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Abstract

This paper presents an innovative optimization framework and algorithm based on the Bayes theorem, featuring adaptive conditioning
and jitter. The adaptive conditioning function dynamically modifies the mean objective function in each iteration, enhancing its
adaptability. The mean function, representing the model's best estimate of the optimal value for the true objective function, is adjusted
based on observed data. The framework also incorporates an adaptive acquisition jitter function, enhancing adaptability by adjusting
the jitter of the acquisition function. It also introduces a robust objective function with a penalty term, aiming to generate robust solutions
under uncertainty. The evaluation of the framework includes single-objective, decoupled multi-objective, and combined multi-objective
functions. Statistical analyses, including t-statistics, p-values, and effect size measures, highlight the superiority of the proposed
framework over the original Bayes optimization. The adaptive nature of the conditioning function allows the algorithm to seamlessly
incorporate new data, making it particularly beneficial in dynamic optimization scenarios.

Keywords: Adaptive function; Bayesian optimization; Gaussian process regressor; Multi-objective; Probabilistic modeling; Stochastic
environments.

1. INTRODUCTION

Global optimization is to find the best optimal values of an objective function over a feasible space of input variables. It
identifies the global optimum, which is the set of input values that leads to the lowest value of the objective function.
The local optimization finds the best solution near a starting point, while the global optimization aims to explore the
entire feasible region. This is to ensure that the best solution is found across the search space. This makes global
optimization problems often challenging because the objective function has multiple local optima, and traditional
optimization methods often get stuck in a suboptimal solution. In the context of supply chain inventory policy
development, this challenge is aggravated by the inherent complex structures along with the rising stochastic demand
patterns, lead times, product variety, and shortened lifecycles. Traditional optimization methods, rooted in classical
inventory management theory (Hameri & Paatela, 2005; Gupta & Maranas, 2003), often fall short of dealing with such
challenges.

Inventory management is an important aspect of the supply chain, where simulation is often used to overcome the
inflexible nature and find out the probabilistic measures (Thevenin et al., 2021; Wu & Frazier, 2019; Gruler et al., 2018;
Azadi et al., 2019). Although historically, inventory management has primarily focused on deterministic demand models
in a supply chain context (e.g., Babiloni & Guijarro, 2020; Stopkova et al., 2019; Tamjidzad & Mirmohammadi, 2017 &
2015; Choi, 2013; etc.), in recent times, stochastic demand modeling has garnered serious attention from practitioners
and academicians due to the increasing uncertainty in demand patterns. Thus, a shift can be observed from
deterministic to probabilistic modeling and inference (e.g., Heikkinen et al., 2022; Li et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2020;
Gholami et al., 2021; Pearce et al., 2022). The stochastic model inherently induces uncertainties and variations, which
result in several outcomes with varying probabilities (Hasan et al., 2019; Sakki et al., 2022), as outlined in the simulation
method. Though simulations are useful for simulating the complexities of real-world business scenarios, they are not
very good at identifying the best decision variables (Kiuchi et al., 2020). Moreover, simulating real-world complexities
requires substantial computational effort. Empirical studies show that the benefits of a simulation study can be realized
when integrated with an effective optimization framework (Kastner et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2019).

The objective function of the optimization problem is often unique since it is an unknown analytic form, or a black
box. This automatically reduces the number of optimization algorithms available for solving the problem. Moreover, to
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make this cost-effective, it is also preferable to get optimality with the fewest possible function evaluations (Roman et
al., 2019). Bayes Optimization (BayesOpt) (Garnett et al., 2010) has emerged as a robust and effective optimization
strategy, garnering attention from several researchers (e.g., Hosseini et al., 2020; Oyewola et al., 2022; Hosseini &
Ivanov, 2020 & 2022, etc.). It provides probabilistic models with unique methodological qualities for modeling
dependencies in complex networks (Hosseini & lvanov, 2020). In the optimization space, numerous fields of study have
experimented successfully with BayesOpt, such as the social sciences, ecology (Bac Dang et al., 2019; Lau et al.,
2017); medicine (Haddawy et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019); services and banking (De Sa et al., 2018; Tavana et al.,
2018); the energy, defense, and robotics industries (Boutselis and McNaught, 2019; Munya et al., 2015); etc. Compared
with other optimization frameworks, BayesOpt often significantly reduces the number of function evaluations (Kiuchi et
al.,, 2020) and excels at modeling unpredictability and capturing non-linear causal links, enabling the drawing of
conclusions from imprecise, uncertain, and incomplete data (Wan et al., 2019).

The fundamental principle of BayesOpt involves the construction of a surrogate function to represent the objective
function. This is then explored using an acquisition function such as Expected Improvement (El) or Lower Confidence
Bound with Entropy Weighting (LCB) (Garnett, 2023; Hennig et al., 2022). Its great data efficiency enables efficient
exploration and exploitation, eliminating the need for several evaluations (Wu et al., 2019). However, empirical studies
underscored the limitations associated with the feasible initial point in BayesOpt strategies, such as Expected
Improvement (El) with constraints (Snoek, 2013; Gelbart et al., 2014). To address these challenges, researchers have
already proposed changes such as integrated conditional expected improvement (Bernardo et al., 2011) and expected
volume reduction (Picheny, 2014). These approaches aim to enhance the flexibility and applicability of BayesOpt by
mitigating the constraints associated with the initial point requirement, thereby broadening the scope of problems that
can be effectively addressed. However, finding feasible points consumes computational budget, potentially slowing the
optimization process. BayesOpt also requires joint evaluation of objective function and constraints at candidate points
to quantify its utility for finding a global optimum, which can be time-consuming (Ariafar et al., 2019).

Although BayesOpt has progressed from a new idea to a growing research field when it comes to supply chain
resilience and risk assessment, there is not much research currently available when it comes to using inventory or
supply chain optimization challenges. However, its limitations make its application and adaptation problematic in real-
life scenarios. This work aims to introduce an adaptable BayesOpt framework that addresses practical issues and
improves adaptation in dynamic business contexts. The adaptive framework addresses disconnected problems, non-
closed form acquisition functions, and approximation concerns, addressing coordination issues and global optimality
challenges. Non-closed form acquisition functions require approximations or numerical methods for optimal points,
which can be computationally challenging and require advanced techniques. The accuracy of the surrogate model can
be improved using sophisticated modeling approaches or model adaptation during the optimization phase.

This work introduces an adaptive framework that enhances algorithm flexibility and adaptability to changes in the
optimization landscape. The framework dynamically modifies the mean function based on observed data, ensuring a
balance between exploration and exploitation. The evaluation is conducted using statistical analyses and analytical
measures, assessing the differences between the proposed framework and traditional approaches. The framework
demonstrates efficiency in handling both decoupled and disconnected evaluations, a critical aspect in real-world
optimization scenarios.

2. METHODOLOGY

BayesOpt is used in real-world scenarios like complex simulations, inventory management, engineering designs, and
scientific research due to the uncertainty of the true objective function. Computed analytical formulations can be
expensive or unavailable, making it difficult to measure goal function values at every input point due to budgetary,
scheduling, or practical constraints.



2.1. Framework formulation

This framework employs BayesOpt, Gaussian Process Regression, and Expected Improvement for system
optimization, with a dynamic conditioning mechanism that adjusts the mean function based on observed data, making
it effective in uncertain or dynamically shifting optimization landscapes.

The objective function of the GPR model:

f()~GP(m(x), k(x,x") (1
where m(x) and k(x,x") are the mean and covariance functions and denoted as:
m(x) = (f(x)) 2

k(x,x") = E{[f (x) = m][f (x") —m(x")]"}

E[f(x)] is the expected value (average value) of the function f(x) at the input x. Similarly, E[(f(x) —
m@x)(f(x') —m(x'))T] is the expected value of the outer product of the deviations of f(x) and f(x') from their
respective mean functions. When modeling the relationships between input data points, the choice of kernel, or
covariance function, is essential. Matern52 is the suggested kernel since it allows for improved modeling of the

underlying stochastic goal function.

Knmaternsz (1) = (1450 + 22 exp (- 57 3)

where r is the pairwise distance between input points and [ is a lengthscale parameter. This kernel has a smooth
behavior and can capture complex patterns in the data. V5 is a scaling factor in the expression. It is a design choice
that helps balance the trade-off between capturing complex patterns in the data and maintaining smoothness in the
predictions. However, adaptive kernel selection (e.g., Roman et al., 2019) can be opted here to explore further.

The mean function captures the expected trend, and the covariance function models the relationships and
uncertainties between different points. In the probabilistic context, the expectation operator provides a way to compute
the average behavior of a random variable over all outcomes, weighted by their respective probabilities.

Robust objective function:

frobust (x, iteration) = —mean(max(f(x) — 2,0)) — 0.1 * mean(max(2 — f(x), 0)) (4)

Here, the penalty term is introduced to the original objective function f(x) to ensure robustness. The mean and max
functions operate elementwise on the samples from the normal distribution, and the penalty term penalizes deviations
below a threshold.

BayesOpt aims to find out the optimal input X* to minimize or maximize the objective function.

X* = arg max f (x) (5)
X

The introduction of an adaptive conditioning function that dynamically modifies the mean function based on observed
data is a unique feature (Eq. 6). The optimization technique becomes much more flexible as additional data comes in
(Eq. 7). It modifies the mean function m(x) based on observed data:

me(x) =mx) + K(x) (6)
here m.(x) = conditioned mean function. The conditioning function is:
k(x) = a*u(x) (7)

where «a = scaling factor and u(x) captures the influence of observed data on the mean function. The adaptive
approach dynamically adjusts parameters over iterations: k(x) (Eq. 8) and dynamic_jitter (Eq. 9).

constant_value
K( )_ 1+0.1xiteration (8)
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To optimize the original objective function f(x), the combined function (Eq 10) seeks an input that balances prior
expectations (represented by m(x)) with observed data (captured by k(x)).

feombinea () =mc(x) + f(x) (10)

The objective is to attain the optimal input x* that maximizes or minimizes the combined objective function (x* =

arg maxy frompinea (X)). This optimization aims to find an input that balances prior expectations (captured by m(x)) with

observed data (captured by x(x)), while optimizing the original objective function f(x). This strategy enables the

dynamic_jitter =



optimization algorithm to adjust its expectations as data accumulates, resulting in more informed conclusions over
iterations.
El function optimizes the combined objective function from Eq. 6:
El(x) = f_f;fi”(fmm — feombinea () D (feombinea (¥)1D)d feompinea (x) (11)
Here, fmin is the minimum observed value of the objective function, p(f.ompinea (x)|D) is the posterior probability
distribution of f.,mpinea (x) given the observed data D, and (a)* denotes the positive part of the function.

The optimization process is iterative, updating the
model based on new data. The conditioning function
ensures adaptability by dynamically adjusting parameters
like scaling factor and jitter over iterations. This
framework distinguishes itself from traditional BayesOpt,
providing more informed conclusions over iterations. A
simplified workflow that explains the procedures is shown
in Fig. 1.

[ Adaptive Conditioning
* Dynamically modify mean
n based on observed

foning

based on ohserved
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Figure 1: Single objective performance comparison

2.2. Analytical functions

Table 1 provides the pseudocode, which outlines the main steps and functions used. This function takes a set of
hyperparameters (variance and lengthscale) and performs BayeOpt on the stochastic objective function with a GPR
model using the Matern52 kernel. The goal is to find the hyperparameters that maximize profit by optimizing the
stochastic objective function. All unknown quantities are represented as random variables in Bayesian inference. This
is a powerful assumption because it permits views about these quantities to be represented by probability distributions
reflecting their values. Inference then takes the form of an inductive process where the values are improved iteratively
by considering observed facts and appealing to probabilistic identities..

This work introduces the robust objective function, which introduces a penalty term (penalty) based on the mean of
the maximum of zero and the differences between a threshold (2) and the demand samples. The penalty term scales
the factor (0.1) to emphasize the importance of robustness. The overall profit (assuming profit maximization is the
objective) is the negative mean of the maximum of zero and the differences between the demand samples and the
threshold, minus the penalty. This approach encourages the optimization algorithm to find solutions that not only
optimize the original objective function but also penalize solutions that are resistant to uncertainties, promoting a robust
solution over iterations.

ALGORITHM 1: Pseudocode - kernel hyperparameter tuning

# Stochastic objective function

def stochastic_objective_function(args):
x = args[0][0]
demand_samples = generate_demand_samples(x)
profit = calculate_profit(demand_samples)
return profit

# Hyperparameter tuning objective
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def hyperparameter_tuning_objective(params):




9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

variance, lengthscale = params[0][0], params[0][1]
# BayesOpt
optimizer = BayesOpt(stochastic_objective_function, variance, lengthscale)
optimizer.run_optimization(iterations = 30)
return -get_best_objective_value(optimizer)
# Hyperparameter tuning
hyperparameter_optimizer = initialize_hyperparameter_optimizer(hyperparameter_tuning objective)
hyperparameter_optimizer.run_optimization(max_iter=30)
best_hyperparameters = get_best_hyperparameters(hyperparameter_optimizer)
# variance and lengthscale

{best_hyperparameters[0]}, {best_hyperparameters[1]}")

The pseudocode (Algorithm 2) involves random samples from a normal distribution that is non-deterministic. This
was intentional, keeping in mind that a deterministic approach may limit the exploration of the algorithm. Incorporating
conditioning, adaptive expected improvement (El), and robust BayesOpt aim at enhancing the optimization process in
different ways.

ALGORITHM 2: Pseudocode - Robust objective function

1
2
3
4
5.
6
7
8
9
1

0.

def robust_objective_function(args, iteration):
x = args[0][0]
demand_samples = np.random.normal(loc = x, scale = 1.0, size = 1000)
# Robustness penalty term
penalty = 0.1 * np.mean(np.maximum(2 - demand_samples, 0))
# Original objective function
profit = -np.mean(np.maximum(demand_samples - 2, 0))
# Combined the above two functions
combined_objective = profit - penalty

return combined_objective

Algorithm 3 displays the pseudocode for adaptive conditioning and the adaptive acquisition jitter function. This
function dynamically adjusts the conditioning applied to the mean function of the GPR model based on the number of
optimization iterations. It helps the algorithm adapt to exploration and exploitation as more data is accumulated,
potentially leading to informed decisions over successive iterations. The jitter function dynamically adjusts the
acquisition jitter used in the acquisition function. It controls the balance between exploration and exploitation.

ALGORITHM 3: Pseudocode - Adaptive conditioning
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function adaptive_conditioning(mu, constant_value, iteration):
dynamic_constant = constant_value / (1 + 0.1 * iteration)
modified_mean = mu + dynamic_constant
return modified_mean

function adaptive_acquisition_jitter(iteration):
dynamic_jitter = 0.01 / (1 + 0.1 * iteration)
return dynamic_jitter

function main_optimization():
# Initialization
num_iterations = 100
constant_value = 0.1

mu_initial = initial_mean()




13.  # Optimization loop

14. for iteration in range(num_iterations):

15. # Evaluate objective function and update observed data
16. # GPR

17. mu_current = update_mean(mu_initial)

18. kernel = update_kernel()

19. # Conditioning

20. modified_mean = adaptive_conditioning(mu_current, constant_value, iteration)
21.  # BayesOpt using the modified mean and updated kernel
22.  # Acquisition function calculation and optimization step
23. # Update observed data and GPR model

24. # End of the optimization loop

Parallelizing BayesOpt is not straightforward due to the inherent sequential nature of the optimization process, where
each iteration depends on the results of the previous one. However, for Algorithm 3, parallelization can be achieved by
running multiple independent optimizations concurrently, each with its instance of BayesOpt.

3. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS & DISCUSSIONS
The study compares the BayesOpt process with added functions, focusing on the impact of adaptive conditioning and
robustness considerations. Statistical tests assess the difference in results, while visualizations provide insights into
convergence behavior and improvement rates. Figs. 2, 3, and 4 display the convergence and performance for single-
objective, multi-objective, and decoupled multi-stochastic objectives consecutively. The system specifications used for
this work: Google Cloud, Python v3.10.12, GPyOpt, Windows PC, Intel (R) Core (TM) i5-4570 CPU @ 3.20GHz, 16.0.
GB.
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Figure 4: Multi-objective Decoupled BayesOpt performance comparison

The plots show no meaningful difference for a single objective function. However, compared to the original
BayesOpt, we see a considerable improvement (Figs.3 and 4) in the convergence rate with the proposed changes for
the multi-objective function. Higher values (middle plot) indicate faster convergence. The first plot (left side) displays a
multi-objective case scenario where we observe a sharp drop indicating a significant improvement in the objective
function value. This drop signifies that the algorithm has found a point in the search space that yields a much better
(lower or higher, depending on the optimization goal) objective function value compared to the previous iterations. The
analytical summary displayed in Table 4 compares the performances of each.

Table 1: Analytical summary of the optimization process.

Optimization process Best values Rate of improvement Cumulative distribution
- 10.3345, 0.0, -0.5418,-04571, - -1.8375, -0.0322, -1.7657, -
Onginal BayesOpt- 11203, -0.0057, -0.1393, - 14501, 06042, 13531, 01.0205.040508,07,
gle obj 14621, -0.3531, -0.1603 1.14327,-0.3116, -0.0054 -1.8901 5,09,
. 1.8052, -1.7335, 0.3066, 0.3345, -0.5418, 0.0847, -0.6632,
Corbined Bayes Opt 47649, -0.6588, 0.2098, 1.1145, -0.1335, 01,02,09.04 050607
gle obj 0.8316, 0.3061, -1.8846 -1.3228, 1.1089, 0.1928 5,09,
-1.8053, -2.7570, -3.9350, - -0.8729, 0.8729, -0.8729, -
Decoupled BayesOpt 3.9350, -3.9350, -5.2039, 0.8729, -1.2755, -1.5778, 00534114218607'??12760325?5’1
-5.2039 -1.9378 5714, 0.7142, 0.8571, 1.
- -0.9283, -1.0017, -1.7316, -
Original BayesOpt- . - T ) ) ) 0.1428, 0.2857, 0.4285,
oot 20013, -2,0913, 20913 0.0734,-0.7299,-0.3697,0,0,0. 1% 0750, 24550
Combined BayesOpt- 00023 *0.0024, -0.2255, - 0,-0.1631, -0.6246, 0, -0.1654, 0.1428, 0.2857, 0.428,
Multi-objective 8502, 0.8502.-1.015, -0.8307 0.5714, 0.7142, 0.8571, 1.

Table 4 compares the performance of the original BayesOpt-Single Objective and the combined BayesOpt-Single
Objective. The combined approach shows higher best values, suggesting potential improvement in the objective
function. The negative values in the original approach suggest exploration toward lower values in the multi-objective
scenario. The rate of improvement in the combined approach shows positive values, indicating consistent progress in
finding better solutions. The cumulative distribution shows a gradual increase from 0.1 to 1.0 in both approaches,
indicating improvement over iterations. The combined approach consistently outperforms the original approach across
the entire range. In summary, the combined approach (adaptive and robust) appears to yield better results compared
to the original BayesOpt approach, demonstrating more consistent improvements, higher best values, and a more
favorable cumulative distribution, suggesting it may be more effective in optimizing the given objective functions.

Based on the statistical summary, the combined BayesOpt with multi-objective scenario performed better compared
to the other scenarios. This is supported by a positive t-statistic, a low p-value (0.03 < 0.05), and larger effect sizes
(Cohen's d (1.289) and Hedge's d (1.207)). Empirical research clearly shows the significance of effect sizes in validating
optimization algorithms (Marfo & Okyere, 2019).



Table 2: Statistical summary of multiple runs.

Original vs Combined Original vs Combined Decoupled vs Combined

Metric BayesOpt-Single objective BayesOpt- Multi-objective BayesOpt

t-stats -0.5890 24122 -5.3665

p-value 0.5632 0.0328 0.0002
Cohen’s d -0.2634 1.2894 -2.8685
Hedge's d -0.2523 1.2071 -2.6854
Cliff's delta 0.3878 0.3878 0.1429

Since we are dealing with stochastic objective functions, we check the stability of the algorithm with multiple runs.
Here, we perform an independent t-test for each run. This allows us to assess whether there are significant differences
between the performance of the algorithm in different runs. The objective is to specifically check for stability across
multiple runs, considering the variability within each run and whether differences are consistent across all runs. Table
5 displays the comparison and stability of the combined BayesOpt with multiple runs (10) and the original BayseOpt.

Table 3: Stability Check: t-statistics and p-values for Different Numbers of Runs in Bayesian Optimization.

Description

10 runs

30 runs

50 runs

100 runs

t-stats / p-value

t-stats / p-value

t-stats / p-value

t-stats / p-value

Original BayesOpt-
Single objective

0.5026 (0.6288)

-0.4719 (0.6407)

1.8796 (0.0662)

0.1669 (0.8678)

Combined BayesOpt-
Single objective

0.7779 (0.4590)

-0.8645 (0.3947)

0.6163 (0.5406)

-2.0135 (0.0468)

Original BayesOpt-

0.0511 (0.9605)

-0.5649 (0.5767)

0.8429 (0.4035)

1.0354 (0.3030)

Multi-objective

Combined BayesOpt-

Multi-objective 0.9512(0.3693)

-0.3266 (0.7464) 0.4294 (0.6696) 0.8258 (0.4109)

For both single and multi-objective cases of the original BayesOpt, there is no significant difference in performance
across different numbers of runs. For the combined BayesOpt single objective, there is a potentially significant
difference when comparing 100 runs to the other numbers of runs. For the combined BayesOpt multi-objective, there
is no strong evidence of a significant difference in performance across different numbers of runs. Table 4 summarizes
the key differential features of the newly introduced framework compared to the original BayesOpt.

Table 4: Key differential features.

Features Adaptive BayesOpt Original BayesOpt
It dynamically modifies the mean function of the
Dynamic Adaptation ~ surrogate model based on observed data. This It constructs a surrogate model based on the

of Surrogate Model adaptability allows it to adjust its expectations as observed data.

more data accumulates.
The dynamic conditioning mechanism makes it well-
Increased Flexibility  suited for situations with unclear or dynamically ) ) L
) ) o L . It struggles in scenarios where the optimization
in Changing shifting optimization landscapes. It efficiently )
) landscape changes over time.
Landscapes effective

incorporates new data, enabling

optimization in evolving scenarios.
It introduces a robust objective function with a penalty
term to ensure robustness. This addition is valuable

Robustness Under It focuses on optimizing the expected value of the

Uncertainty in scenarios where deviations below a threshold need  objective function.

to be penalized for practical reasons.




Parameters like the scaling factor and jitter are
. . dynamically adjusted over iterations. This adaptive . .
Adaptive Adjustment . ) . Typically uses fixed parameters throughout the
approach allows the algorithm to fine-tune its o
of Parameters optimization process.
behavior based on the evolving characteristics of the
optimization problem.

The disadvantages include that generalizations differ between optimization tasks, which makes it difficult to
comprehend their influence on decision-making. At the current stage, the adaptability and performance of the
framework may vary across different optimization scenarios. Thus, understanding its influence on decision-making
becomes challenging, indicating a need for further research to establish the generalizability of this framework. The
penalty term in the objective function can also affect its robustness; hence, it is critical to evaluate its applicability for
certain applications. Future work would apply this approach in conjunction with the Monte-Carlo simulation in a multi-

product stochastic demand scenario.

4. CONCLUSION

This study presented a Bayesian optimization framework using Gaussian Process Regression (GPR) and the Expected
Improvement (El) acquisition function. The framework comes with integrated adaptive conditioning and robustness to
improve adaptability in stochastic business contexts. Key components include objective function modeling, a robust
objective function, adaptive conditioning, a combined objective function, adaptive acquisition jitter, empirical analysis,
and stability checks. The framework has shown improved convergence rates, consistent performance enhancements,
and adaptability to dynamic environments. Future work may focus on refining the adaptive approach and addressing
limitations for broader applicability. The framework is well-suited for scenarios where real-world optimization problems
exhibit dynamic or uncertain characteristics, providing a robust and flexible solution for effective optimization.
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