗

18
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The volume of this ellipse is:

(y − y∗)
d/2

(
π

d/2

Γ
(
d
2 + 1

) d∏
i=1

√
2

λi

)
Take all the terms that do not depend on y as a constant, C. The volume is then: C(y − y∗)

d/2. The
probability P(t(xxx) ≤ y) is the density integrated over this volume. The density is between c−η and
c+ η, thus the probability is between products of these values and the volume:

C(y − y∗)
d/2(c− η) < P(t(xxx) ≤ y) < C(y − y∗)

d/2(c+ η) (26)

Combining Equations 24 and 26, we have:

C(y − ϵ− y∗)
d/2(c− η) < P(g(xxx) ≤ y) < C(y + ϵ− y∗)

d/2(c+ η)

Using the parametrization of the (convex) quadratic distribution’s CDF as Q(y) = ω(y − α)
γ/2, let

ω = Cc, α = y∗, and γ = d. Then dividing by Q(y) we have:

(c− η)

c

(
1− ϵ

y − y∗

)d/2

<
F (y)

Q(y)
<

(c+ η)

c

(
1 +

ϵ

y − y∗

)d/2

(27)

Consider what happens as y → y∗. By Proposition E.1 the neighborhood about xxx∗ shrinks. As a
result, η → 0 and since g is thrice differentiable the Taylor approximation’s error goes to 0 at 3rd
order while y − y∗ goes to 0 at 2nd order, thus ϵ/(y − y∗) → 0. Therefore, the upper and lower
bounds in Equation 27 go to 1 and thus F (y)/Q(y) → 1 as well. In other words:

lim
y→y∗

F (y)

Q(y)
= 1

Thus, we obtain a limit theorem for random search under minimization, maximization being similar.

A few remarks are in order. We have shown convergence under one set of conditions; however,
convergence can happen under other conditions as well. For example, we used uniqueness of the
minimum to ensure that as y approaches y∗, the corresponding xxx also approaches xxx∗, the center of
our Taylor approximation. If a finite number of distinct minima exist, this condition still holds as
we approach the global minimum. Even with multiple global minima, they can be added together
without issue. For example, the volume of their ellipses will be:

∑n
j=1 Cj(y − y∗)

d/2 = (y −
y∗)

d/2
∑n

j=1 Cj . As this example shows, many variants of the theorem are possible.

One assumption in particular merits deeper discussion: that the Hessian is full rank. Empirically,
this assumption is rarely true. In all our experiments, the effective number of hyperparameters was
fewer than the nominal number—in other words, the Hessian was rank deficient. Here is one way
to close this gap: if g is constant along the kernel of the Hessian, then you can marginalize over the
kernel and consider g as a function of the quotient space, in which the Hessian will have full rank.

In the end, we just need the hyperparameter loss to be approximately quadratic in some coordinates
for which the search distribution is approximately uniform. Designing the search space so these
assumptions are better satisfied will speed up convergence. For example, you can search for each
hyperparameter using a uniform distribution on the appropriate scale (e.g., a log scale for the learning
rate). Similarly, you can tighten the search space around the optimum so the Taylor approximation
is a better fit.

E.2 THE STOCHASTIC CASE

For the stochastic case, the noisy quadratic distribution is defined as the sum of a quadratic and
a normal random variable. If the conditional mean g(XXX) = E[Y |XXX] satisfies the conditions of
Theorem E.2, then it will converge to a quadratic distribution. If in addition Y = g(XXX) + E,
E ∼ N (0, σ) then one just needs σ to be small enough, otherwise the noise (E) will contaminate
points where the quadratic distribution is a good approximation with the points where it is a bad one.

We just need to check the formulas for the CDF and PDF. We will show them for maximization.
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Proposition E.3. Let Y = Q + E, with Q ∼ Qmax(α, β, γ) and E ∼ N (0, σ). If FY (y) is the
CDF of Y then:

FY (y) = Φ

(
y − α

σ

)
− E1

0

[
V

γ/2
]
, V ∼ N

(
β − y

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)

Proof. Let FQ(y) denote the CDF of Q. By the convolution formula for the CDF of a sum we have:
FY (y) = E[FQ(y − E)]. Note that this expectation is taken over the normal variable, E. Recall:

FQ(y) =


0 y < α

1−
(

β−y
β−α

)γ/2

α ≤ y ≤ β

1 y > β

Then, using properties of expectations, we have:

FY (y) = E[FQ(y − E)]

= Ey−β
−∞ [1] + Ey−α

y−β

[
1−

(
β − (y − E)

β − α

) γ
2

]
+ E∞

y−α[0]

= Ey−α
−∞ [1]− Ey−α

y−β

[(
β − (y − E)

β − α

) γ
2

]

= Φ

(
y − α

σ

)
− Ey−α

y−β

[(
E + (β − y)

β − α

) γ
2

]

where Φ is the standard normal distribution’s CDF. Applying the change of variables defined by:

V =
E + (β − y)

β − α
(28)

We obtain the desired formula:

FY (y) = Φ

(
y − α

σ

)
− E1

0

[
V

γ/2
]

(29)

Proposition E.4. Let Y = Q+ E, with Q ∼ Qmax(α, β, γ) and E ∼ N (0, σ). If f(y) is the PDF
of Y then:

fY (y) =
γ

2(β − α)
E1
0

[
V

γ−2
2

]
, V ∼ N

(
β − y

β − α
,

σ

β − α

)

Proof. Let fQ(y) denote the PDF of Q. By the convolution formula for the PDF of a sum we have:
fY (y) = E[fQ(y − E)]. Note that this expectation is taken over the normal variable, E. Recall:

fQ(y) =


0 y < α

γ
2(β−α)

(
β−y
β−α

) γ−2
2

α ≤ y ≤ β

0 y > β
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Then, using properties of expectations, we have:

fY (y) = E[fQ(y − E)]

= Ey−β
−∞ [0] + Ey−α

y−β

[
γ

2(β − α)

(
β − (y − E)

β − α

) γ−2
2

]
+ E∞

y−α[0]

=
γ

2(β − α)
Ey−α
y−β

[(
β − (y − E)

β − α

) γ−2
2

]

=
γ

2(β − α)
Ey−α
y−β

[(
E + (β − y)

β − α

) γ−2
2

]

Applying the change of variables defined by:

V =
E + (β − y)

β − α
(30)

We obtain the desired formula:

fY (y) =
γ

2(β − α)
E1
0

[
V

γ−2
2

]
(31)
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