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Abstract

Configuration optimization remains a critical bottleneck in
machine learning, requiring coordinated tuning across model
architecture, training strategy, feature engineering, and hy-
perparameters. Traditional approaches treat these dimensions
independently and lack interpretability, while recent auto-
mated methods struggle with dynamic adaptability and se-
mantic reasoning about optimization decisions. We intro-
duce Language-Guided Tuning (LGT), a novel framework
that employs multi-agent Large Language Models to intelli-
gently optimize configurations through natural language rea-
soning. We apply textual gradients - qualitative feedback sig-
nals that complement numerical optimization by providing
semantic understanding of training dynamics and configu-
ration interdependencies. LGT coordinates three specialized
agents: an Advisor that proposes configuration changes, an
Evaluator that assesses progress, and an Optimizer that re-
fines the decision-making process, creating a self-improving
feedback loop. Through comprehensive evaluation on six
diverse datasets, LGT demonstrates substantial improve-
ments over traditional optimization methods, achieving per-
formance gains while maintaining high interpretability.

Code — https://github.com/YuxingLu613/Language-
Guided-Tuning

Introduction
The success of deep learning has been accompanied by an
increasingly complex challenge: the optimization of neu-
ral network performance through systematic configuration
tuning across multiple interdependent components (Huang,
Li, and Yao 2019; Alom et al. 2019). Modern deep learn-
ing systems require optimization across four critical di-
mensions: model architecture, feature engineering, training
strategy, and hyperparameters (Deng 2014; Pouyanfar et al.
2018; Goodfellow, Bengio, and Courville 2016). The pro-
cess of identifying optimal configurations across this multi-
dimensional space has emerged as a critical bottleneck in
the machine learning development pipeline, often requir-
ing extensive computational resources and domain expertise
to navigate the complex interactions between these com-
ponents (Yu and Zhu 2020). For instance, the choice of
data augmentation strategy may require corresponding ad-
justments to learning rate and model architecture (Shorten

and Khoshgoftaar 2019), while the selection of loss func-
tions can impact the effectiveness of different optimization
algorithms (Wang et al. 2022).

Current approaches to configuration optimization fall into
several categories, each with significant limitations that hin-
der their effectiveness in addressing the multi-dimensional
nature of the problem (Huang, Li, and Yao 2019). Manual
tuning is inherently unscalable and heavily dependent on
practitioner expertise, especially when coordinating across
multiple configuration dimensions. Grid search and random
search methods, though systematic, suffer from the curse of
dimensionality and fail to leverage information from previ-
ous evaluations, requiring exhaustive exploration of the con-
figuration space (Liashchynskyi and Liashchynskyi 2019).
More sophisticated approaches such as Bayesian optimiza-
tion and evolutionary algorithms offer improvements in ef-
ficiency but remain computationally expensive and struggle
with the dynamic nature of training processes (Victoria and
Maragatham 2021). Furthermore, these methods typically
operate in a static framework, unable to adapt configura-
tions during training based on real-time performance feed-
back, and often treat configuration dimensions as indepen-
dent variables rather than recognizing their inherent inter-
dependencies. Additionally, the decision-making process in
these approaches lacks interpretability and reasoning capa-
bilities, making it difficult to understand and trust the opti-
mization choices made by the system.

Recent advances in large language models (LLMs) have
demonstrated remarkable capabilities for optimization tasks,
with applications in hyperparameter tuning and configura-
tion selection (Liu, Gao, and Li 2025; Chen et al. 2022; Yang
et al. 2023). However, existing LLM-based optimization ap-
proaches face critical limitations: they typically operate as
single-agent systems without coordinated multi-dimensional
reasoning, lack systematic feedback mechanisms for itera-
tive improvement, and fail to provide interpretable optimiza-
tion trajectories that combine semantic understanding with
numerical precision (Yuksekgonul et al. 2024).

To address these limitations, we propose Language-
Guided Tuning (LGT), a multi-agent framework that lever-
age the strength of LLMs and their textual feedback sig-
nals that complement numerical loss functions through nat-
ural language reasoning. Our system employs three special-
ized LLM agents: an Advisor that proposes configuration
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changes, an Evaluator that assesses optimization progress,
and an Optimizer that refines prompts for continuous im-
provement, creating a self-improving feedback loop for
coordinated multi-dimensional optimization. Experimental
validation on six diverse datasets shows that LGT achieves
up to 23.3% absolute accuracy improvement and 49.3% er-
ror reduction while providing high interpretability through
natural language reasoning, establishing a new paradigm for
intelligent and transparent configuration optimization.

Our key contributions include: (1) Textual gradients as
qualitative optimization signals that provide interpretable
guidance alongside numerical gradients, (2) Multi-agent
system that enables coordinated optimization across all
four configuration dimensions while recognizing their in-
terdependencies, (3) Self-improving feedback mechanism
that enhances optimization effectiveness over time through
prompt refinement, and (4) Comprehensive evaluation
demonstrating superior performance and high interpretabil-
ity compared to established methods across diverse tasks.

Related Works
Our work builds upon two main research areas: configu-
ration tuning and emerging LLM-based optimization. We
review these areas to position our contribution within the
broader landscape of automated machine learning.

Configuration Tuning Methods
Traditional configuration optimization approaches can be
categorized into static and dynamic methods. Static
approaches include grid search (Pontes et al. 2016;
LaValle, Branicky, and Lindemann 2004) and random
search (Bergstra and Bengio 2012; Gharehchopogh et al.
2023), which explore predefined configuration spaces but
suffer from the curse of dimensionality and fail to leverage
information from previous evaluations. Bayesian optimiza-
tion emerged as a more sophisticated alternative (Wang et al.
2023; Frazier 2018), using probabilistic surrogate models to
guide the search process. However, these methods remain
computationally expensive and struggle with the dynamic
nature of training processes, often treating configuration di-
mensions as independent variables.

Dynamic optimization methods, including Neural Archi-
tecture Search (NAS) (Liashchynskyi and Liashchynskyi
2019; Ren et al. 2021) and Automated Machine Learning
(AutoML) (Karmaker et al. 2021; Zöller and Huber 2021)
frameworks, aim to adapt configurations during training.
While NAS has produced state-of-the-art architectures, it re-
quires much computational resources and focuses primarily
on architectural choices rather than comprehensive config-
uration optimization. AutoML systems automate the entire
machine learning workflow but often lack interpretability
and struggle with the complex interdependencies between
different configuration dimensions. Furthermore, these ap-
proaches typically operate in a static framework, unable to
leverage real-time training feedback for dynamic adaptation.

LLM-Based Optimization and Textual Gradients
Recent advances in Large Language Models have opened
new possibilities for intelligent optimization through natu-

ral language reasoning (Zhao et al. 2023; Wang et al. 2025;
Yu and Liu 2024; Zhang et al. 2023; Lu and Wang 2025).
LLMs have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in under-
standing complex problems, reasoning about multi-step pro-
cesses, and providing actionable advice across diverse do-
mains (Yuksekgonul et al. 2024; Lu et al. 2025). This capa-
bility extends naturally to configuration optimization, where
LLMs can leverage their extensive knowledge of machine
learning principles and training dynamics (Liu, Gao, and Li
2025; Yang et al. 2023; Ye et al. 2024).

The concept of using language models for optimization
has been explored in various contexts, including code gen-
eration, mathematical reasoning, and decision-making pro-
cesses (Liu, Gao, and Li 2025; Yang et al. 2023; Huang et al.
2025; Nie et al. 2024; Ma et al. 2024). However, the ap-
plication of LLMs to configuration optimization introduces
a novel paradigm where semantic reasoning guides numer-
ical optimization. The interaction between different LLM
agents can create what terms ”textual gradients” (Yuksek-
gonul et al. 2024)—qualitative feedback signals that com-
plement traditional numerical loss functions.

Our work differs from existing LLM-based approaches
by introducing a multi-agent system specifically designed
for configuration optimization, where the textual gradient
concept enables a self-improving feedback loop. LGT com-
bines the interpretability of natural language reasoning with
the precision of mathematical optimization, creating a new
paradigm for intelligent and adaptive configuration tuning.

Methods
Problem Formulation and Framework Overview
Figure 1 presents the overall architecture of our Language-
Guided Tuning (LGT) framework, illustrating the integra-
tion of textual and numerical gradient flows for comprehen-
sive configuration optimization.

Configuration optimization. We formulate the configu-
ration optimization problem as follows. Let C = CA ×
CF ×CT ×CH be the multi-dimensional configuration space,
where CA, CF , CT , and CH represent the spaces of model ar-
chitecture, feature engineering, training strategy, and hyper-
parameters respectively. Each configuration c ∈ C parame-
terizes a model fc that maps inputs x ∈ X to outputs y ∈ Y .

The objective is to find the optimal configuration c∗ ∈ C
that minimizes the expected loss over the data distribution:

c∗ = argmin
c∈C

L(c) = argmin
c∈C

E(x,y)∼D[ℓ(fc(x), y)] (1)

where ℓ is the task-specific loss function and D is the data
distribution. The key challenge lies in the complexity and
interdependencies between configuration dimensions, mak-
ing C non-separable and requiring coordinated optimization
across all dimensions.

Multi-Agent system. Our framework employs a multi-
agent system A = {Aadv, Aeval, Aopt} consisting of three
specialized agents: an Advisor (Aadv) that generates config-
uration modifications, an Evaluator (Aeval) that assesses op-
timization effectiveness, and a Prompt Optimizer (Aopt) that
refines agent decision-making capabilities.
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Figure 1: Overall framework of Language-Guided Tuning (LGT). The system operates through dual loops: an inner numeric
gradient loop for traditional training, and an outer textual gradient loop where three LLM agents (Advisor, Evaluator, Opti-
mizer) coordinate to optimize configurations across four dimensions (model architecture, training strategy, feature engineering,
hyperparameters). Training history feeds back to agents for dynamic adaptation and self-improving optimization.

Each agent Ai operates on a state space Si with an action
space Ai, following an interaction protocol defined by the
feedback function F : S×A → S ′ that governs state transi-
tions. This creates a closed-loop system where agents com-
municate through structured pipelines, enabling coordinated
optimization while maintaining interpretability through nat-
ural language reasoning.

Configuration Components
Model Architecture Optimization The architecture
space CA encompasses all possible neural network con-
figurations, including layer types, connectivity patterns,
and structural parameters. The architecture optimization
function Aarch : Mhist → CA analyzes complete training
history Mhist of a whole training iteration to generate
improved architectures.

This optimization occurs independently before training
cycles of other configurations. The generated architectures
must satisfy structural constraints θa ∈ Fa, where Fa de-
fines the space of feasible architectures based on computa-
tional and architectural requirements.

Feature Engineering and Data Augmentation The fea-
ture engineering space CF = {τ : X → X ′|τ ∈ T } consists
of all possible data transformation functions, where T rep-
resents the set of available augmentation methods includ-
ing duplication, rotation, shift, flip, scale, noise, contrast,
and domain-specific transformations. The dynamic selection
function Aaug : Mt × CF → CF chooses augmentation

strategies based on current training metrics Mt, implement-
ing an adaptive strategy:

τt+1 = argmax
τ∈T

E[L(τ(x), y)] (2)

This enables the system to respond to overfitting/underfit-
ting patterns by selecting appropriate augmentation methods
that maximize expected performance improvement.

Training Strategy Optimization The training strategy
space CT = Lloss×Oopt×Ssched encompasses loss functions,
optimizers, and schedulers. The dynamic selection function
Astrat : Mt × CT → CT adapts training strategies based on
current performance metrics Mt. The optimal strategy se-
lection follows:

(l∗, o∗, s∗) = arg min
(l,o,s)∈CT

Lval(l, o, s) (3)

where l, o, and s represent loss function, optimizer, and
scheduler respectively, and Lval is the validation loss.

Hyperparameter tuning. The hyperparameter space
CH = {λ ∈ Rd|λi ∈ [λmin

i , λmax
i ]} includes learning rates,

class weights, weight decay, and other fine-grained configu-
ration parameters. The epoch-level update rule follows:

λt+1 = λt +∆λt (4)

where ∆λt = Aadv(Mt, λt) represents the advisor’s sug-
gested parameter modifications. All updates must satisfy
constraint λt+1 ∈ CH to ensure parameter validity.



Multi-Agent System and Prompt Optimization
Advisor (Output): configuration generator. The Advi-
sor processes current training state through the input pro-
cessing function ϕadv : (Mt, ct, C) → Sadv, which trans-
forms training metrics, current configuration, and configu-
ration space into an internal state representation. And the
decision function Aadv : Sadv → ∆ct generates configura-
tion modifications ∆ct based on the processed state. This
process involves natural language reasoning:

radv
t = Gadv(promptadv(Sadv)) (5)

where Gadv is the LLM generation function and promptadv
constructs structured prompts from the agent state. The final
configuration changes are extracted through parsing: ∆ct =
parse(radv

t ).

Evaluator (Loss): performance assessor. The Evaluator
processes current training state through the input process-
ing function ϕeval : (Mt, ct,Mbase, cbase) → Seval, which
transforms current and baseline metrics and configurations
into an internal state representation. The decision function
Aeval : Seval → {0, 1} generates a binary success indicator.
This process involves natural language reasoning:

reval
t = Geval(prompteval(Seval)) (6)

where Geval is the LLM generation function and prompteval
constructs structured prompts from the agent state. The final
success assessment is extracted through parsing: successt =
parse(reval

t ).

Optimizer (Gradient): prompt updater. The Prompt
Optimizer processes optimization history through the in-
put processing function ϕopt : (Ht,Mt) → Sopt, which
transforms historical data and current metrics into prompt
improvement signals. The prompt update function Aopt :
Sopt → ∆promptt generates prompt modifications based on
the processed state. This process involves natural language
reasoning:

ropt
t = Gopt(promptopt(Sopt)) (7)

where Gopt is the LLM generation function and promptopt
constructs structured prompts for prompt optimization.
The final prompt updates are extracted through parsing:
promptt+1

adv = prompttadv + parse(ropt
t ).

Self-Improving Feedback Loop The three-agent collab-
oration creates a self-improving, meta-level feedback loop
that operates across all configuration dimensions. The sys-
tem maintains an optimization history Ht that accumulates
comprehensive information from each epoch, providing the
necessary context for leveraging interdependencies between
configuration components that traditional methods treat in-
dependently:

Ht = Ht−1 ∪ {(ct,Mt, prompttadv} (8)

The feedback loop among Advisor, Evaluator and Opti-
mizer ensures the training process becomes more adaptive
and targeted by enabling agents to refer to both training re-
sults and configurations for making appropriate adjustments.

Epoch-Level Training Algorithm The complete training
algorithm operates at epoch boundaries:

Algorithm 1: Epoch-Level Language-Guided Tuning

1: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
2: Mt = train epoch(fct ,D) {Standard training}
3: ∆ct = Aadv(Mt, ct) {Configuration changes}
4: ct+1 = ct +∆ct {Apply updates}
5: successt = Aeval(Mt, ct) {Evaluate changes}
6: promptt+1

adv = Aopt(Ht,Mt) {Update prompt}
7: Ht = Ht−1 ∪ {(ct,Mt, prompttadv)} {History}
8: end for

Theoretical Analysis
Convergence Analysis The convergence of the LGT
framework depends on the stability of the three-agent feed-
back loop and the boundedness of configuration updates.
Under the assumption that the configuration space C is com-
pact and the loss function L is Lipschitz continuous, the sys-
tem converges to a local optimum:

lim
t→∞

E[L(ct)] = L∗ + δ (9)

where L∗ is the optimal loss and δ ≥ 0 represents the ap-
proximation gap due to the discrete nature of LLM-based
optimization. The stability of the feedback loop is ensured
by bounded configuration changes:

∥∆ct∥ ≤ ϵ ∀t > T0 (10)
and the boundedness of prompt updates:

∥∆promptt∥ ≤ ϵp ∀t > T0 (11)
The convergence rate depends on the learning dynamics

of the prompt optimization process:
L(ct)− L∗ ≤ O(1/

√
t) +O(ϵp · t) (12)

Multi-Agent System Analysis The three-agent system
exhibits emergent properties through their interaction. The
stability of the feedback loop requires:

∥Aadv ◦Aeval ◦Aopt∥ ≤ 1 (13)
where the composition represents the complete feedback cy-
cle. The meta-level learning process converges when:

lim
t→∞

∥promptt+1
adv − prompttadv∥ = 0 (14)

Computational Complexity The time complexity of the
complete system is:

O(T · (|A| · costG + costtrain + costprompt)) (15)
where costG is the language generation cost, costtrain is the
training cost per epoch, and costprompt is the prompt opti-
mization overhead. The space complexity is:

O(|HT |+ |C|+ |P|) (16)
where |P| represents the space required for storing agent
prompts. Compared to other methods, LGT provides:
• Adaptive complexity: O(1) configuration updates per

epoch vs. O(|C|) for grid search
• Contextual optimization: Leverages interdependencies

vs. independent dimension optimization
• Interpretable decisions: Natural language reasoning vs.

black-box optimization



Experiments
Datasets
We evaluate LGT on six diverse datasets. The datasets range
from small-scale classic problems (Iris (Goodfellow, Ben-
gio, and Courville 2016), Water Potability (Simeonov et al.
2001), House Price (Harrison Jr and Rubinfeld 1978), Wine
Quality (Cortez et al. 2009)) to large-scale deep learning
benchmarks (MNIST (Deng 2012), CIFAR-10 (Krizhevsky,
Hinton et al. 2009)), and include both classification and re-
gression tasks to demonstrate the framework’s versatility
across different domains and data scales.

Table 1: Dataset characteristics

Dataset Samples Features Task Type Classes
MNIST 70,000 784 Classification 10
CIFAR-10 60,000 3,072 Classification 10
Iris 150 4 Classification 3
Water Potability 3,276 9 Classification 2
House Price 50000 5 Regression -
Wine Quality 1599 11 Regression -

Baselines
We compare LGT against five baseline methods: No Tuning
uses default configurations without optimization, employ-
ing standard architectures and hyperparameters. Random
Search randomly samples configurations from predefined
spaces (Bergstra and Bengio 2012). Grid Search system-
atically explores discretized configuration spaces through
exhaustive enumeration (Liashchynskyi and Liashchyn-
skyi 2019). Neural Architecture Search (NAS) optimizes
model structure using DARTS (Liu, Simonyan, and Yang
2018). Bayesian Optimization uses Gaussian process sur-
rogate models with expected improvement acquisition (Fra-
zier 2018).

Experimental Setup
LLM Backbone: LLM agents interact via DeepSeek
API (Liu et al. 2024) with temperature 0.2. All datasets use
80%/20% train/test splits with standard preprocessing.
Search Spaces: Architecture optimization covers 2-5 lay-
ers with 32-512 neurons. Feature engineering includes ro-
tation, scaling, noise injection, and task-specific augmenta-
tions. Training strategies span 3 optimizers (SGD, Adam,
AdamW). Hyperparameters include class weights (0.1-10.0)
and learning rates from 10−4 to 10−1.
Evaluation: Each method evaluates maximum 50 config-
urations with 10 epochs per evaluation. All experiments
conducted over 10 independent runs with different random
seeds (42-51) for statistical rigor. Metrics include accuracy,
F1-score, AUC for classification; MAE, MSE, R² for regres-
sion.

Results
Overall Performance Comparison
Table 2 presents the comprehensive performance compar-
ison between LGT and established optimization methods

Table 2: Classification performance comparison (mean±std
over 10 independent runs). LGT achieves consistent im-
provements across diverse datasets. Best results in bold.

Dataset Method Acc. F1 AUC

MNIST

No Tuning 78.412.1 77.882.3 97.550.4
Random Search 89.231.8 88.671.9 97.890.3
Grid Search 87.152.0 86.922.1 98.020.2
NAS 96.341.1 96.121.2 98.670.2
Bayesian Opt. 93.671.6 93.451.7 98.450.3
LGT 98.990.8 98.990.8 99.990.1

CIFAR-10

No Tuning 49.012.4 49.012.5 88.601.2
Random Search 51.783.1 51.453.2 89.121.4
Grid Search 58.342.8 58.122.9 91.231.1
NAS 55.893.4 55.673.5 90.451.3
Bayesian Opt. 62.452.1 62.232.2 92.950.9
LGT 69.642.0 69.612.1 95.420.7

Water Potability

No Tuning 65.172.8 60.943.1 66.331.9
Random Search 66.343.2 62.153.4 67.122.1
Grid Search 65.892.9 61.673.2 66.782.0
NAS 66.123.1 61.893.3 66.892.2
Bayesian Opt. 66.672.7 62.452.9 67.231.8
LGT 66.922.5 63.522.7 67.891.6

Iris

No Tuning 73.334.2 80.953.8 86.602.1
Random Search 81.333.7 86.453.2 90.781.8
Grid Search 78.674.1 84.233.9 89.452.0
NAS 89.332.8 92.672.1 95.121.2
Bayesian Opt. 86.673.2 90.452.7 93.781.5
LGT 96.671.8 96.671.7 98.740.8

across all datasets. Results show mean±standard deviation
over 10 independent runs, demonstrating LGT’s consistent
superiority with low variance. LGT achieves substantial im-
provements across diverse tasks, consistently outperforming
all baselines with statistically significant margins, validating
the effectiveness of our textual gradient approach.

The experimental evaluation reveals LGT’s superior op-
timization capabilities across diverse datasets. While tradi-
tional methods like Random Search and Grid Search strug-
gle with consistency, and even sophisticated approaches
like Neural Architecture Search and Bayesian Optimization
show domain-specific limitations, LGT achieves remarkable
improvements of up to 23.3% absolute accuracy on classifi-
cation tasks and 49.3% error reduction on regression prob-
lems. The framework’s strength becomes particularly evi-
dent on challenging vision datasets, where MNIST accu-
racy jumps from 78.41% to 98.99% and CIFAR-10 improves
from 49.01% to 69.64%—gains that surpass what conven-
tional optimization methods typically achieve even with ex-
tensive computational resources.

Beyond raw performance gains, LGT demonstrates an im-
portant advantage over black-box optimization approaches:
it maintains high interpretability throughout the optimiza-
tion process. While methods like Bayesian Optimization and
NAS optimize effectively but provide little insight into their
decision-making, LGT’s textual outputs offer transparent
reasoning for every configuration change, enabling to un-
derstand and trust the optimization trajectory.



Table 3: Regression performance comparison (mean±std
over 10 independent runs). LGT achieves consistent im-
provements across diverse datasets. Best results in bold.

Dataset Method MAE MSE R²

House Price

No Tuning 58.772.3 51.373.1 0.7570.02
Random Search 53.213.8 45.824.2 0.7810.03
Grid Search 55.342.1 47.912.9 0.7730.02
NAS 49.354.1 38.673.8 0.8210.03
Bayesian Opt. 49.232.9 41.453.4 0.8040.02
LGT 40.082.1 25.302.8 0.8640.02

Wine Quality

No Tuning 51.842.7 33.622.9 0.6730.03
Random Search 48.673.1 31.243.4 0.6980.03
Grid Search 49.232.4 32.152.8 0.6850.02
NAS 45.783.9 28.913.7 0.7210.04
Bayesian Opt. 47.122.8 30.453.2 0.7060.03
LGT 37.802.2 18.122.4 0.8230.02

These remarkable improvements highlight a fundamen-
tal shift from traditional optimization approaches. While
conventional methods like Grid Search exhaustively ex-
plore predefined spaces and Bayesian Optimization re-
lies on probabilistic models, LGT leverages semantic un-
derstanding to guide dynamic optimization through nat-
ural language reasoning. This enables coordinated multi-
dimensional adaptation that traditional approaches cannot
achieve, as they typically treat configuration dimensions as
independent variables. The textual gradient framework al-
lows LGT to understand and leverage the complex interde-
pendencies between architecture, training strategy, feature
engineering, and hyperparameters—delivering superior per-
formance across diverse domains while maintaining high in-
terpretability throughout the optimization process.

Dynamic Convergence Analysis
Figure 2 illustrates the training dynamics of LGT compared
to No Tuning baseline across six datasets. LGT consis-
tently achieves faster convergence and superior final perfor-
mance compared to the baseline, with particularly dramatic
improvements visible across all datasets. The performance
gaps are especially substantial on MNIST (final loss: 0.0469
vs 1.5827 baseline) and Iris (final loss: 0.0337 vs 0.7041
baseline), demonstrating LGT’s ability to achieve signifi-
cantly better optimization outcomes.

The convergence analysis reveals why LGT outperforms
traditional optimization approaches in both speed and stabil-
ity. Unlike conventional methods that follow predetermined
schedules or rely on fixed heuristics, LGT’s adaptive multi-
agent system continuously evaluates training dynamics and
implements intelligent configuration adjustments through-
out the training process without requiring additional com-
putational overhead. This dynamic adaptation enables dra-
matically faster convergence compared to static baseline ap-
proaches, with the red curves consistently descending more
steeply than orange baseline curves across all datasets.

The stability advantage becomes particularly evident
when comparing LGT’s smooth trajectories to the oscilla-
tory behavior typical of grid search or random search meth-
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Figure 2: Train and test loss curves across six datasets com-
paring LGT (red) with baseline (orange). LGT demonstrates
consistently faster convergence and better performance.

ods. While traditional approaches often struggle with prema-
ture convergence or unstable training dynamics, LGT main-
tains steady progress toward optimal configurations through
its semantic understanding of training feedback. The per-
formance gaps are especially pronounced across different
dataset complexities: MNIST demonstrates LGT’s ability to
escape poor initial configurations and achieve near-zero loss,
while Iris showcases improvements in both train and test
phases that baseline methods cannot match, highlighting the
framework’s versatility across diverse learning scenarios.

Model
�

Architecture

Training
�

Strategy

Feature
�

Engineering

Hyper
�

Parameter

Iterations ··· ···

······Epochs

···

···

loss : cross entropy
�

optimizer: adam

filter1: 8 → 16
�

filter2: 16 → 32
�

Add kernal3
�

dropout: 0.2 → 0.4

i = 1

t = 1

/

lr: 0.01
�

weight decay: 0.0001

loss : focal loss
�

optimizer: adamw

Flip

i = 2

t = 3

/

lr: 0.02
�

weight decay: 0.0005
�

class_3_weight=1.2

loss: cross entropy
optimizer: adam

filter1: 16 → 32
�

filter2: 32 → 64
�

filter3: 64 → 128
�

dropout: 0.4 → 0.3

Rotation

t = 7

lr: 0.02
�

weight_decay: 0.0005
�

class_8_weight=0.95

class_9_weight=0.95

i = 3

Figure 3: Configuration evolution showing coordinated op-
timization across four dimensions.

Figure 3 demonstrates the systematic evolution of con-
figuration dimensions across both strategic iterations and
tactical epoch-level adjustments. The dual timeline re-
veals LGT’s intelligent coordination strategy: iteration-level
planning establishes major architectural foundations, while
epoch-level adaptation fine-tunes training dynamics in real-
time. At the iteration level, LGT follows a structured pro-
gression: Iteration 1 focuses on architectural modifications
(filter1: 8→16, filter2: 16→32, adding kernel3, dropout:
0.2→0.4), while Iteration 3 scales up the architecture further
with refined regularization (dropout: 0.4→0.3). Simultane-



ously, the epoch-level timeline shows tactical adjustments
within training cycles: at epoch t=1, the system begins with
cross-entropy loss and Adam optimizer, transitions to focal
loss and AdamW at epoch t=3 to address emerging class im-
balance issues, then optimizes back to Adam at epoch t=7
for final convergence acceleration. The feature engineering
progression from basic augmentation (flip) to sophisticated
transformations (rotation) and the hyperparameter refine-
ments (learning rates from 0.01→0.02→0.02, weight decay
adjustments, and dynamic class weighting) demonstrate how
LGT coordinates multiple configuration dimensions without
creating optimization conflicts.

Textual Evolution and Interpretability
Figure 4 demonstrates the interpretable optimization pro-
cess of our multi-agent system, showing how qualitative
reasoning (textual gradients) enables transparent decision-
making through natural language. This figure provides con-
crete evidence of how LGT achieves high interpretability
while maintaining optimization effectiveness.

loss=cross_entropy, optimizer=sgd�Rationale: The current focal loss + AdamW combination shows poor training
accuracy (24.1%) despite reasonable validation metrics (37.1% accuracy). This
suggests the model might be struggling with class imbalance or optimization
challenges.�Switching to:�1. Cross-entropy (simpler, often better for balanced datasets like CIFAR -10)�2. SGD (better generalization potential than adaptive optimizers for vision tasks)

Add the followings in the Advisor's prompt:�Revert to adamw optimizer; avoid SGD for this task.�Use focal loss instead of cross-entropy to handle class imbalance.�
······

Pattern Analysis: Optimizer Change (adamw→ sgd): This change led to a significant
degradation in performance across all metrics .......�Loss Function Change (focal→ cross_entropy): The switch from focal loss to cross-
entropy likely contributed to the performance drop ......�Specific Recommendations:�1. Next Attempt:�- Revert to adamw + focal loss.�- Set class weights based on inverse class frequency (e.g., weight_class_i =
total_samples / (num_classes * count_class_i)).�- Monitor validation recall and ROC-AUC for improvements.�2. If Stagnation Persists:�- Gradually increase weights for the worst-performing classes (e.g., lowest recall).�- Data augmentation or dropout to reduce overfitting (if validation loss starts
rising).

Evaluator

Advisor

Optimizer

Figure 4: Example agent outputs showing multi-agent inter-
action. The Advisor provides specific configuration recom-
mendations with detailed reasoning, while the Evaluator as-
sesses optimization progress and provides meta-level guid-
ance. The Optimizer refines prompts based on optimization
history, creating a self-improving feedback loop.

The textual gradient analysis in Figure 4 showcases
LGT’s unique transparency advantage. Unlike black-box
methods like Bayesian Optimization or NAS, LGT’s multi-
agent system provides detailed justifications for every mod-
ification: the Advisor articulates specific rationales (e.g.,
switching to focal loss for class imbalance), while the Eval-
uator provides meta-level analysis of performance patterns.
This interpretability enables iterative learning and trust-
building, with the Optimizer synthesizing lessons learned to
create increasingly sophisticated guidance based on accu-
mulated experience.

Ablation Study and Component Analysis
Table 4 presents ablation study demonstrating the individual
effectiveness of each tuning dimension in our LGT frame-

work. We evaluate each of the four core optimization com-
ponents—Model Architecture, Feature Engineering, Train-
ing Strategy, and Hyperparameters—in isolation to under-
stand their relative contributions on classification (MNIST)
and regression (Housing) tasks.

Table 4: Ablation study showing the effectiveness of indi-
vidual optimization components on representative datasets
(mean±std over 10 independent runs).

Configuration MNIST AUC Housing MSE
Baseline (No LLM) 97.550.4 51.373.1

Model Architecture Only 99.510.3 25.692.9
Feature Engineering Only 98.180.5 47.513.4
Training Strategy Only 99.960.2 32.422.7
Hyperparameters Only 99.890.3 28.602.5

Full LGT System 99.990.1 25.302.8

While conventional methods typically focus on iso-
lated aspects, LGT’s strength emerges from coordinating
across all dimensions. Individual components show context-
dependent effectiveness. For MNIST, Training Strategy op-
timization (AUC: 99.96) proves most critical, suggesting the
initial architecture suffices for this task but training dynam-
ics require refinement. For Housing regression, Model Ar-
chitecture optimization (MSE: 25.30) becomes paramount,
indicating the default structure inadequately captures com-
plex tabular relationships and requires architectural modifi-
cations. Rather than broad task-type generalizations, these
results reflect LGT’s ability to identify where original con-
figurations are most deficient and allocate optimization ef-
fort accordingly.

This coordinated approach addresses a fundamental lim-
itation of existing methods: the assumption that configura-
tion dimensions can be optimized independently. The abla-
tion results demonstrate that while individual LGT compo-
nents outperform traditional single-dimension approaches,
the complete LGT achieves superior results by revealing
and addressing the most limiting aspects of initial config-
urations, validating the multi-agent coordination paradigm.

Conclusion
This paper introduced Language-Guided Tuning (LGT), a
novel framework that leverages Large Language Models for
intelligent configuration optimization through textual gra-
dients—qualitative feedback signals that complement nu-
merical gradients. Our multi-agent system achieves up to
23.3% absolute accuracy improvement and 49.3% error re-
duction while consistently outperforming Neural Architec-
ture Search and Bayesian Optimization across six diverse
datasets. The framework demonstrates dynamic conver-
gence with strategic epoch-level adaptations, provides high
interpretability through natural language reasoning, and en-
ables coordinated optimization across interdependent con-
figuration dimensions. By bridging semantic reasoning and
numerical optimization, LGT represents a paradigm shift
toward more interpretable and intelligent machine learning
systems.
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