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Abstract: Bayesian optimization (BO) has shown impressive
results in a variety of applications within low-to-moderate di-
mensional Euclidean spaces. However, extending BO to high-
dimensional settings remains a significant challenge. We address
this challenge by proposing a two-step optimization framework.
Initially, we identify the effective dimension reduction (EDR)
subspace for the objective function using the minimum average
variance estimation (MAVE) method. Subsequently, we con-
struct a Gaussian process model within this EDR subspace and
optimize it using the expected improvement criterion. Our al-
gorithm offers the flexibility to operate these steps either con-
currently or in sequence. In the sequential approach, we meticu-
lously balance the exploration-exploitation trade-off by distribut-
ing the sampling budget between subspace estimation and func-
tion optimization, and the convergence rate of our algorithm
in high-dimensional contexts has been established. Numerical
experiments validate the efficacy of our method in challenging
scenarios.
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1 Introduction

Bayesian Optimization (BO) is a robust sequential design technique
used for the global optimization of functions that are expensive to eval-
uate. It constructs a probabilistic model for the objective function and
employs an acquisition function to steer the search towards the optimum.
The acquisition function is designed to strike a balance between exploration,
which involves gathering data from various regions to minimize model uncer-
tainty, and exploitation, which concentrates on sampling the most promis-
ing region. BO has been extensively applied in numerous fields, including
hyper-parameter tuning, engineering system optimization and material sci-
ence design (Fukazawa et al., 2019; Letham et al., 2019; Sim et al., 2021;
Torun et al., 2018).

Despite the effectiveness of BO in low-dimensional Euclidean space, its
application to high-dimensional situations remains to be a challenging prob-
lem. As the dimensionality increases, both statistical and computational
difficulties arise. Statistically, constructing an accurate probabilistic model
becomes exponentially more difficult in higher dimensions due to the well-
known ”curse of dimensionality”. Computationally, the cost of optimizing
the acquisition function escalates significantly, hence the task of locating its
global optimum becomes more complex. These issues are particularly crit-
ical given that many real-world problems are inherently high-dimensional
(Bergstra et al., 2013; Binois and Wycoff, 2022).

Several approaches have been proposed to address the high-dimensional
challenge in Bayesian optimization. One prevalent approach assumes that
objective function can be predicted by a low-dimensional function, and it
projects high-dimensional inputs into a lower-dimensional subspace using
random projection matrices, as discussed in Wang et al. (2016), Nayebi et al.
(2019) and Letham et al. (2020). However, random projections often fail to
accurately identify the true subspace where the objective function resides,
limiting their effectiveness. Another common approach assumes the that
the objective function has an additive structure, meaning the value of the
objective function is the sum of several lower-dimensional functions. Meth-
ods employing this assumption include those in Kandasamy et al. (2015)
and Li et al. (2016). This approach could be effective if the decomposition
of objective function is known in advance, but this is seldom the case in
practice, which can limit the practical application of this approach.

In this paper, we leverage the assumption that the true objective func-
tion resides in a low-dimensional effective subspace, and this subspace can
be estimated via linear dimension reduction. Linear dimension reduction
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is a technique employed in machine learning and statistics to reduce the
dimensionality of data while preserving as much information as possible.
This is often necessary when dealing with high-dimensional data, as it can
help to mitigate issues such as over-fitting and the curse of dimensionality.
Common methods of linear dimension reduction include the principal com-
ponent analysis, sliced inverse regression (Li , 1991; Lin et al., 2019), among
others. These techniques have been applied in the field of high-dimensional
BO and have demonstrated competitive performances, see Djolonga et al.
(2013), Zhang et al. (2019), and Raponi et al. (2020).

In our proposed algorithm, we employ the concept of minimum average
variance estimation (MAVE) as proposed in Xia et al. (2002) to perform lin-
ear dimension reduction. MAVE aims to identify projection directions that
minimize the conditional variance of the linear projection model, thereby
simplifying the high-dimensional space. Once the directions are identified,
high-dimensional input vectors are projected into the low-dimensional sub-
space, and Bayesian optimization is subsequently performed. We refer to
this method as the MAVE-BO algorithm. In high-dimensional Bayesian op-
timization, estimating projection directions is of crucial importance. It has
be shown that MAVE can achieve a faster consistency rate, and a theoretical
guarantee has been established for the MAVE-BO algorithm.

Although the optimization process is more tractable and computation-
ally efficient in the low dimensional space, the objective function evaluation
remains in the original high-dimensional space. Given that the input vector
typically has a box-constraint, when a new point in the subspace is trans-
formed back into high-dimensional space using a projection matrix, it may
exceed this constraint. To address this issue, we propose an alternating
projection algorithm. The idea of alternating projection is simple, analyti-
cally tractable and easy to implement. Numerical studies have demonstrated
competitive performance of the MAVE-BO algorithm.

The layout of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we outlines the set-up
for the linear dimension reduction framework and the Bayesian optimization
problem. In Section 3 we provides a review of the high-dimensional Bayesian
optimization literature. In Section 4 we describe our proposed MAVE-BO
algorithm, and its theoretical properties are presented in Section 5. In Sec-
tion 6 we discuss the potential extensions to enhance the generality and
computational efficiency of the MAVE-BO algorithm. In Section 7 we con-
duct numerical studies.
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2 Preliminary background

Let AT denote the transpose of a vector or matrix A and let ‖x‖2 :=
√

x21 + · · ·+ x2d denote the Euclidean norm of vector x = (x1, . . . , xd)
T . Let

‖A‖F =
√

trace(ATA) denote the Frobenius norm of a matrix A and let
‖A‖2 denote this spectral norm, which is the largest singular value of matrix
A. Let φ(·) and Φ(·) denote the density and cumulative distribution func-
tions of standard normal distribution respectively. Let a+ denote max(0, a).
Let an ∼ bn if limn→∞(an/bn) = 1, an = O(bn) if lim supn→∞ |an/bn| < ∞
and an = Ω(bn) if lim infn→∞ |an/bn| > 0.

Consider the sequential optimization of an unknown function f : X → R,
where X ⊂ R

D is a compact and convex domain. At each iteration n, the
algorithm selects one point xn to evaluate, and it receives back a value
yn = f(xn). After N total iterations, we are interested in minimizing the
simple regret

rN = f(x∗)− max
1≤n≤N

f(xn), (2.1)

where x∗ = argmaxx∈X f(x) denots the global maximum location.

2.1 General linear dimension reduction framework

A general linear dimension reduction framework assumes that there ex-
ists an unknown smooth link function g such that ∀x ∈ X ,

f(x) = g(BTx), (2.2)

where B = (β1, β2, . . . , βde) is a D×de orthogonal matrix (BTB = Ide) with
de < D, and g : Z ⊂ R

de → R is a Cs function for s > 1. When (2.2)
holds, the projection of the D-dimensional vector x onto the de-dimensional
subspace BTx captures all the information that is provided by x on f . The
orthonormality condition on B seems to be very restrictive at a first glance.
However, for general matrix B of rank de, if consider its singular value
decomposition BT = UΣV T , then we can write

f(x) = g(BTx) = g̃(B̃Tx), (2.3)

where g̃(z) = g(UΣz), B̃T = V T and B̃T B̃ = Ide . Hence we can always
assume that BTB = Ide . Under some mild conditions, the space spanned
by the column vectors of B is uniquely defined, and it is called the effective
dimension reduction (EDR) space (Cook, 1994; Li , 1991; Xia et al., 2002).
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Our main interest is to estimate the column vectors in B = (β1, β2, . . . , βde),
which are referred to as EDR direction, and the corresponding dimension of
the EDR space de.

As highlighted in Fornasier et al. (2012) and Letham et al. (2019), given
that the optimization process occurs within the effective dimension reduction
(EDR) space, a potential challenge arises in identifying the corresponding
input vectors in the original high-dimensional space X . When a vector in
the EDR space is transformed back into X , it may exceed the imposed box
constraints. This transformation step is inevitable as the objective function
evaluation remains in X . Therefore to avoid complications, we will first
focus on objective functions that are defined in the Euclidean ball, that is
we consider X = BRD(1+ ǭ) and Z = BRde (1+ ǭ). Since the norm of a vector
is not changed by multiplication by an orthogonal matrix B, this ensures
that Bz ∈ X for any z ∈ Z. The extension of X to general box constraint
will be discussed in Section 6.

2.2 The Bayesian optimization and the Gaussian process

model

Bayesian optimization (BO) is a sequential design framework for the
global optimization of black-box functions whose input vector resides in
low- to moderate-dimensional Euclidean space. It builds a probabilistic
model for the objective function which quantifies the uncertainty in that
model using a Bayesian machine learning technique called Gaussian process
regression, which is defined as follows. A random function g is said to follow
a Gaussian process (GP) with mean function µ : Z → R and covariance
kernel: k : Z×Z → R, denoted by g ∼ GP(µ, k), if and only if the following
condition holds. For every finite set of points Z = (z1, . . . , zn)

T , the vector
Y = (g(z1), . . . , g(zn))

T follows multivariate normal distribution. That is

Y ∼ Nn(µ,Σ)

with mean vector µ = (µ(z1), . . . , µ(zn))
T and covariance matrix (Σij)1≤i,j≤n =

k(zi, zj). See Williams and Rasmussen (2006) and Kanagawa et al. (2018)
for a more complete overview. One of the most exciting and well-known
results of the GP is that the posterior distribution of g, conditioning on
the sampled data, is still a Gaussian process. Let Z = (z1, . . . , zn)

T and
Y = (g(z1), . . . , g(zn))

T denote the sampled points and corresponding func-
tion values up to iteration n. We have

g|(Z,Y) ∼ GP(µn, kn), (2.4)
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with µn : X → R and kn : X × X → R given as

µn(z) = µ(z) + kzZΣ
−1(Y − µ), (2.5)

kn(z, z
′) = k(z, z′)− kzZΣ

−1kZz′ , (2.6)

where kzZ = kT
Zz

= (k(z1, z), . . . , k(zn, z)). From (2.4), it can be deduced
that the predictive distribution at any point follows a Gaussian distribution.
That is for any z ∈ Z,

g(z)|(X,Y) ∼ N(µn(z), σ
2
n(z)), with σ2n(z) = kn(z, z). (2.7)

The variance component in (2.7) typically represents the spatial character-
istics of the data. Sets of locations with high variance are not near any
existing sampled points. Conversely, when the posterior variance is close to
zero, it means that this location is very near to an existing sampled point.

The mean function and the covariance kernel serve as a prior for the
GP model, and they reflect the initial belief about g. The mean function is
usually set as constant, indicating that there is no prior knowledge of the
global maxima location. The choice of covariance kernel is more varied. We
introduce here two commonly used kernel functions, the squared-exponential
(SE) and the Matérn. Let θ := (θ1, . . . , θd)

T with θi > 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d.
Define the squared exponential (SE) kernel

kSE(z, z
′) = τ

2 exp
(

−
1
2

d
∑

i=1

(
zi−z′

i

θi
)2
)

, (2.8)

and the Matérn kernel

kMatérn(z, z
′) =

τ 2

2ν−1Γ(ν)

(√

2ν
d

∑

i=1

(
zi−z′

i

θi
)2
)ν
Bν

(
√

2ν
d

∑

i=1

(
zi−z′

i

θi
)2
)

, (2.9)

where τ2 > 0 is the signal variance of the function f , ν > 0 is the smoothness
parameter, andBν is the modified Bessel function. θ, τ2 and ν are the hyper-
parameters of GP model, and their estimation can be carried out by standard
methods in the literature, such as the maximum likelihood method (MLE)
(Santner et al., 2018) and the maximum a posterior (MAP) (Ng and Yin,
2012).

Once the GP model has been built, BO employs the acquisition function
to guide how the domain should be explored during optimization. The acqui-
sition function combines the posterior mean and variance of (2.4) into a crite-
rion that will direct the search. Commonly used acquisition functions in BO
include the expected improvement which quantifies the expected gain over
the current best observation (Hu et al., 2022; Jones, Schonlau, and Welch,
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1998; Nguyen et al., 2017), the upper confidence bound which calculates the
upper confidence bound of each point in the domain (Chowdhury and Gopalan,
2017; Srinivas et al., 2010), the knowledge gradient which measures the in-
crement to posterior mean function (Frazier, Powell, and Dayanik, 2009;
Wu and Frazier, 2016), and the entropy search which selects the point that is
most informative about the location of the global optimum (Hennig and Schuler,
2012; Hernández-Lobato, Hoffman and Ghahramani, 2014; Wang and Jegelka,
2017). The acquisition function balances the exploration-exploitation trade-
off by considering both the uncertainty of the GP model predictions and the
potential improvement of the objective function. At each iteration, a point
with the largest acquisition function value will be sampled. Thereafter, the
GP model and the acquisition function will be updated accordingly based on
the new observation. This continues until the global maximum is founded.
Despite BO has been successfully applied in many applications and can han-
dle functions with many local optima, its performance is extremely bad when
the input dimension is high. Therefore, the extension of current methods
in BO to higher-dimensional spaces holds great interest for both researchers
and practitioners.

3 Literature review on high-dimensional BO algo-

rithms

There are mainly two strategies for addressing high-dimensional Bayesian
optimization (BO). The first strategy employs a general linear dimension re-
duction framework, identical to the one presented in equation (2.2). The sec-
ond strategy, on the other hand, adopts an additive model in low-dimensional
spaces for the objective function.

In the context of the linear dimension reduction framework method, the
primary challenge lies in obtaining the projection matrix B. To tackle the
challenge, Wang et al. (2016) initially employed the idea of random projec-
tion, leading to the development of the Random Embedding Bayesian Opti-
mization (REMBO) algorithm. In REMBO, the random matrix B is drawn
with each entry following an i.i.d standard normal distribution. The idea
of random projection was subsequently developed by Nayebi et al. (2019),
where each row of B contains only one non-zero entry, which is equally
likely to be −1 or 1. Letham et al. (2020) proposed sampling each row of B
from a unit hypersphere, and introduced a complex kernel called the Maha-
lanobis kernel to construct the GP model more accurately within the true
subspace. In addition to random projection, statistical dimension reduction
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methods can also be utilized to estimate B. Djolonga et al. (2013) proposed
the subspace identification Bayesian optimization (SI-BO) algorithm. This
algorithm estimates the gradient matrix [∇f(x1), . . . ,∇f(xn)] via low-rank
approximation techniques, and then derives B through the singular value
decomposition. Other notable contributions include the SIR-BO algorithm
by Zhang et al. (2019), which performs estimation via the sliced inverse re-
gression, and the PCA-BO algorithm by Raponi et al. (2020), which utilizes
principal component analysis to recover the dimension reduction matrix.

Within the framework of the additive model, Kandasamy et al. (2015)
assumed that the objective function f has an additive form: f(x) =

∑M
i=1 f

(i)(x(i)).
Here, each x(i) ∈ Rdi are lower-dimensional components and mutually
disjoint. By decomposing x into several low-dimensional vectors, Gaus-
sian process models can be conveniently constructed on each subspace.
Li et al. (2016) further extended this concept to a projected-additive struc-
ture: f(x) =

∑M
i=1 f

(i)
(

(W(i))Tx
)

. To estimate W = (W(1), . . . ,W(M)),
they employed the algorithm proposed by Gilboa et al. (2013) to provide an
initial estimate Ŵ. Subsequently, they proposed the restricted projection
matrix W = (1−α)Ŵ+αI with 0 < α < 1 to deal with the box constraints.

Beyond these two primary strategies, other dimensionality reduction
methods include the Dropout algorithm (Li et al. (2017)), which randomly
selects and optimizes a subset of dimensions at each iteration. Eriksson et al.
(2019) introduced TurBO algorithm, which enhances BO by conducting si-
multaneous local optimization runs within small trust regions. Each of these
regions has independent probabilistic models, and they are managed dynam-
ically and effectively using a multi-armed bandit method.

4 Methodology

Recall the linear dimension reduction framework:

f(x) = g(BTx), (4.1)

where x ∈ R
D and B is a D × de orthogonal projection matrix. Due to the

curse of dimensionality, estimating B accurately becomes crucial in the high-
dimensional BO problem. Suppose there is an estimator B̂ of size D×d with
B̂T B̂ = Id, and define the corresponding smoothing link function (which is
the GP model in our setting) ĝ(= ĝB̂) : BRd(1 + ǭ) → R as

ĝ(z) := f(B̂z) = g(BT B̂z).
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Therefore, we effectively work with an approximation f̂ to f given by

f̂(x) := ĝ(B̂Tx) = g(BT B̂B̂Tx).

Provided d ≥ de and the space spanned by the column vectors of B̂ is well
aligned with the EDR space, f̂ will be a good approximation of the true
objective function f .

4.1 MAVE-BO

The high-dimensional BO is mainly comprised of two tasks: estimating
the EDR space and searching the global optimum of the objective function
via the Gaussian process model. Our proposed MAVE-BO algorithm has the
flexibility to either execute them concurrently or sequentially, which is an
advantage over other algorithms for high-dimensional BO in the literature.

We shall first describe how the EDR direction can be adaptively esti-
mated. With a slight abuse of notation, let BT = (β1, . . . , βd) denote a
D × d orthogonal matrix. Consider the regression-type model:

y = gB(B
Tx) + ǫ, (4.2)

with gB(z) = gB(z1, . . . , zd) and E(ǫ|x) = 0 almost surely. Based on the
linear dimension reduction framework, the EDR direction is the solution of

min
B

E{[y − E(y|BTx)]2} = min
B

E{σ2B(BTx)}, (4.3)

where σ2B(B
Tx) = E{[y−E(y|BTx)]2|BTx}. Therefore, finding the EDR di-

rection is essentially minimizing the average (conditional) variance (MAVE)
with respect to B, subjection to the condition that BTB = Id.

Conditioning on BTx, we have E(y|BTx) = gB(B
Tx). Its local linear

expansion at x0 is given by

E(y|BTx) ≈ a+ bTBT (x− x0) (4.4)

with a = gB(B
Tx0) and b = ∇gB(BTx0), the gradient of gB computed at

z = BTx0. Given the sampled points {(x1, y1), . . . , (xn, yn))}, σ2B(BTx0)
can be approximated by (using the idea of local linear regression)

n
∑

i=1

[yi − E(y|BTx)]2wi0 ≈
n
∑

i=1

[yi − {a+ bTBT (xi − x0)}]2wi0, (4.5)
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where wi0 ≥ 0 are some weights with
∑n

i=0 wi0 = 1. The weights are
calculated as

wi0 = Kh

{

BT (xi − x0)
}/

n
∑

l=1

Kh

{

BT (xl − x0)
}

where Kh(z) =
3
4h

−d(1 − ‖z‖2

h2 ) is the Epanechnikov function with a band-
width h.

Since a and b are unknown quantities, they can be estimated so that the
value of (4.5) is minimized, and hence the estimator of σ2B at BTx0 is

σ̂2B
(

BTx0

)

= min
a,b

(

n
∑

i=1

[

yi −
{

a+ bTBT (xi − x0)
}]2

wi0

)

. (4.6)

Under some mild conditions, it can be shown that σ̂2B
(

BTx0

)

− σ2B
(

BTx0

)

converge to zero in probability. On the basis of expressions (4.3) and (4.6),
we can estimate the EDR directions by solving the minimization problem

min
B:BTB=I







n
∑

j=1

σ̂2B
(

BTxj

)







(4.7)

= min
B:BTB=I

aj ,bj ,j=1,...,n





n
∑

j=1

n
∑

i=1

[

yi −
{

aj + bTj B
T (xi − xj)

}]2
wij



 ,

where bTj = (bj1, . . . , bjd). The MAVE method can be seen as a combination
of non-parametric function estimation and direction estimation, which is ex-
ecuted simultaneously with respect to the directions and the non-parametric
link function. As we shall see, we benefit from this simultaneous minimiza-
tion.

The implementation of the minimization problem in (4.7) is non-trivial
because the weights depend on B. We consider an iterative method that
alternates between estimating the projection matrix B and computing the
weights wij. Suppose we have an initial estimator B̂, the estimators of
weights can be computed as

ŵij = Kh

{

B̂T (xi − xj)
}

/

n
∑

l=1

Kh

{

B̂T (xl − xj)
}

.

The weights estimator is then used to derive the new estimator of the pro-
jection matrix. That is, we substitute ŵij back into the (4.7), with wij
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replaced by ŵij, and re-estimate B. The above iteration is repeated until
the estimator B̂ converges. The complete implementation of the MAVE is
given in A.

Algorithm 1 The sequential MAVE-BO (sMAVE-BO) algorithm

Require: N,N0,GP(µ, k).
1: Sample N0 points uniformly at random from X ⊂ R

D and receive
{(xi, yi)}1≤i≤N0 .

2: Estimate the projection matrix B̂ according to (4.7).
3: Perform the dimension reduction via z = B̂Tx and denote GN0 =

{(z1, y1), (z2, y2) . . . , (zN0 , yN0)}.
4: for n = N0, . . . , N − 1 do

5: Update the d-dimensional GP posterior model GP(µn, kn) using Gn.
6: Let zn+1 = argmaxz∈Z αn(z), where α is the desired acquisition

function criterion.
7: Evaluate xn+1 := B̂zn+1 and observe yn+1 = f(xn+1).
8: Augment the history of data Gn+1 = Gn ∪ {(zn+1, yn+1)}.
9: end for

Once we have an estimate of the projection matrix B̂, we can project the
sample onto the low-dimensional domain and receive {(y1, z1), . . . , (yn, zn)},
where zi = B̂Txi. The data are used to fit the Gaussian process model on
Z = BRd(1+ǭ). Bayesian optimization can then be performed with a suitable
acquisition function. In this paper, we consider the expected improvement
(EI) acquisition function:

αEI
n (z) = En[(g(z) − y∗n)

+] (4.8)

= (µn(z)− y∗n)Φ
(µn(z)−y∗n

σn(z)

)

+ σn(z)φ
(µn(z)−y∗n

σn(z)

)

,

where y∗n = max1≤m≤n ym. EI quantifies the expected gain of sampling the
point z over the current best function value, and a point that maximizes
(4.8) will be sampled in the next iteration, that is

zn+1 = max
z∈Z

αEI
n (z).

Once zn+1 is determined, the sampled point at the next iteration is given
by xn+1 = B̂zn+1 and hence yn+1 = f(xn+1).

We propose here two forms of the MAVE-BO algorithms: the sequential
MAVE-BO (sMAVE-BO) and the concurrent MAVE-BO (cMAVE-BO). In
the sMAVE-BO, the budget is divided into two portions. The first portion is
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Algorithm 2 The concurrent MAVE-BO (cMAVE-BO) algorithm

Require: N,N0,GP(µ, k).
1: Sample N0 points uniformly at random from X ⊂ R

D and receive IN0 =
{(xi, yi)}1≤i≤N0 .

2: for n = N0, . . . , N − 1 do

3: Estimate the projection matrix B̂(n) using (4.7) based on In.
4: Perform the dimension reduction via z = B̂T

(n)x and denote Gn =

{(z1, y1), (z2, y2) . . . , (zn, yn)}.
5: Update the d-dimensional GP posterior model GP(µn, kn) using Gn.
6: Let zn+1 = argmaxz∈Z αn(z), where α is the desired acquisition

function criterion.
7: Evaluate xn+1 := B̂(n)zn+1 and observe yn+1 = f(xn+1).
8: Augment the history of data In+1 = In ∪ {(xn+1, yn+1)}.
9: end for

used to estimate the EDR directions and outputs a projection matrix estima-
tor B̂. The sampled point is then projected into the lower-dimensional space,
and the algorithm uses the second portion to perform Bayesian optimization.
Theoretical results can be derived, see Section 4 for more details. Whereas
in the cMAVE-BO, the estimated EDR directions are ever-changing. The
newly sampled points by BO have been added to the data for the estimation
of the projection matrix.

5 Theoretical Analysis

To analyze the theoretical properties of the sMAVE-BO algorithm, we
need to choose a smoothness class for the unknown smooth-link function g.
Since each covariance kernel k specified in the GP model is associated with a
space of functions Hk, called the Reproducing kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS),
it is natural to perform theoretical analysis on the class of functions which
belong to Hk. In Section 5.1, we present a brief introduction to the RKHS.
A complete overview of RKHS can be found in Berlinet and Thomas-Agnan
(2011). In Section 5.2, we establish a simple regret upper bound for the
sMAVE-BO algorithm. In Section 5.3, we prove our main theorem.

5.1 Reproducing kernel Hilbert Space

Let Z be a non-empty set and k(·, ·) : Z×Z → R be a symmetric positive
definite kernel. A Hilbert space Hk(Z) of functions equipped with an inner-
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product 〈·, ·〉Hk(Z) is called a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) with
reproducing kernel k if the following conditions are satisfied:

1. ∀z ∈ Z, k(·, z) ∈ Hk(Z);

2. ∀z ∈ Z and ∀g ∈ Hk(Z), g(z) = 〈g, k(·, z)〉Hk (Z).

Every RKHS defines a reproducing kernel k that is both symmetric and
positive definite. The other direction also holds as shown by the Moore-
Aronszajn theorem, which states that given a positive definite kernel k, we
can construct a unique RKHS with k as its reproducing kernel function.
Hence RKHS and positive definite kernel is one-to-one: for every kernel k,
there exists a unique associated RKHS, and vice versa.

5.2 Simple regret bound

We make the following assumptions.
(A1) The objective function f : X = BRD(1+ǭ) → R satisfies f(x) = g(BTx)
with unknown projection matrix B ∈ RD×de and de < D.
(A2) The smooth link function g belongs to the RKHS Hk associated with
the covariance kernel k(·, ·). Denote K(z− z′) := k(z, z′), then K is contin-
uous and integrable.
(A3) The Fourier transform of K

FK(ξ) :=

∫

Rd

e−2πi〈z,ξ〉K(z)dz

is isotropic and radially non-increasing.
(A4) The smooth link function g is of class C2 on Z = BRde (1 + ǭ) and
sup|β|≤2 ‖Dβg‖∞ ≤ C2 for some C2 > 0. Moreover, g has a full rank Hessian
at 0.

Let B̂(:= B̂n) ∈ R
D×d denote the estimated EDR directions based on

the sequence {
(

xi, f(xi)
)

}i=1,...,n, where xi’s are sampled uniformly at ran-

dom from X = BRD(1 + ǭ). Let ∆n = ‖BT (ID − B̂B̂T )‖F , which is the
distance between the space spanned by the column vectors of B and the
space spanned by the column vectors of B̂.

Theorem 1. Assume (A1)–(A6). Suppose N0 is large enough such that
∆N0 < 1 is satisfied and N −N0 ≥ 3, then for d = de, the the simple regret
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of sMAVE-BO as described in Algorithm 1 achieves

sup
f :f(x)=g(BT z)
‖g‖Hk(Z)≤R

rN ≤ 2‖f − f̂‖∞ +
(

ĝ(z∗)− max
N0+1≤n≤N

ĝ(zn)
)

≤ (1 + ǭ)2C2

√
d∆N0 +

h(R′)
h(−R′) [4R

′N−1
1 + (1 + ǭ)(R′ + 1)

√

C22
1/ddN

−1/d
1 ],

where R′ = (1−∆2
N0

)−1/4R, h(x) = xΦ(x) + φ(x) and N1 = N −N0 − 1.

The discrepancy between B̂ and B has two effects on the simple regret of
the sMAVE-BO algorithm. The first effect is that the considered f̂ disagrees
with the true objective function f , and consequently additional regret is
quantified by ‖f − f̂‖∞. The second effect is due to the implementation of
Bayesian optimization on estimated smooth link function ĝB̂ rather than g.
Fortunately, ĝ still remains in the RKHS associated with kernel k, but its
RKHS norm ‖ĝ‖Hk(Z) increases, and consequently may the regret.

The next corollary provides an asymptotic result for sMAVE-BO, based
on the lemma from Xia et al. (2002):

Lemma 1. Assume (A1)-(A6). Suppose {xi}i=1,...,n are sampled uniformly
at random from X = BRD(1 + ǭ). Let B̂ = (B̂(n)) ∈ R

D×d which are
the estimated EDR directions based on (4.7). Suppose the bandwidth h ∼
n−1/(D+4) as n→ ∞, provided d ≥ de,

∆n = OP

(

n
−

3
D+4 log n

)

.

Corollary 1. Suppose both N0 → ∞ and N1 → ∞ as N → ∞. The simple
regret of sMAVE-BO satisfies

rN = OP (N
−

3
D+4

0 logN0 +N
−
1
d

1 ). (5.1)

If D ≥ 3d − 4, then the first term of (5.1) dominates the second term.
This means that if the effective dimension is relatively small, then most of
the regret is incurred due to the discrepancy between f̂ and f .

5.3 Proof of the main theorem

We preface the proof of Theorem 1 with the Lemmas 2–4. These lemmas
are proved in the appendix B.
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Lemma 2. Suppose {xi}i=1,...,n are sampled uniformly at random from X =
BRD(1 + ǭ) and yi = f(xi). Let ∆n = ‖BT (ID − B̂B̂T )‖F , which is the
distance between the space spanned by the column vectors of B and the space
spanned by the column vectors of B̂ with d ≥ de. We have that the function
f̂(x) = ĝ(B̂Tx) defined by mean of ĝ(z) := f(B̂z) satisfies

‖f − f̂‖∞ ≤ (1 + ǭ)C2

√
d∆n. (5.2)

Lemma 3. Let g ∈ Hk(Z) with RKHS norm ‖g‖Hk(Z). Define the function

ĝ : Z → R as ĝ(z) := g(BT B̂z). If d = de and ∆n := ‖BT (ID − B̂B̂T )‖F <
1, then

‖ĝ‖2Hk(Z) ≤ 1√
1−∆2

n

‖g‖2Hk(Z). (5.3)

For any function g : Z → R with RKHS norm not larger than R, define
the loss suffered in Hk(Z) after n steps by EI acqusition function

Ln(g,Hk(Z), R) := sup
‖g‖Hk(Z)≤R

(

g(z∗)− max
1≤i≤n

g(zi)
)

. (5.4)

Lemma 4. Let π be a prior with length-scale θ = (θ1, . . . , θd) and θi > 0.
For any R > 0 and n ≥ 3,

Ln(g,Hk(Z), R) ≤ h(R)
h(−R)

[

4R(n−1)−1+(1+ ǭ)(R+1)
√

C22
1/dd(n−1)−1/d

]

,

where h(x) = xΦ(x) + φ(x).

Proof of Theorem 1. We are interested in bounding the simple regret

rN = f(x∗)− max
1≤n≤N

f(xn). (5.5)

Let z∗ := argmaxz∈Z ĝ(z) be the global maximum of ĝ. Since ‖f − f̂‖∞ =

supx∈X |f(x)− f̂(x)|,

f(x∗) ≤ f̂(x∗) + ‖f − f̂‖∞ ≤ ĝ(z∗) + ‖f − f̂‖∞. (5.6)

Let x̂∗ = argmaxN0+1≤n≤N f̂(xn). Since xn = Bzn for n > N0, we have

max
1≤n≤N

f(xn) ≥ f(x̂∗) ≥ f̂(x̂∗)− ‖f − f̂‖∞ = max
N0+1≤n≤N

ĝ(zn)− ‖f − f̂‖∞.
(5.7)
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Substitute (5.6) and (5.7) back into (5.5) gives us

rN ≤ 2‖f − f̂‖∞ +
(

ĝ(z∗)− max
N0+1≤n≤N

ĝ(zn)
)

(5.8)

≤ 2‖f − f̂‖∞ + Ln(ĝ,Hk(Z), R′),

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 3. Substitute Lemmas 2 and
4 into (5.8) gives us Theorem 1. ⊓⊔

6 Extension

So far we only consider the case when the domain X is a D-dimensional
Euclidean ball. Since the projection matrix B̂ is orthogonal, this implies that
the estimated EDR space Z is also an Euclidean ball with d-dimension. In
this situation, for every z ∈ Z, we can easily find a corresponding vector
x ∈ X which satisfies f(x) = g(z) by letting x = B̂z. However, in a
wide range of real-world applications, the Euclidean ball situation is not
satisfied and this leads to complications. To tackle this issue, we proposed
an alternating projection method for general convex sets. Specifically, we
demonstrate below how this method can be applied to the box constraint
domain, which is the most common situation in BO.

Given a set M ⊆ R
m, m ∈ N, the distance of a vector a to M is defined

as
d(a;M) := inf{‖b− a‖ : b ∈M}.

For closed convex sets, an important consequence is the projection property:

Lemma 5. Let M be a nonempty, closed convex subset of Rm. For each
a ∈ R

m, there exists a unique b ∈M such that

‖b− a‖2 = d(a;M),

where b is called the projection of a onto M , and is denoted by PM (a).
Moreover, b = PM (a) if and only if

〈a− b,w − b〉 ≤ 0, ∀w ∈M. (6.1)

The alternating projection algorithm is structured as follows. Suppose
M and N are closed convex sets, and let PM and PN denote projection on
M and N , respectively. The algorithm starts with any u(0) ∈ M , and then
alternately projects onto M and N :

v(k) = PN (u(k)), u(k+1) = PM (v(k)), k = 0, 1, 2, · · · .
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This process generates a sequence of points u(k) ∈ M and v(k) ∈ N . As
shown in Cheney and Goldstein (1959), if M ∩N 6= ∅, both sequences u(k)

and v(k) converge to a point u∗ ∈M ∩N .
In the context of high-dimensional BO, the domain of the objective func-

tion usually takes the form of X = [−1, 1]D. For any z ∈ Z, we aim to find
the corresponding vector xz which satisfies xz ∈ X ∩ Y, where

Y = {x ∈ R
D : B̂Tx = z}.

Since both X and Y are closed convex sets, the alternating projection algo-
rithm can be applied to find xz. The details of how the projection should
proceed are demonstrated in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 The Alternation Projection algorithm

Require: z, B̂.
1: Let X = [−1, 1]D and Y = {x ∈ R

D : B̂Tx = z}, where is z the
suggested sample point in the lower-dimensional GP model.

2: Construct an initial estimate u(0) = B̂z ∈ Y.
3: for i = 0, 1, 2 · · · do

4: If u(i) ∈ X , stop the algorithm and output xz = u(i). Otherwise,

consider v(i) = (v
(i)
1 , . . . , v

(i)
D )T with

v
(i)
j =











−1, if u
(i)
j < −1,

u
(i)
j , if − 1 ≤ u

(i)
j ≤ 1,

1, if u
(i)
j > 1.

(6.2)

5: If v(i) ∈ Y, stop the algorithm and output xz = v(i). Otherwise,
consider

u(i+1) = v(i) − B̂(B̂Tv(i) − z).

6: end for

Lemma 6. The alternating projection described in Algorithm 3 satisfies
v(i) = PX (u

(i)) and u(i+1) = PY(v
(i)) for i ≥ 0.
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7 Simulation Studies

A Implementation of MAVE

B Proof of the supporting lemmas in Section 5.2

Proof of Lemma 2. Since f̂(x) = ĝ(B̂Tx) = g(BT B̂B̂Tx), uniformly
over x ∈ X :

|f(x)− f̂(x)| = |g(BTx)− g(BT B̂B̂Tx)| (B.1)

≤ C2

√
d‖(BT −BT B̂B̂T )x‖2

≤ C2

√
d‖BT (ID − B̂B̂T )‖F ‖x‖2

≤ (1 + ǭ)C2

√
d‖BT (ID − B̂B̂T )‖F

= (1 + ǭ)C2

√
d∆n,

where the first inequality of (B.1) follows because g is continuously differ-
entiable and ‖D1g‖∞ ≤ C2. ⊓⊔

Proof of Lemma 3. Let ψi(A) and λi(A) denote the i-th largest
singular value and eigenvalue of the matrix A respectively and let M =
BT −BT (B̂B̂T ). Since

(0 ≤)ψ2
i (M) = λi(MMT ) = λi(I −BT B̂B̂TB)

= 1− λi(B
T B̂B̂TB) = 1− ψ2

i (B̂
TB),

we have 0 ≤ ψi(B̂
TB) ≤ 1 for i = 1, . . . , d.

Consider first the situation when the function domain is on R
d, then

by Lemma 1 of Bull (2011), Hk(R
d) contains all real continuous functions

g ∈ L2(Rd) with finite norm:

‖g‖2Hk(Rd) :=

∫ |Fg
(

ξ
)

|2
FK(ξ)

dξ. (B.2)
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Since ĝ(z) = g(BT B̂z), if Z = R
d, by (B.2),

‖ĝ‖2Hk(Rd) =

∫ |F ĝ(ξ)|2
FK(ξ)

dξ (B.3)

= |det(BT B̂)|−2

∫ |Fg
(

(B̂TB)−1ξ
)

|2
FK(ξ)

dξ

ξ=B̂TBζ
= |det(BT B̂)|−1

∫ |Fg
(

ζ
)

|2

FK(B̂TBζ)
dζ

≤ |det(BT B̂)|−1

∫ |Fg
(

ζ
)

|2
FK(ζ)

dζ

= |det(BT B̂)|−1‖g‖2Hk(Rd).

where the inequality follows from the fact that FK is radially non-increasing
and

‖B̂TBζ‖2 ≤ ‖B̂TB‖2‖ζ‖2 = ψ1(B̂
TB)‖ζ‖2 ≤ ‖ζ‖2.

If Z ⊂ R
d, let Hk(Z) be the space of functions g0 = g|Z for some g ∈ Hk(R

d)
with norm

‖g0‖Hk(Z) = inf
g|Z=g0

‖g‖Hk(Rd),

then by Theorem 1.5 of Aronszajn (1950), g0 exists and is the unique min-
imum norm extension of g. Hence ĝ0(z) := g0(B

T B̂z) agrees with ĝ on Z
and (B.3) holds on Hk(Z).

Finally we need to show that |det(BT B̂)| ≥
√

1−∆2
n. Check that

(∆n :=)‖BT (ID − B̂B̂T )‖F =

√

Trace
(

BT (ID − B̂B̂T )(ID − B̂B̂T )B
)

=

√

d− Trace(BT B̂B̂TB)

=

√

d− ‖BT B̂‖2F
=

√

d− Σd
i=1ψ

2
i (B

T B̂),

we have Σd
i=1ψ

2
i (B

T B̂) = d − ∆2
n. Moreover, since 0 < ∆n < 1 and 0 ≤

ψi(B
T B̂) ≤ 1 for all i, we have

|det(BT B̂)| =
d
∏

i=1

ψi(B
T B̂) ≥

√

1−∆2
n. (B.4)

Therefore Lemma 3 follows. ⊓⊔

We state two additional lemmas which are used to prove Lemma 4.
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Lemma 7. For any m ∈ N, and sequences {zi}, the inequality

σi(zi+1) > (1 + ǭ)
√

C2dm
−
1
d

holds for at most m distinct i.

Proof. For any j ≤ i, since µi(z) = E[g(z)|Gi], we have

σ2i (z) = E[(g(z) − µi(z))
2|Gi] (B.5)

= E[(g(z) − g(zj))
2 − (g(zj)− µi(z))

2|Gi]

≤ E[(g(z) − g(zj))
2|Gi]

= 2(1−K(z− zj)),

where the last inequality follows from the reproducing property of the RKHS.
Since K is symmetric, ∇K(0) = 0. By (A1) and the multivariate Taylor’s
Theorem, for any z ∈ R

d,

|K(z)−K(0)| = |K(z)−K(0)− [∇K(0)]T z| ≤ C2
2 d‖z‖2. (B.6)

Since K(0) = 1, substitute (B.6) back into (B.5) gives us

σ2i (z) ≤ C2d‖z− zi‖2. (B.7)

We next show that most design points zi+1 are close to a previous zj .
Since Z = BRd(1+ ǭ), it can be covered by m balls of radius (1+ ǭ)

√
dm−1/d.

If zi+1 lies in a ball containing some earlier point zj , j ≤ i, then we may
conclude

σ2i (zi+1) ≤ (1 + ǭ)2C2d
2m−

2
d . (B.8)

Hence as there are m balls, at most m points zi+1 can satisfy

σ2i (zi+1) > (1 + ǭ)2C2d
2m−

2
d . ⊓⊔ (B.9)

Lemma 8. Let g ∈ Hk(Z) with ‖g‖Hk(Z) ≤ R. Denote In(z) = max{0, g(z)−
max1≤i≤n g(zi)}. For any z ∈ Z and any sequences {zi, g(zi)}1≤i≤n, we have

max
{

In(z)−Rσn(z),
h(−R)
h(R) In(z)

}

≤ αEI
n (z) ≤ In(z) + (R + 1)σn(z).

where h(z) := zΦ(z) + φ(z).
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Proof. Let ξn = max1≤i≤n g(zi), zn = µn(z)−ξn
σn(z)

and qn = g(z)−ξn
σn(z)

. By

Lemma 6 of Bull (2011), we have

|zn − qn| =
∣

∣

∣

µn(z) − g(z)

σn(z)

∣

∣

∣ ≤ ‖g‖Hk(Z) ≤ R.

Since αEI
n (z) = σn(z)h(

µn(z)−ξn
σn(z)

) = σn(z)h(zn), to show the upper bound,

αEI
n (z) ≤ σn(z)h(qn +R)

≤ σn(z)h(max{0, qn}+R)

≤ σn(z)(max{0, qn}+R+ 1)

≤ In(z) + (R+ 1)σn(z),

where the third inequality follows from h(z) ≤ z + 1 for z ≥ 0.
To show the lower bound, note that

αEI
n (z) ≥ σn(z)zn (B.10)

≥ (qn −R)σn(z)

= g(z) − ξn −Rσn(z)

≥ In(z) −Rσn(z),

where the first inequality follows from h(z) ≥ z for all z. Also, suppose that
g(z) − ξn ≥ 0, we have

αEI
n (z) ≥ σn(z)h(qn −R) ≥ σn(z)h(−R). (B.11)

Combining (B.10) and (B.11) gives us

αEI
n (z) ≥ h(−R)

h(−R) +R
In(z) =

h(−R)
h(R)

In(z), (B.12)

where the last equality follows from the fact that h(z) = z + h(−z). If
g(z) − ξn < 0, (B.12) still holds as αEI

n (z) > 0. Hence Lemma 8 follows. ⊓⊔

Proof of Lemma 4. Let y∗i = max1≤j≤i g(zj). From Lemma 7, for any

sequence {zi} and m ∈ N, the inequality σi(zi+1) > (1 + ǭ)
√
C2dm

−
1
d holds

at most m times. Furthermore, y∗i+1 − y∗i ≥ 0, and for ‖g‖ ≤ R,

∑

n

y∗i+1 − y∗i ≤ max
z
g(z) − y∗1 ≤ 2R. (B.13)
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Hence y∗i+1 − y∗i > 2Rm−1 holds for at most m times. Since g(zi+1)− y∗i ≤
y∗i+1 − y∗i , we have also g(zi+1)− y∗i > 2Rm−1 at most m times. Therefore,
there is a time im, m ≤ im ≤ 2m+ 1, for which both

σim(zim+1) ≤ (1 + ǭ)
√

C2dm
−
1
d and g(zim+1)− y∗im ≤ 2Rm−1

holds. Since y∗i is monotonically increasing, then for m large and im ≥
2m+ 1, uniformly over g ∈ Hk(Z),

g(z∗)− y∗i ≤ g(z∗)− y∗im (B.14)

≤ h(R)

h(−R)α
EI
im (z∗)

≤ h(R)

h(−R)α
EI
im (zim+1)

≤ h(R)

h(−R)
[

Iim(zim+1) + (R + 1)σim(zim+1)
]

≤ h(R)

h(−R)
[

2Rm−1 + (1 + ǭ)(R+ 1)
√

C2dm
−
1
d
]

.

The second and the forth inequality of (B.14) follows from Lemma 8 and the
third inequality follows from the fact that zim+1 is the maximizer of αEI

im
.

Hence Lemma 4 follows by setting m = (n− 1)/2. ⊓⊔

C Proof of the supporting lemmas in Section 6

Proof of Lemma 5. By definition of d(a;M), there exists bk ∈ M
such that

d(a;M) ≤ ‖bk − a‖2 < d(a;M) + 1
k .

It follows that {bk} is a bounded sequence. Therefore it has a sub-sequence
{bkl} which converges to a point b. Since M is closed, b ∈ M . Moreover,
‖b− a‖2 = d(a;M) by considering the limit of

d(a;M) ≤ ‖bkl − a‖2 < d(a;M) + 1
kl
.

To show the uniqueness, assume the contrary that there exists b1 6= b2 ∈M
satisfying

‖b1 − a‖2 = ‖b2 − a‖2 = d(a;M).

Check that

2‖b1 − a‖22 = ‖b1 − a‖22 + ‖b2 − a‖22 = 2
∥

∥

b1+b2
2 − a

∥

∥

2

2
+ 1

2‖b1 − b2‖22.
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Since M is convex, b1+b2
2 ∈M . This gives

∥

∥

b1+b2
2 − a

∥

∥

2

2
= ‖b1 − a‖22 − 1

4‖b1 − b2‖22 < ‖b1 − a‖22 = d(a;M)2.

We get a contradiction. Hence b1 = b2.

Suppose b = PM (a). Let w ∈ M,λ ∈ (0, 1). Since M is convex, λw +
(1− λ)b ∈M . Then

‖a− b‖22 = d(a;M)2 ≤ ‖a− b− λ(w − b)‖22
= ‖a− b‖22 − 2λ〈a− b,w − b〉+ λ2‖w − b‖22.

That is 2〈a−b,w−b〉 ≤ λ‖w−b‖22. Let λ ↓ 0, we have 〈a−b,w−b〉 ≤ 0.
Conversely, suppose 〈a− b,w − b〉 ≤ 0,∀w ∈M . Then

‖a−w‖22 = ‖a− b‖22 + 2〈a− b,b−w〉+ ‖b−w‖22
≥ ‖a− b‖22 − 2〈a− b,w − b〉 ≥ ‖a− b‖22.

Hence ‖a− b‖2 ≤ ‖a−w‖2 for all w ∈M and b = PM (a). ⊓⊔

Proof of Lemma 6. To prove v(i) = PX (u
(i)) and u(i+1) = PY(v

(i)), by
Lemma 5, it suffices to show that

〈u(i) − v(i),w − v(i)〉 ≤ 0 for all w ∈ X and (C.1)

〈v(i) − u(i+1),w − u(i+1)〉 ≤ 0 for all w ∈ Y. (C.2)

Let w = (w1, . . . , wD) ∈ X , we have

〈u(i) − v(i),w − v(i)〉 =
D
∑

j=1

(u
(i)
j − v

(i)
j )(wj − v

(i)
j ). (C.3)

By (6.2), for all j,

(u
(i)
j − v

(i)
j )(wj − v

(i)
j ) =











(u
(i)
j + 1)(wj + 1), if u

(i)
j < −1,

0, if − 1 ≤ u
(i)
j ≤ 1,

(u
(i)
j − 1)(wj − 1), if u

(i)
j > 1,

(C.4)

which is less than or equal to zero in all three cases. Substitute (C.4) back
into (C.3) gives us (C.1).
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Let w ∈ Y. Since u(i+1) = v(i) − B̂(B̂Tv(i) − z), we have

〈v(i) − u(i+1),w − u(i+1)〉
= 〈B̂(B̂Tv(i) − z),w − v(i) + B̂(B̂Tv(i) − z)〉
= (B̂Tv(i) − z)T B̂T (w − v(i) + B̂(B̂Tv(i) − z))

= (B̂Tv(i) − z)T (B̂Tw − B̂Tv(i) + B̂Tv(i) − z)

= (B̂Tv(i) − z)T (B̂Tw − z) = 0,

where the second last line follows from B̂T B̂ = Id and the last line follows
from B̂Tw − z = 0. Hence (C.2) follows. ⊓⊔
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Žilinskas, A. (1975) Single-step Bayesian search method for an extremum
of functions of a single variable. Cybernetics and Systems Analysis 11,
160–166.

30


	Introduction
	Preliminary background
	General linear dimension reduction framework
	The Bayesian optimization and the Gaussian process model

	Literature review on high-dimensional BO algorithms
	Methodology
	MAVE-BO

	Theoretical Analysis
	Reproducing kernel Hilbert Space 
	Simple regret bound 
	Proof of the main theorem 

	Extension
	Simulation Studies
	Implementation of MAVE
	Proof of the supporting lemmas in Section 5.2
	Proof of the supporting lemmas in Section 6

