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Abstract—In this paper, we formulate the hyperparameter
tuning problem in machine learning as a bilevel program. The
bilevel program is solved using a micro genetic algorithm
that is enhanced with a linear program. While the genetic
algorithm searches over discrete hyperparameters, the linear
program enhancement allows hyper local search over continuous
hyperparameters. The major contribution in this paper is the
formulation of a linear program that supports fast search over
continuous hyperparameters, and can be integrated with any
hyperparameter search technique. It can also be applied directly
on any trained machine learning or deep learning model for the
purpose of fine-tuning. We test the performance of the proposed
approach on two datasets, MNIST and CIFAR-10. Our results
clearly demonstrate that using the linear program enhancement
offers significant promise when incorporated with any population-
based approach for hyperparameter tuning.

Index Terms—Bilevel optimization, genetic algorithms, machine
learning, hyperparameter tuning, linear program.

I. INTRODUCTION

Hyperparameter optimization is an incredibly challenging
task in machine learning, as hyperparameters are external to the
model and can’t be determined based on the training data alone.
These common hyperparameters include, network architecture
(for example, number of layers and number of neurons per
layer), optimization parameters (for example, learning rate
and momentum), and regularization parameters (for example,
weight decay and dropout). The most common approach to
identify the right set of hyperparameters involves training
models with different hyperparameters on the training dataset
and then evaluating the models on the validation dataset. The
best performing hyperparameters are chosen.

The hyperparameter optimization problem is intrinsically
a bilevel optimization task where the upper level problem
searches for the optimal hyperparameters and the lower level
problem searches for the optimal model parameters for the
corresponding hyperparameters. In the context of evolutionary
algorithms as well a number of algorithm hyperparameters
have to be tuned and their optimal choice can be made using a
bilevel optimization approach. Formulating the hyperparameter
optimization problem as a bilevel optimization task is a familiar
approach in machine learning [6] and also in evolutionary
computation [32].

A bilevel optimization problem involves two levels of
optimization with each level having its own objective function,
set of variables, and set of constraints. A large body of literature
exists on bilevel optimization for which the readers may refer
to [4], [10], [30]. A bilevel optimization problem is challenging
because the upper level variables appear as parameters in the
lower level optimization problem, while the lower level problem
has to be optimized with respect to the lower level variables.
Solving the lower level optimization problem for a given set
of upper level variables and ensuring that the upper level
constraints are satisfied lead to a feasible solution to the bilevel
optimization problem. Linear bilevel programs [13], [37], [38]
and quadratic bilevel problems [1], [11] are widely solved
using Karush-Kuhn-Tucker based approach. Researchers have
looked at other approaches based on gradients [26], penalty
[17], [34], [39], trust-region [8], [24], among others, to solve
bilevel optimization problems. In the domain of evolutionary
algorithms, there are a number of nested approaches [2], [16],
[31] that are used to handle bilevel optimization problems;
however, these methods involve solving a large number of
lower level optimization problems. Recently, the algorithm
development on evolutionary bilevel optimization has focused
on exploiting the lower level reaction set mapping and the
lower-level optimal value function mapping [3], [28], [29],
[33]. To begin with, we will formulate the hyperparameter
optimization problem as a bilevel problem and will stick to
the nomenclature commonly used by the machine learning
community. Let the upper level variables (hyperparameters) be
denoted by λ and the lower level variables (model parameters)
be denoted by w. If the upper level objective (validation loss)
is given as F (λ,w) and the lower level objective (training
loss) is given as f(λ,w), then the hyperparameter optimization
problem is defined as follows:

min
λ,w

F (λ,w;SV )

subject to

w ∈ argmin
w

{f(λ,w;ST )}
(1)

where ST represents the set of training examples and SV

represents the set of validation examples. Under general cases,
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the upper level and the lower level problems may contain
constraints as well.

In this paper, we will consider two types of hyperparameters
to demonstrate our ideas. The first set of hyperparameters,
denoted by λd, would include discrete hyperparameters for
which we have chosen the network architecture parameters
(number of layers and number of neurons). The second set of
hyperparameters, denoted by λc, would include continuous
hyperparameters for which we have chosen regularization
hyperparameters (weight decay). In our proposed approach,
we will handle the discrete and continuous parameters using
a micro genetic algorithm (micro-GA), and perform a hyper
local search for the continuous hyperparameters using a linear
programming approach. The main contribution in this paper is
the design of the linear program that would help us perform
hyper local search within the micro-GA.

A wide range of techniques exists to address hyperparameter
optimization problem defined in (1). The popular strategies
include naive methods, like grid search and random search,
where a number of hyperparameter vectors are sampled from
the hyperparameter space and models are optimized on the
training dataset for each of the sample hyperparameter vector.
The models are then evaluated on the validation dataset and
the hyperparameter vector that leads to the least validation
loss is chosen. Bergstra et al. [7] demonstrated that the
random search surpasses grid search in terms of computational
performance, thus making it preferable. Hyperband [20], which
is an extension of random search, intelligently allocates
computational resources to promising configurations via a
multi-armed bandit technique while searching for the best
hyperparameters. Bayesian optimization happens to be the
gold standard for hyperparameter optimization [7], [15], [35],
[36]. In these methods, a probabilistic model is created for
the validation objective based on which an informed decision
is made for sampling the next hyperparameter vector. A
common requirement in most of these approaches is to strike
the right balance between exploration and exploitation, as
heavy exploration tends to be computationally very costly in
hyperparameter optimization. Common methods used for proba-
bilistic estimation of the objective function includes, tree Parzen
estimator [7], Gaussian process estimation [35], and sequential
model-based approach [15]. Most of these methods, model-free
and model-based, suffer from the curse of dimensionality and
perform poorly with increase in number of hyperparameters
[23]. These approaches are also referred to as black-box
approaches as they do not utilize the underlying structure
of the hyperparameter optimization problem. Response surface
estimation-based [14], [21]–[23], [27] and hypergradient-based
[5], [25] optimization approaches have also been popular lately
in the context of hyperparameter optimization. Some aspects
of our study fall within the domain of gradient estimation
for the bilevel hyperparameter optimization problem. Further
references on hyperparameter optimization can be found in
[12].

The paper is organized as follows. To begin with, we propose
the model fine-tuning approach with respect to continuous

hyperparameters in Section II, followed by a detailed discussion
on its integration in micro-GA in the form of hyper local
search in Section III. In Section IV we provide extensive
results on two datasets to demonstrate the effectiveness of our
approach. Finally, we conclude the paper in Section V. The
central notations used in our study are summarized in Table I.

II. FINE-TUNING MACHINE LEARNING MODELS

In this section, we discuss a model fine-tuning approach that
can be applied on any machine learning model that has been
learned on a given training dataset. The approach works by re-
fining the chosen continuous hyperparameters and the optimized
model parameters in its vicinity using a linear programming
approach. Let us focus only on continuous hyperparameters that
can be varied and let us assume the discrete hyperparameters
to be fixed. In this case, the bilevel optimization problem for
optimizing the continuous hyperparameters can be written as
follows:

min
λc,w

F (λc, w;S
V )

subject to

w ∈ argmin
w

{f(λc, w;S
T )}

(2)

Let us say that for a given value of the continuous hyperpa-
rameter, λ◦

c , we optimize the model parameters, i.e. solve the
lower level problem, and obtain w◦. We wish to fine-tuning
the model M(λ◦

c , w
◦), by moving in a direction, (dλc

, dw),
such that we obtain a new model M(λ◦

c + tdλc , w
◦+ tdw) (for

some non-negative value of t) that provides a better upper level
function value and w◦ + tdw remains optimal for λ◦

c + tdλc
.

It would be ideal to choose the direction in such a way that
it leads to the steepest descent for the upper level objective
function while satisfying the lower level optimality conditions.
Such a direction is nothing but the negative of the gradient of
the bilevel optimization problem (2). We will next attempt to
derive this direction of steepest descent.

The assumptions for the derivation are that the upper level
function F (λc, w;S

V ) is at least once differentiable and the
lower level function f(λc, w;S

T ) is at least twice differentiable.
We also assume that for any given value of λc, there always
exists a solution w ∈ argmin

w
{f(λc, w;S

T )}.

Theorem 1. At a given point (λ◦
c , w

◦), such that, w◦ ∈
argmin

w
{f(λ◦

c , w;S
T ) the steepest descent direction for (2)

can be obtained by solving the following problem:

min
dλc ,dw

∇λc
F (λ◦

c , w
◦;SV )T dλc

+∇wF (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV )T dw

subject to

dw ∈ argmin
dw

{[
dλc

dw

]T
∇2

(λc,w)f(λ
◦
c , w

◦;ST )

[
dλc

dw

]}
− 1 ≤ dλc ≤ 1

(3)

Proof. For a given direction vector (dλc
, dw)

and gradient of the upper level function



TABLE I: Central Notation

Category Notation Description

Dataset
ST

ST = {(xi, yi)}N
T

i=1; training set, where x and y are combination of
input features and output classes, and NT is the number of training examples

SV

SV = {(xi, yi)}N
V

i=1 ; validation set, where x and y are combination of
input features and output classes, and NV is the number of validation examples

Bilevel variables λ = (λd, λc) discrete and continuous hyperparameters (upper level variables)

w model parameters (lower level variables)

Objectives F (λ,w;SV ) upper level objective function

f(λ,w;ST ) lower level objective function

Loss function l training loss l(w;ST ) and validation loss l(w;SV )

Regularization Θ regularization function (L2 regularization is used in this paper)

Direction vectors dλc the descent (with respect to F ) direction vector for continuous hyperparameters

dw the descent (with respect to F ) direction vector for model parameters

(∇λcF (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV ),∇wF (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV )) at the
point (λ◦

c , w
◦), clearly (dλc , dw) represents the

upper level descent direction if the dot product
∇λc

F (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV )T dλc
+ ∇wF (λ◦

c , w
◦;SV )T dw < 0.

Also if D◦ is the acceptable set of direction vectors at
(λ◦

c , w
◦), then the following would lead to the steepest descent

direction for (2) at the point (λ◦
c , w

◦).

argmin
dλc ,dw

{∇λcF (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV )T dλc +∇wF (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV )T dw

: (dλc
, dw) ∈ D◦}

We know that w◦ ∈ argmin
w

{f(λ◦
c , w;S

T )}, therefore,

∇wf(λ
◦
c , w

◦;ST ) = 0. If λc changes infinitesimally, as
limt→0 λ

◦
c + tdλc

, we would like to know limt→0 w
◦ + tdw,

such that,

dw ∈ argmin
dw

{f(λ◦
c + tdλc , w

◦ + tdw;S
T )} (4)

We made the assumption that the lower level problem always
has an optimal solution for any given upper level vector, so an
optimal dw exists for a given value of t and dλc . Essentially,
at (λ◦

c , w
◦) when the upper level vector changes along the

direction dλc
, we want to know the direction dw along which

the lower level vector should change so that it remains optimal
for the lower level problem.

We have assumed f(λ◦
c , w

◦) to be twice differentiable,
therefore, we can write its Taylor’s expansion around (λ◦

c , w
◦)

with second-order approximation as follows (dropping ST for

brevity):

f(λ◦
c + tdλc

, w◦ + tdw) = f(λ◦
c , w

◦)+

∇λcf(λ
◦
c , w

◦)T tdλc +∇wf(λ
◦
c , w

◦)T tdw+

t2

2

[
dλc

dw

]T
∇2

(λc,w)f(λ
◦
c , w

◦)

[
dλc

dw

]
The above expansion has been written as 4 terms, where the
second and third terms are first-order terms written in two
parts. Since ∇wf(λ

◦
c , w

◦) = 0, the third term can be ignored.
Therefore, we get the following:

min
dw

f(λ◦
c + tdλc

, w◦ + tdw;S
T ) =

f(λ◦
c , w

◦) +∇λcf(λ
◦
c , w

◦)T tdλc+

t2

2
min
dw

[
dλc

dw

]T
∇2

(λc,w)f(λ
◦
c , w

◦)

[
dλc

dw

]
which implies,

argmin
dw

{
f(λ◦

c + tdλc , w
◦ + tdw;S

T )

}
=

argmin
dw

{[
dλc

dw

]T
∇2

(λc,w)f(λ
◦
c , w

◦)

[
dλc

dw

]}
Therefore, (4) can be written as follows:

dw ∈ argmin
dw

{[
dλc

dw

]T
∇2

(λc,w)f(λ
◦
c , w

◦)

[
dλc

dw

]}
(5)

solving which gives us an optimal dw for a given dλc
. We want

that (dλc
, dw) pair that leads to the steepest descent direction

while ensuring dw optimality for any dλc
, which we get by

solving (3). Note that we additionally have −1 ≤ dλc
≤ 1 as

a constraint at the upper level which restricts the magnitude



of the vector otherwise (3) will be unbounded. This completes
the proof of the theorem.

Interestingly, the same results can also be arrived at as a
special case of the results discussed in [26]. Next, we attempt to
simplify the results further. Given that the lower level problem
is an unconstrained optimization problem, we can write the first-
order optimality conditions for the lower level problem in (3).
Let the symmetric matrix ∇2

(λc,w)f(λ
◦
c , w

◦;ST ) be denoted
as: [

hij

]p+q,p+q

i=1,j=1
= ∇2

(λc,w)f(λ
◦
c , w

◦;ST ),

where p and q denote the dimensions of λc (or dλc
) and w (or

dw), respectively. Then, the first order conditions for the lower
level problem in (3) can be written as follows:[

hij

]p+q,p+q

i=p+1,j=1

[
dλc

dw

]
= 0

This reduces formulation (3) into a linear program solving
which provides us the steepest descent direction for (2):

min
dλc ,dw

∇λc
F (λ◦

c , w
◦;SV )T dλc

+∇wF (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV )T dw

subject to[
hij

]p+q,p+q

i=p+1,j=1

[
dλc

dw

]
= 0

− 1 ≤ dλc ≤ 1
(6)

We relax the equality constraints in the linear program into
inequalities by choosing a small value δ, which leads to the
following program:

min
dλc ,dw

∇λc
F (λ◦

c , w
◦;SV )T dλc

+∇wF (λ◦
c , w

◦;SV )T dw

subject to

− δ ≤
[
hij

]p+q,p+q

i=p+1,j=1

[
dλc

dw

]
≤ δ

− 1 ≤ dλc ≤ 1
(7)

Let the optimal solution to the above problem be denoted as
d∗λc

, d∗w, then new models along the descent direction can be
generated as follows:

M(λ◦
c + td∗λc

, w◦ + td∗w) : t > 0 (8)

One may choose a model in the vicinity of M(λ◦
c , w

◦) for a
particular value of t (say t∗), such that the validation loss for
M(λ◦

c + t∗d∗λc
, w◦ + t∗d∗w) is smaller than the validation loss

for M(λ◦
c , w

◦).
For the experimentation in this section, the upper and the

lower level objective functions in (3) have been chosen as
follows:

F (w) = l(w;SV ) (9)

f(λc, w) = l(w;ST ) + Θ(w, λc) (10)

where l is the average cross-entropy loss function, and Θ is
the L2-regularization function. Note that with these choice of

functions, the upper level objective is defined only with respect
to w and does not directly involve λc. The optimal model
parameter vector is a function of the hyperparameter vector,
therefore, one often denotes the optimal model parameters as
w(λc), due to which F has an indirect dependency on λc. With
a single regularization hyperparameter we have, Θ(w, λc) =
λc

∑q
i=1 w

2
i . Such a regularization approach is also known

as weight decay as it promotes the model parameters to be
smaller in magnitude, thus preventing overfitting on the training
examples. L2-regularization can be extended with additional
terms when λc is a vector, with each term in λc penalizing a
different set of sum of squared weights.

The model M(λ◦
c , w

◦) represents a feasible solution to the
bilevel optimization problem in (3) for which we identify the
steepest descent direction by solving the linear program (7).
Let the solution of the linear program be denoted as (d∗λc

, d∗w)
then the new models can be generated along this direction as
follows: [

λn
c

wn

]
=

[
λ◦
c

w◦

]
+ t

[
d∗λc

d∗w

]
If M(λ◦

c + td∗λc
, w◦ + td∗w) denotes various models along the

steepest descent direction, then let M(λ◦
c + t∗d∗λc

, w◦ + t∗d∗w)
be the model that minimizes the validation loss l(w;SV ). We
refer to this exercise as a fine-tuning exercise that will be later
incorporated into a genetic algorithm for the purpose of hyper
local search. Figure 1 shows the fine-tuning exercise graphically
and provides a visual representation on how validation and
training loss may change along this direction. While validation
loss is expected to improve along the descent direction, not
much can be inferred about the training loss.

𝜆𝑐

𝑤

λ𝑐
∘ , 𝑤∘

Descent direction: 𝑑λ𝑐
∗ , 𝑑𝑤

∗

Fig. 1: (λc, w) space with the descent direction (d∗λc
, d∗w) at

(λ◦
c , w

◦). The training and validation loss are also shown along
the descent direction.

Next, we present some results for demonstrating the effective-
ness of the approach on MNIST dataset [19] in the context of
multi-layer perceptron (MLP) architecture. In MNIST dataset
the objective is to solve a multi-classification problem for
which we create an MLP model with 5 hidden layers and 50



neurons in each layer. We randomly sample 5,000 data points
for training, 2,500 data points for validation and 10,000 data
points for testing. The reason for choosing fewer samples for
training is to allow overfitting to happen when we create our
first model M(λ◦

c , w
◦) without any regularization, i.e. λ◦

c = 0,
using stochastic gradient descent. Thereafter, we consider three
cases:

1) MNIST (1HP): Solve the linear program in (7) with 1
regularization hyperparameter, i.e. a single regularization
hyperparameter for the hidden layers and the output layer

2) MNIST (2HP): Solve the linear program in (7) with
2 regularization hyperparameters, i.e. 1 regularization
hyperparameter for the hidden layers and 1 regularization
hyperparameter for the output layer

3) MNIST (6HP): Solve the linear program in (7) with 6
regularization hyperparameters, i.e. 5 regularization hy-
perparameters for the hidden layers and 1 regularization
hyperparameter for the output layer

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
t-value

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

Lo
ss

es

t*

Training loss
Validation loss

Fig. 2: Training and validation losses while moving along the
steepest descent direction for MNIST (1HP).
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Fig. 3: Training and validation losses while moving along the
steepest descent direction for MNIST (2HP).

We present the results of fine-tuning for MNIST (1HP),
MNIST (2HP) and MNIST (6HP) through Figures 2, 3 and 4,
respectively. For different values of t, we get models with
(approximately) locally optimal weights on the training data.
The figures show how the training and the validation accuracy

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
t-value

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

Lo
ss

es

t*

Training loss
Validation loss

Fig. 4: Training and validation losses while moving along the
steepest descent direction for MNIST (6HP).
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Fig. 5: Validation and test accuracy with increase in number
of regularization hyperparameters. The base model with no
regularization hyperparameters had the lowest test accuracy of
0.6776.

for these models change as we increase t. Moving along the
steepest descent direction leads to a better validation loss
with the best being at t∗. The models corresponding to t∗

are considered to be the fine-tuned model for each of the
cases. Figure 5 shows the validation and test accuracy of the
models corresponding to t∗ for all the three cases. All the
models have a better test performance than the base model
with no regularization hyperparameters for which the testing
accuracy was 0.6776. Interestingly, the models improve with
increase in number of regularization hyperparameters; however,
this is expected to continue only until overfitting does not
happen on the validation dataset. With too many regularization
hyperparameters there can be overfitting on the validation
dataset leading to poor performance on the test dataset.

III. MICRO GENETIC ALGORITHM WITH FINE-TUNING

In this section we propose a steady-state micro-GA that
utilizes the linear program-based hyper local search (fine-
tuning) for the purpose of hyperparameter optimization. We will
consider both discrete and continuous hyperparameters in our
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Fig. 6: Flowchart for the steady state micro-GA enhanced with linear program-based hyper local search for hyperparameter
optimization.

Consider a network architecture search where the number of hidden layers may vary between 0 and 3. The number of 
neurons in each hidden layer varies between 0 to 15.
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Architecture
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Architecture

Offspring 1 
Architecture
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Architecture
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0, 14, 1 Neurons 9, 0, 12 Neurons

Genes are flipped and 
layers are switched-off 
with mutation 
probability pm

Gene flipped and layer switched-off

Fig. 7: Implementation of crossover and mutation on neural architectures.

micro-GA. A steady state1 micro-GA starts with a small popula-
tion and updates only a few solutions in each generation. Given
the computational cost involved in hyperparameter optimization
a steady state micro-GA is a viable option for hyperparameter
search, which further gets enhanced with a linear program-
based hyper local search on continuous hyperparameters. The
flowchart for the micro-GA is provided in Figure 6. In this
paper, we consider three hyperparameters for our experiments,
namely, number of hidden layers, number of neurons in
each hidden layer, and regularization hyperparameters. On
neural architecture hyperparameters (discrete) we use a binary

1In a generational genetic algorithm, the entire population is updated when
moving from one generation to the other generation, while in a steady state
genetic algorithm only a few members of the population are updated.

crossover and mutation operator as shown in Figure 7, while
for regularization hyperparameters (continuous) we use the
simulated binary crossover (SBX) and polynomial mutation
operators [9]. The algorithm terminates based on maximum
number of generations. The parameter settings for the micro-
GA are as follows:

1) Crossover probability: pc = 0.9
2) Mutation probability: pm = 0.1
3) Population size: 10
4) Maximum generations: 15
5) Offspring produced in each generation: 2

The micro-GA can be run with or without hyper local search
that we will explicitly specify while presenting the results.



TABLE II: Validation and test accuracy from 40 samples of
grid search, random search and micro-GA for MNIST dataset
with 1 hyperparameter.

MNIST Without hyper local search With hyper local search
Va. Acc. Te. Acc Va. Acc. Te. Acc

Grid search 0.7288 0.7128 0.7356 0.7250
Random search 0.7212 0.7142 0.7652 0.7626
micro-GA 0.7368 0.7361 0.7941 0.7788

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we provide the results of micro-GA (with
and without hyper local search) on two datasets. We also
provide results for grid search and random search, with and
without hyper local search. The objective is not to compare the
performance of the genetic algorithm against naive techniques
like grid search and random search, but to demonstrate that the
linear program based-hyper local search proposed in the paper
provides benefits in all the approaches where it is incorporated.
The two datasets considered in the paper are MNIST [19] and
CIFAR [18] with both involving a multi-class classification
problem to be solved. We work with the multi-layer perceptron
architecture with the following settings throughout the paper.

1) Hidden layers: 0-3 (hyperparameter)
2) Number of neurons in each layer: 0-15 (hyperparameter)
3) L2 Regularization: 1-dimensional where all weights are

penalized in a single term
4) Activation functions: ReLU in hidden layers and Softmax

in output layer
5) Optimizer: Adam

A. MNIST Dataset

In the original MNIST dataset, there are 60,000 training data
points and 10,000 testing data points with 10 classes consisting
of handwritten digits. The digits are 28× 28 pixel gray-scale
images. From the original training dataset we randomly sample
5000 data points that we use for training, and 2500 data points
that we use for validation. The entire 10000 data points from
the original testing dataset are used as testing data points.
We report results for three approaches in this section, i.e.,
grid search, random search and genetic algorithm. For all the
three approaches we report the results with and without linear
program-based hyper local search. Number of models searched
using grid search, random search and genetic algorithm are
restricted to 40 in number. Table II provides detailed results
in terms of accuracy for validation and testing for various
models. It is quite clear that the results with hyper local search
are better in all cases. Figure 8 shows the convergence of the
micro-GA over 15 generations for a run with and without hyper
local search. The losses in the case of hyper local search are
much lower than the losses in the case of no hyper local search
right from the start of the algorithm.

B. CIFAR-10 Dataset

CIFAR-10 dataset has been used in our study that consists
of 50,000 data points in training dataset and 10,000 data points

TABLE III: Validation and test accuracy from 40 samples
of grid search, random search and micro-GA for CIFAR-10
dataset with 1 hyperparameter.

CIFAR-10 Without hyper local search With hyper local search
Va. Acc. Te. Acc Va. Acc. Te. Acc

Grid search 0.1768 0.1722 0.2272 0.2204
Random search 0.1872 0.1819 0.2432 0.2415
micro-GA 0.2496 0.2511 0.2781 0.2701

in testing dataset with 10 classes. Each data point is a 32× 32
pixel coloured image of an object. For CIFAR-10 we randomly
sample 5000 data points for training, 2500 data points for
validation and 10000 data points for testing from the original
datasets. The results are presented in a similar manner as before
for grid search, random search and genetic algorithm. Table III
clearly demonstrates the benefit of hyper local search for all
the cases once again. Figure 9 shows the convergence of the
micro-GA over generations for a run with and without hyper
local search. Clearly, right from the start of the algorithm, the
losses in the case of hyper local search are significantly lower
than the losses in the case of no hyper local search.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In our work, we have proposed a linear program-based
approach that can be used to fine-tune any machine learning
model by searching for better continuous hyperparameters
in the vicinity of the hyperparameters chosen by the user.
We formulated the hyperparameter optimization problem as
a bilevel program and then showed how the gradient of the
bilevel program can be used for fine-tuning the continuous
hyperparameters and the model parameters. We first demon-
strated the working of this principle on individual models and
then incorporated this idea as hyper local search in a stead-
state micro-GA. Our results show that when the proposed
idea is incorporated in naive techniques like grid search
and random search, or in a genetic algorithm, it benefits by
producing models that perform better on validation and test
data. We evaluated the idea on two datasets, MNIST and
CIFAR-10, and the results obtained from all the runs are very
promising. We believe that this is a fundamental contribution
as the approach can be incorporated in any hyperparameter
optimization algorithm. However, the approach requires Hessian
computation that can make it prohibitive for large problems. As
an extension, we aim to reduce the computational cost arising
from Hessian computations by using approximate-Hessian
techniques.
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