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Abstract We consider the problem of optimizing a grey-boxr objective func-
tion, i.e., nested function composed of both black-box and white-box functions.
A general formulation for such grey-box problems is given, which covers the
existing grey-box optimization formulations as special cases. We then design
an optimism-driven algorithm to solve it. Under certain regularity assump-
tions, our algorithm achieves similar regret bound as that for the standard
black-box Bayesian optimization algorithm, up to a constant multiplicative
term depending on the Lipschitz constants of the functions considered. We
further extend our method to the constrained case and discuss special cases.
For the commonly used kernel functions, the regret bounds allow us to derive
a convergence rate to the optimal solution. Experimental results show that our
grey-box optimization method empirically improves the speed of finding the
global optimal solution significantly, as compared to the standard black-box
optimization algorithm.

1 Introduction

We consider the problem of optimizing a grey-box objective function, i.e.,
nested function composed of both black-bor and white-bor functions. Such
problems arise from a wide variety of applications. For example, while we op-
timize an economic objective subject to some operational constraints in process
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control [I0,27], the objective can be a bilinear function in known price vari-
able and product fraction variables, where the latter are unknown black-box
functions of the tunable operational parameters.

To solve such problems, one may ignore the grey-box structure and treat
the nested function as a pure input-to-output black-box function. Bayesian
optimization (BO) [II] has been shown to be an effective method to solve the
purely black-box optimization problem [19]. However, the agnostic application
of the black-box BO method to the grey-box problem has several limitations,

— Fails to utilize the intermediate observations and the known structure of
how different black-box and white-box elements influence each other. How-
ever, it has been shown that such structural information can empirically
boost the performance of Bayesian optimization [4].

— May violate the regularity assumptions necessary for convergence guaran-
tee. For example, a common assumption for convergence guarantee of the
black-box Bayesian optimization method is the bounded norm inside a re-
producing kernel Hilbert space [20,27]. This assumption can be violated
for the grey-box function with a discontinuous white-box element.

In this paper, we consider a general grey-box optimization problem and
propose an optimism-driven algorithm to solve it. Specifically, our contribu-
tions are summarized as follows:

— A general formulation for grey-box optimization problems is given, which
covers the existing grey-box optimization formulations [4l5L16] as special
cases.

— An optimism-driven algorithm is designed to solve it. Under certain regu-
larity assumptions, our algorithm achieves similar regret bound as that for
the standard black-box Bayesian optimization algorithm, up to a constant
multiplicative term depending on the Lipschitz constants of the functions
considered. For the commonly used kernel functions, the regret bounds
allow us to derive a convergence rate to the optimal solution.

— Our method is further extended to the constrained case and several special
cases are discussed. Experimental results show that our grey-box optimiza-
tion method empirically improves the speed of finding the global optimal
solution significantly, as compared to the standard black-box optimization
algorithm.

2 Related work

The problem we consider in this paper follows the research line of Bayesian op-
timization (BO), a framework of efficient global optimization of expensive-to-
evaluate black-box function [30,I7,14.26]. Standard Bayesian optimization [11]
assumes that the expensive-to-evaluate functions are purely black-box. That
is to say, the function is not known explicitly but only provides an oracle
that can be queried to get the zero-order function evaluation. There are also
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works [12,[13128/2529] that extend the black-box Bayesian optimization to the
constrained setting.

More recently, grey-box Bayesian optimization has been receiving more
and more attention. For example, [I5] and [24] use cheap approximations of
the black-box functions to do multi-fidelity BO. [22[7] propose a Bayesian op-
timization method for the unknown black-box function with integration struc-
ture. More generally, [4[16] considers Bayesian optimization of a composite
function, with an expensive-to-evaluate inner black-box function and cheap-
to-evaluate outer known function. [4] further considers Bayesian optimization
of a network of functions.

Another line of research considers causal Bayesian optimization [21[TL[3L2T],
where the relationship between intervention/input variables and target/output
variables are modeled as a causal graph. However, this line of research results
only considered the probabilistic modelling of the variables, but did not con-
sider the known intermediate white-box functions.

Existing works on grey-box Bayesian optimization either only consider spe-
cial structures such as addition, integration [221[7], or one known function com-
posed with black-box functions [4[16], or can only provide very weak theoret-
ical guarantee (such as the consistency of finding the global optimum). Our
work can be regarded as a general extension of the research line for grey-box
Bayesian optimization. Furthermore, we design an optimism-driven algorithm
to solve the problem with a global convergence rate guarantee. To highlight
the contributions of our work, we compare our method with the other state-
of-the-art methods in Tab. [Il

Table 1 The comparison of our method to existing state-of-the-art grey-box Bayesian opti-
mization methods, where ‘hybrid’ means the grey-box function is composed of both unknown
black-box functions and known white-box functions.

Works Regret Constraints Multilevel | Function
Bound | Consideration | Modelling Type
Composite El [4], etc. X X X hybrid
BO of function network [5], etc. X X v hybrid
CUQB [16] v v X hybrid
Causal BO [2]T1] X X v black-box
Constrained Causal BO [3] X v v black-box
Model-based Causal BO [21] v X v black-box
Ours v v v hybrid

3 Grey-box modelling

We use a hybrid factorable function to model the grey-box function. Sec.
will give the algebraic representation of the grey-box function, and Sec. [3.2] will
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give its corresponding graph representation. Before introducing our grey-box
modelling approach, we first clarify what we will mean by black-boz function
and white-box function. An expensive unknown function to which we can only
query zero-order function evaluation is referred to as a black-box function. A
cheap known function which has explicit mathematical expression is referred
to as a white-box function.

3.1 Algebraic representation

We first introduce the algebraic representation of the grey-box function f :
R™ — R. The modelling idea is introducing a set of intermediate variables
zi,4 € [m] and intermediate functions ¢;_1,7 € [m]. Formally, the following
definitions are needed.

Definition 3.1 (Augmented State) Vo € R", z € R™, we define the aug-
mented state by,

T
x1
Z1
. . T
So =T = : ,S1 = ' yeee ey Sm =
x 21
n
T
21
_Zm_

Definition 3.2 (Augmented Elementary Function) Augmented elemen-
tary function @; : R+ — R"Ti+! i given as

Z1

Tn
b, (Sz) = 21 y Sigl = b; (31) s

Zi
_(bi(mh'" sy Ty R1y "0t 7Zi)

where ¢; : R" — R is either a known white-box function or an unknown
black-box function. Thus, it can be seen that z;11 = ¢;(s;),i € {0,--- ,m—1}.

Remark 3.1 Note that here ¢; takes all the variables in {x1,22, + ,Tn, 21, , Zm}

as input. In practice, ¢; can be a function of a subset of variables {x1,- -+ ,xp, 21, ,2i}.
All the following algorithms and analyses can be easily adapted to the practical

setting of the subset input variables. For the simplicity of motation, we will

focus on the setting that ¢; takes the whole s; as the input in the description

of the algorithm and the theoretical analysis.
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We can now define the grey-boz objective function by

f(@) = enm@m-i1 (P2 (- 1 (P0(2)))), (1)

where €, ,, € R"™ is the vector with the last element being 1 and all the
other elements being 0. We use 7y, C {0,--- ,m — 1} (Zg € {0,--- ,m —
1}, resp.) to denote the index set of the known white-box (unknown black-
box, resp.) functions among ¢;,i € {0,--- ,;m — 1}. It holds that Zyy, UZg =
{0,---,m—1}

3.2 Graph representation

The nested grey-box function can also be represented as an acyclic-directed
graph G .= (V,&). V = V, UV, is the vertices set, where V, corresponds to
the input variables (z;)7—; and V4 corresponds to the intermediate variables
(2;)™, that are outputs of the functions (¢;)y". (vi,v;) € & if and only if the
variable of v; is either a black-box or white-box function that takes the variable
of v; as one of the inputs. For example, Fig. [I] gives the graph representation
of a simple nested grey-box function f(x) = (¢1(x1,22) — x3)? + 23, where ¢;
is a black-box function.

71 = ¢1(x1, x2)

2=(21—x3)®+ x5

Fig. 1 A simple example of the graph representation of a nested grey-box function.

3.3 Some examples
We now give examples to demonstrate that our grey-box modeling captures a
rich class of functions.

1. Additive black-box functions with different input variables.

f(x) = ¢1(x1, 2) + Pa(w2, 3) + P3(x1, 23), (2)

where ¢;,4 € [3] are all black-box functions.
2. Black-box functions composed with white box functions.

f(@) = ¢1(2)* + da(@)?, 3)

where ¢, and ¢o are black-box functions.
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3. Hybrid chain of black-box/white-box functions

f(x) = ¢35 (¢1(2)* + 31 (z) — 3), (4)

where ¢, and ¢3 are black-box functions.

4 Problem formulation

We consider the following unconstrained global optimization problem of grey-
box functions.

min - f(2), (5a)
subject to gx(z) <0,k € [K], (5b)

where X C R” is a known compact subset of R”, f : R™ — R is a grey-box
function as given in Eq. , gr : R® — R is a constraint grey-box function
similarly defined and K is the number of constraints.

Eq. is a generic formulation of constrained grey-box optimization prob-
lem. This section focuses on the unconstrained case, where K = 0 and we
focus on minge x f(x). We will show later in Sec. [§ that our method can easily
be extended to the constrained case by adopting a similar algorithmic idea as
proposed in [25].

At step t, with the sample point x?, there is a vector of augmented states
{21 }iezs, where 2}, is the output of the black-box function ¢; with input
st. The relationship of (zf, 2%, s") is as given in Def. and Def. Note
that 2! 41 may not be observable, or the observation is corrupted by noise in
practice.

Similar to [25], we make some regularity assumptions on the grey-box op-
timization problem .

Assumption 4.1 Set X is compact.

Assumption 4.2 Functions ¢; € Hy,,t € Ip, where k; : R™ xR™ — R,7 €
I are symmetric, positive-semidefinite kernel functions, Hy, are the corre-
sponding reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces (RKHSs, see [18]), and n; is the
dimension of the input variables for the function ¢;. Furthermore, we assume
|pillk; < Bi,i € Ig, where || - ||k, is the norm induced by the inner product in
the corresponding reproducing kernel Hilbert space.

Assumption 4.3 Vs; € R"" i € I, ki(s;,s;) < 1.
Assumption 4.4 There exists a hyperbox
Cz = [_Cz,lvcz,l} X X [_Cz,mvcz,m]

with Cy,; > 0,4 € [m], such that Vx € X, the corresponding intermediate
variables z € C,. Furthermore, we choose C, ;11 > B;,1 € Ig.
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To facilitate the following discussion, we use shorthand
SZ' =X x [—02,1,0271] X - X [—CZ’Z',CZ,Z'].

Assumption 4.5 The functions ¢;, i € {0,--+ ,m—1} are Lipschitz continu-
ous with respect to one norm over S; = X X [-C,1,C1] x--- x [=C};,C;].
That is to say, there exist constants Ly, > 0, such that Vst s? € S;, we have,

9 (s7) = i)l < Lo, lIsi — 571, (6)

Assumption 4.6 The black-box functions ¢;,Vi € Ig can be separately evalu-
ated. That is to say we get access to an oracle to evaluate each black-box func-
tion ¢;, i € Ip. Furthermore, each observation of the output for the black-box
functions is corrupted by independent identically distributed o-sub-Gaussian
noise.

5 Learning of the black-box functions with Gaussian process

We use the independent Gaussian processes to learn the unknown black-box
functions ¢;,i € Zg. Similar to []], we artificially introduce a Gaussian process
GP(0,k;(-,-)) for the surrogate modeling of the unknown black-box function
¢;. We also adopt an i.i.d Gaussian zero-mean noise model with noise variance
A > 0.

Remark 5.1 Note that this Gaussian process model is only used to derive
posterior mean functions, covariance functions, and mazimum information
gain for the purpose of algorithm design. We introduce the artificial Gaussian
process only to make the algorithm more interpretable. It does not change our
set-up that ¢;,1 € I is a deterministic function and that the observational
noise only needs to be ii.d o-sub-Gaussian. Indeed, we are considering the
agnostic setting introduced in [20] and the noise A here can also be interpreted
as a reqularizer that stabilizes the numerical computation.

We use (5, 2,1),7 € I to denote the data we add to learn the black-box
function ¢; at step ¢, where z!, | = ¢;(5!) + &!. We introduce the following
functions for s;, s; for the learning of the function ¢;,i € I,

pi(si) = k(51 s0) T (Kiy + X712 (7a)
Fii (sir8}) = Ki (si,57) — ki(5780) T (Koo + D™ ks (517, 57) (7b)

07 1(si) = kit(si, ) (7c)
with & (577, 51) = [ki(5], 80), ki (57, 80), -+ ka5 50)] T, Kiye = (ki(57,57)) 7y moclt)
and z14 = [z}, 22,1, -+, Zl,4]T. We also introduce the maximum informa-
tion gain for the function ¢; as proposed in [20],

1
b= —log|I + \"'K; 5|, 8
Yie = max o og |1 + S; (8)

1 Note that the noise is only for observation. There is no process noise in the compositional
chain of the grey-box function.
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where K; 5, = (Ki(si,57))s,,s€5;-

Lemma 5.1 (Theorem 2, [8]) Let Assumptions and [4.6]
hold. For any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — §/m, the following holds

foralls; € ;i€ and 1 <t <T,T €N,

i t—1(s:) — di(si)| < (Bz' + U\/2 (Vi1 + 1+ ln(m/5))) oit-1(si), (9)

where ui’t,l(si),ait_l(x) and v;1—1 are as given in Eq. and Eq. , and
A is set to be 1+ % (wio and 0,0 are the prior mean and standard deviation,
and ;0 =0.)

Remark 5.2 Note that we replace the 6’ in Theorem 2 of [8] by 6 /m, which
will be useful to derive the confidence interval with 1—4 probability in Lem.[5.3

To facilitate the following algorithm design and discussion, we introduce
the lower confidence and upper confidence bound functions,

Definition 5.1 For i € I, s, € S; and ¢ € [T,

li,t(si) ‘= max {,ui,tq(si) - 51‘,1:0@‘,1571(81'), -B;} (10a)
e (8) = min{p; ¢—1(8;) + Bi0oii—1(si), Bi} (10b)

with 8;+ = B; + 0'\/2 (Vit—1 + 1 +1n(m/9)).
Lem. then follows,

Lemma 5.2 (Corollary 2.6, [25]) Let Assumptions and
[£-6 hold. With probability at least 1—8, the following holds for all s; € S;,i € Ip

and 1 <t <T,

Vi€ Ip, ¢i(si) € [li(si),wie(si)] - (11)

6 Algorithm

The Bayesian optimization algorithm of expensive nested grey-box functions
is given as in Alg. [I} The idea of the Alg. [1|is that in each step, we solve an
optimistic auxiliary problem of the original problem where we require the aug-
mented states z;11, ¢ € Zg need to be inside the confidence interval conditioned
on the current observation history. [

Remark 6.1 We assume that an oracle can efficiently solve the auxiliary
problem in line [3 In low dimensions, we can use pure grid search to solve
it. In higher dimensional cases, we can apply a gradient-based optimization
algorithm with different starting points.

2 Note that to observe these intermediate variables, we may suffer from observational
noise, which may introduce noise perturbation to the subsequent Gaussian process input.
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Algorithm 1 Bayesian Optimization of Expensive Nested Grey Box Functions
1: for ¢t € [T] do
2. Find (2, 2%) by solving

12a

min Zm
reX ,zeR™

subject to 1;¢(s;) < zip1 < ui4(si), Vi € I,
ziv1 = ¢i(84), Vi € Ty,
si=[1, oy 21, 2], Vi € {0} U [m).

(12a)

(12b)

(12¢)

(12d)

3:  Evaluate the grey-box function f at !, incur intermediate variables 2!
and final objective f(z!) = 2!, . B

4:  Separately get the noisy evaluation z! ; = ¢;(5!) +& ¢ of the black-box
function ¢;,i € Zp at the point 8¢ := [z}, 2t 28, .- 2] T.

5:  Update Gaussian process posterior mean and covariance for each black-
box function with the new evaluations added.

6: end for

7 Analysis

We now analyze the performance of the algorithm. We use z* to denote the
optimal solution of the Prob. and z* to denote the corresponding interme-
diate variables. We are interested in bounding the cumulative regret,

Ry = ; (f(a") = f(z7)). (13)

We first introduce a lemma to bound the discrepancy between the real output
of a grey box function and the possible output of the grey-box function that
is consistent with the posterior of Gaussian process with high probability.

Lemma 7.1 (Output Discrepancy Bound) Let assumptions
@ @ and@ hold. For any zt € X, let 2* denote its corresponding aug-
mented state when evaluating the grey-box function at xt. Then for any z that
satisfies,

lit(si) < zig1 < uie(si), Vi€ 1Lp, (14)
Ziv1 = ¢i(si), Vi € Ty (15)
with s; = (x4, 2t 21, , 2], Vi € {0}U[m—1]. We have, with probability

at least 1 — 9,

[F(2') = 2| = |25, — 2| < D AiBinoie1(si)

i€Zlr

i m—1—1i o4
with A; = 2 (ijl 27 Hi<k1<"‘<k]‘:m_1 L¢’€j)'
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Proof We consider bounding |z!, | — z41|,7 € [m — 1] recursively.
Case 1: ¢; is a known white-box function, then,

|2hi1 — ziga] = 16i(s)) — di(s0)] < Ly, lIsi — silly < 2Lg, Y |25 — 2. (16)

j=1
Case 2: ¢; is an unknown black-box function, then,

251 — 21 (17a)
<|@i(st) = Lie(si)| + |dilsi) — wie(si)] (17b)
< i(s7) = dilsa)| +18i(si) — lie(s4)]

+ |i(s) — @i(si)| +Bi(si) — wie(si)] (17c)
< 2Ly, |87 — sill + 2B5005,0-1(s4) (17d)
= 2Ly, Y |2} — 2|+ 2B.005.0-1(s:). (17¢)

j=1

where the inequality follows by 2!, | = ¢i(2!) and zi 41 € [li¢(s4), uie(si)],
the inequality follows by the triangle inequality, and the inequality
follows by the Lipschitz assumption and that z;11 € [I;¢(8:), wi(s;)]. Solving
the recursive inequalities above, we get

|Z$n - Zm| (183‘)
m—1—1¢

< 2 Z 2 H Ly, | Bitoi-1(si), (18Db)
=1

€I i<k1<---<kj=m-—1
which concludes the proof. (I

We then have a lemma to bound the single-step instantaneous regret.

Lemma 7.2 Let assumptions[].]] -3 74 73 and[f-6 hold. There exists
constants A;,i € Iy, such that with probability at least 1 — 4,

[f(a') = f@)]T <> Aiioie(sh) (19)

€I

. 1
with A; =2 (27:1 "2 kg <o chy=m1 L¢kj)~

Proof With probability at least 1 — 4,
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where the equality - [20D)) follows by the definition of z¢, the inequality - 20d)) fol-
lows by the optimality of (z¢, z¢) for the auxiliary problem in line[2]of the Alg. [1]
and the feasibility of (z*,2*) for the same auxiliary problem. Applying the

bound in Lemma|7.1|and setting A; = 2 (Zm 1o TLicki<oociymm—1 Lo,
concludes the proof. D

We then restate a useful lemma to bound the cumulative posterior standard
deviation along the sampling trajectory,

Lemma 7.3 (Lemma 4, [9]) If 5},52,--- .57 are the points sampled by
Alg. [1] in line[]) then,
zm L (5) < AT+ 2 1)

Theorem 7.1 Let assumptions [{-1] [£.3, [1.3 -4 [£-8, and[{.0 hold. Then,

with probability at least 1 — &, the sample points of Algorithm [1] satisfy,

Rr < ZieIB QAZﬂi,T\/ (T + 2)%’, = O(Zigzg Ai’Yi,T\/T) , (22)

where A; is a Lipschitz constant dependent constant as given in Lem. [7.3

Proof We have

T
Rp =Y (f@') - f(a")) (23a)
Z zﬁz tO0i4,t— 1 ) (23b)
€l

Z zﬁz TOit— 1 ) (23(3)
€Ip

= > Aifir Z oip-1(5%) (23d)
t=1

€I =
< Z AiBi AT + 2)vi 1, (23e)
€I

where the inequality (23b]) follows by Lem. he inequality (23c) follows by
(23¢

the monotonicity of 3; ¢, and the inequality (23e] follows by Lem. Plugging
in the definition of 3; + completes the proof. O

The best iterate convergence guarantee can be obtained, consequently given
below.

Theorem 7.2 Let assumptions /3 43 [44) -8 and [{-6 hold. With
probability at least 1 — &, there exists ¥7 € {1, 2T}, such that,
D ity Ai'Yi,T)

f@ET) - fa") < o( o2
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Proof By Thm. we get

T
Ry = (f(=") - f(@")) (24a)

t=1
<O <Z Ay T) : (24b)
i€Ts
Therefore,
Rr _ i f(at) = f(a*) (25)
T P T
Z‘ez Ai’Y’iT)
<O == ), 25b
<o(=s (250)
Since f(z') — f(z*) > 0, there exists 27 € {z!,--- , 2T}, such that,
N Ry > iezs Aivir
- *<<(9(’€5 : 26
FET) - f7) < E < s (26)
concludes the proof. O

If all the kernel functions corresponding to different black-box functions
are of the same type, we can list the convergence rate as in the Tab. |2| by
applying the bounds on maximum information gains from [20,23].

Table 2 Kernel-specific cumulative regret bounds and the convergence rate to the optimal
solution. In the table, d = n +m and v represent the smoothness parameter of the Matern
kernel.

Kernel Maximum Information Gain | Cumulative Regret Convergence Rate
3 dlog T
Linear O(dlogT) o (dlog T\/T) (@] (%)
Squared log T)4+1
O((log T)4+1 O ((log T)H1VT o (teelr =
Exponential ((og 7)) <( eT) ) vT )
Maéatern d 2v 2v+43d _2u _2v—d 2v
(v>19) O(T 5 log =53 (T)) O 5 og=7%3 (1)) | © (1755 log %3 (1))
v> g

8 Extension to the Constrained Case

We have given the results in the unconstrained case. Following the same idea
as in [25], we can extend the Alg.[1|to the constrained case and derive bounds
on the cumulative violations. We formulate our problem as in
i 2
min  f(), (27a)
subject to gx(x) <0,k € [K], (27Db)
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where g, k € [K] are also grey-box functions modeled in the same way as on
the objective function f. We make the same regularity assumptions .2} [£.3] [4-4] [£.5]
and on gi,k € [K] as on the objective function f. To distinguish the
grey-box modeling notations for different functions, we add a superscript of
function. For example, we use zf’g’“,i € [m9] to denote the i-th intermediate
variable for the grey-box function gj, at step ¢. In this section, we first focus on
the feasible case and introduce the feasibility assumption. We will later show
an infeasibility detection scheme in Sec. 8.1}

Assumption 8.1 There exists & € X, such that gi(Z) < 0,Vk € [K].

To make the algorithmic description more compact, the following plausible set
definition is introduced.

Definition 8.1 (Plausible set of z) Conditioned on the historical samples

up to step t, the plausible set th (x) of z/ with input z is defined as the feasible
set of the following feasibility problem,

min 1 (28a)
2 erm?
. R, Y
subject to 1 ¢(s7) < 27y < wie(s]),Vi € Iy, (28b)
2l =ol(s)),vie, (28c)
sl =[z1,- ,an, 2, 2] T Vie {0y u[mf —1).  (28d)

The plausible set corresponding to g can be defined in the same way. The

Algorithm 2 Constrained Bayesian Optimization of Expensive Nested Grey
Box Functions

1: for ¢t € [T] do

2. Find (2,2, (249%)1¢k]) by solving

min sz (29a)
2€X 2f €RMI 9k eRmIF ke[K]
subject to 2 e 21 (2), (29b)
29 € ZJ*(x),Vk € [K] (29¢)
2%, <0,Vk € [K] (29d)

3:  Evaluate the grey-box function f and g, k € [K] at 2%, incur objective
f(x'), and constraints gy («'), k € [K] with the input z?.

4:  Separately evaluate the black-box function d){ ,1E Il’; at the point §§’f =
[8, - 2t Ei’f, e éf’f]—r. Also separately evaluate the black-box func-
tion ¢7*,i € T at the point 59 = [z, - b, 2% ... zh9]T.

5:  Update Gaussian process posterior mean and covariance for each black-

box function with the new evaluations added.

6: end for

observation [B.] guarantees the feasibility of the auxiliary problem in Alg. 2]



14 Wenjie Xu et al.

Observation 8.1 Since x* is a feasible point for the original constrained op-
timization problem, then with high probability, * with the corresponding z*/
and z*9% 'k € [K] is a feasible solution for the auziliary optimization problem

in Alg. [3

For the constrained problem, violations need to be taken care of in addition
to the cumulative regret [25]. We formally define cumulative violations up to
step T as,
Definition 8.2 Cumulative violation up to step T is defined as,

T

Ver = 3 low(@)]" (30)

t=1

We then have a theorem to bound both the cumulative regret and the cumu-
lative violations.

Theorem 8.2 Let assumptions 73 [7-3 74 43 [4-6 and [8.1] hold. We

have, with probability at least 1 — &, the sample points of Algorithm[3 satisfy,
T
< SIfah) - fa)*
t=1
<> 2AlBl @+ 20 =0 > AN VT (31a)

i€T] i€T],
Ver < Y 2479 (T + 207 (31b)
i€TG
=0 Y AMVT | Yk € [K] (31c)
zEng

where A{ and A% are Lipschitz constant dependent constants.

Proof We have

T
Ry =) (f(a") = f(z")) (32a)

,;1

<D lfah) = fla)t (32b)
t; .
Z > AlBl i a(siT) (32c)
t=1 1€If

T
<> AIBD o5 (32d)
i€z, t=1
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<> Al AT + 20 5, (32¢)

i€T)

where the inequality (32c) follows by the Lem. since (z*, 27, (299 ) e k)
is a feasible solution for the constrained auxiliary optimization problem in

line [2] of the Alg.
Similarly, we have

T
Vir =Y lgr(ze)]t (33a)
t=1
T
< lowlah) — 20T + (2T (33b)
t=1
T
= lge(a’) — 2" (33¢c)
t=1
<Y APBI AT + 20, (33d)

i€ETEF

where the equality ([33c) follows by the feasibility of z%9% for the auxiliary
constrained optimization problem and the inequality (33d) follows by the dis-
crepancy bound in Lem. O

Consequently, we can derive a convergence rate to the constrained global
optimum.

Theorem 8.3 Let assumptions 4.2 [1-3, -4 [4-3 [£.6 and [8.1) hold. We

have, with probability at least 1 — §, there exists T from the sample points of
Algorithm[3 satisfying,

F A
Diext AiVir T 2keir) Diezr Al

ir) — fz) <O , 34a
et Af’Yif,T + D k] 2oiezte AT
lg(@r))* < 0 | = e Wk € [K]
(34b)
where A{ and A% are constants dependent on the Lipschitz constants.
Proof From theorem [8:2] we can derive,
T
DI = fa)t <> 24 BT+ 20 (35a)

t=1 i€Tf,
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T
S lge(ah)] T < Y 2429 (T + 248, Ve € [K] . (35b)

t=1 zEng

Summing up the above inequalities and dividing by T, we get,
T
z( 3l ) -
zGIf 24] 51 T\/ (T'+2) % Tt Zk 1 Zzezgk 247 BY% /(T + 2)7{%

(36D)
faf
e Ziezg Aivir+ Zke[K] Ziezgk APyl (36¢)
VT
Since [f(z') — f(z*)]T 4+ S0 [gr(z")]T > 0, there exists 7 € {a',--- 27T},
such that,
K
[F@ET) = F@)]T + > lgn@)]T (37a)
k=1
1 K
<7 > ([f(a?t) — )]t + Z[gk(wt)]+> (37b)
t=1 k=
0 Ziezg A{’YZT + 2 ke(x) Ziezgk ATE s (37¢)
B VT
The desired results then follow. (I

8.1 Infeasibility Detection

The cumulative regret/violation bounds and convergence results are derived
under the assumption that the problem is feasible. However, in practice, the
grey-box problem may indeed be infeasible and therefore, an infeasibility de-
tection scheme is highly desired. In the following, we show that if the original
problem is infeasible, we will find that the auxiliary problem in line 2] of Alg.
infeasible within finite steps. That is to say, we are able to detect the infeasi-
bility of the original problem through the detection of the infeasibility of the
optimistic auxiliary problem.

For infeasibility detection, we try to avoid ‘false positives’, where a feasible
problem is declared as infeasible, and ‘false negatives’, where an infeasible
problem is not declared to be infeasible. The observation shows that it
is impossible to have ‘false positives’. The following theorem complements
the observation [8.1] by showing that if the original problem is infeasible, our
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algorithm is guaranteed to declare infeasibility within finite steps with high
probability.

Theorem 8.4 Let assumptions 4.2 4.3 [£.4 [£.3 and[4.4 hold. Assume

that Prob. is infeasible, that is, there exists k € [K]|, such that

min g(z) =€>0,

. Eiezgk‘ Afkﬁ’% . .
and lim7_, o BiT = 0. Given a desired confidence level 6 € (0,1),

=
the auziliary problem in line[3 of the Alg. [3 will be found infeasible within a
number of steps equal to

T = min {T (38)

TeNL

Ziezgk Azgk’V%q,kT
T <Ce,,

with probability at least 1 — §, where C' is a constant independent of T .

Proof Suppose up to step T', the optimization problem in line[2]of Alg. [2]keeps
feasible. We have,
_t,
S <

and the corresponding real output zn;gg’; corresponding to input x; satisfies
t,
250 = gr(2e) > €

with probability at least 1 — §.
Accordingly, we have

ZZAgkﬂ,tUzt 1(s1) Z ,,’ng’,2|>Ze—Te7

t=1 zEqu t=1

~

where the first inequality follows by the output discrepancy bound in Lem.
Meanwhile,

Z Z Agkﬂgtazt 1(81) Z Agkﬁ Zgzt 1(5)

t=1 jezik 1€k
<> AR JAT + 298
i€Ti

where the last inequality follows by Lem. 21} Therefore,

D AP AT + 278k > Te,

i€y

Ty AT
which implies € < o . By Def. [5.1} we have

Dierg MBI AT+ 200 Sienp AP
g - VT |
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Hence, 3C > 0, such that,
< ézz‘ezg’v Agk’Yf,kT
- VT
That is
Zz‘elgk Agk%‘%’%
vT ’

9k 9k
Ziezg’« A v

Ce < (40)

where C' = % However, since limp_, o = 0, the inequality
will be violated when T is large enough. So the optimistic auxiliary problem
will be found infeasible on or before the first time the above inequality is

violated, which is T.

Remark 8.1 The proposed algorithm design and analysis in this paper focuses
on the case where T is given. In cases where 7" is not given or not large enough
to declare infeasibility, we can apply the ‘doubling trick’ [6]. The basic idea
is that we can start running a round of steps with 7" = 1 and double T after
each round. As T grows larger and larger, it will finally be larger than T and
enough for infeasibility detection.

9 Discussion on Special Cases

9.1 Grey-box function with only one layer of black-box functions

We now restrict to the special case with only one layer of black-box functions.
That is, the problem we consider can be formulated as,

min  F(z, ¢(z)), (41a)
subject to  Gi(z,¢(x)) <0, Vke|[K], (41b)

where X C R” is a known compact subset of R", ¢ : R* — R™~1 F :
R"” x R™"! — R and G}, : R® x R™™! — R, k € [K]. We assume that
the functions F and G,k € [K] are known and cheap to evaluate, and ¢ is
a potentially vector-valued black box function that is expensive to evaluate.
When restricted to this special case, our algorithm [2] essentially recovers the
algorithm proposed in [16].

10 Experiments

10.1 Linear Programming with Embedded Gaussian Process

Linear programming (LP) is a ubiquitous problem in engineering, operations
research, and economics, etc. However, in many applications, LP problems
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may involve some unknown black-box functions other than the known linear
part. In this part, we consider a generic linear programming problem with
unknown expensive black-box functions embedded as shown in .

Héi;(l clo+ el h(x), (42a)
subject to  Ajx + Agh(z) +b<0 . (42b)

In this experiment, we consider € [—2,2]> C R? and h: R? — R%
The corresponding auxiliary problem in the line 2] of the Alg. [2]is reduced
to,

min  min T +clz, (43a)
zEX z€[l(x),ut(z)]
subject to A1z + A2z +0<0 . (43b)

To compare the performance of different algorithms in terms of the speed of
finding the global optimum, we also introduce the metric of constrained regret
defined as,

CR; = ;nei[rtl][f(%) = f@) + g s, (44)
where x* is the ground truth optimal solution. To evaluate the performance
of different algorithms, we randomly sample ¢, co,b and the rows of Aq, Ao
uniformly from the sphere S'. And we sample the function h from a Gaussian
process with kernel function,

K(e) = 3 exp{—(a —1)? — (a2~ 1)’ (45)

We compare our grey-box optimization method to the constrained black-
box optimization method [25]. Fig. [2| to Fig. [5| show the evolutions of con-
strained regret, cumulative positive regret, cumulative violations for constraint
1 and constraint 2. It can be observed that our grey-box optimization method
significantly outperforms the pure black-box optimization method in terms of
all the above metrics.

11 Conclusion

In this paper, we have formulated a general grey-box optimization problem, i.e.,
with both objective and constraint functions composed of both black-box and
white-box functions. Our formulation covers the existing grey-box optimization
formulations as special cases. An optimism-driven algorithm is proposed to ef-
ficiently solve it. Under certain regularity assumptions, our algorithm achieves
similar regret bound as that for the standard black-box Bayesian optimiza-
tion algorithm, up to a constant term depending on the Lipschitz constants
of the functions considered. The method is then extended to the constrained
case and special cases are discussed. For the commonly used kernel functions,
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Fig. 2 The evolution of constrained regret with respect to sample step.
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Fig. 3 The evolution of cumulative positive regret with respect to sample step.
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Fig. 4 The evolution of the cumulative violation for the first constraint with respect to
sample step.
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Fig. 5 The evolution of cumulative violation for the second constraint with respect to
sample step.

kernel-specific convergence rate to the optimal solution is derived. Experimen-
tal results show that our grey-box optimization method empirically improves
the speed of finding the global optimum solution significantly, as compared to
the standard black-box optimization algorithm.
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