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Abstract

Bilevel optimization, a hierarchical mathematical framework where one optimiza-
tion problem is nested within another, has emerged as a powerful tool for modeling
complex decision-making processes in various fields such as economics, engi-
neering, and machine learning. This paper focuses on bilevel optimization where
both upper-level and lower-level functions are black boxes and expensive to evalu-
ate. We propose a Bayesian Optimization framework that models the upper and
lower-level functions as Gaussian processes over the combined space of upper
and lower-level decisions, allowing us to exploit knowledge transfer between dif-
ferent sub-problems. Additionally, we propose a novel acquisition function for
this model. Our experimental results demonstrate that the proposed algorithm is
highly sample-efficient and outperforms existing methods in finding high-quality
solutions.

1 Introduction

Bilevel optimization involves nested optimization problems where the upper-level optimization
problem depends on the solution of the lower-level problem. This framework is commonly used to
model hierarchical decision-making problems involving interactions between a leader and a follower
and is at the core of a wide range of applications (Kalashnikov et al. 2015), including self-tuning
neural networks (MacKay et al. 2019),(Bae & Grosse 2020), network inspection against adversarial
attacks (Dahan et al. 2022), inverse optimal control (Suryan et al. 2016), revenue management (Ettl
et al. 2020, Bui et al. 2022), facility location optimization (Dan & Marcotte 2019, Fischetti et al.
2019) and vehicle routing (Zhou et al. 2023).

The nested structure of bilevel problems makes them challenging to optimize. Most solution tech-
niques transform the problem into a single optimization problem using lower-level value functions,
quasi-variational inequality functions, KKT conditions (Zhou et al. 2020), and tight relaxations (Zeng
2020). Recent work focuses on using descent methods to solve bilevel problems (Yang et al. 2021),
with some methods offering theoretical guarantees under specific assumptions (Xiao et al. 2023).
However, these algorithms typically assume that functions and gradients are easy to evaluate, which
may not always be the case. For example, modeling European gas markets as a bilevel problem
with chance constraints requires these constraints to be modeled as a black-box system (Heitsch
et al. 2022). Other applications include the design of graph neural networks against adversarial
attacks (Suya et al. 2017), differential privacy problems where the leader does not know the followers’
plans (Molan & Schmidt 2023) and decision-dependent uncertainty problems (Beck et al. 2023).
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These problems motivate our study of bilevel optimization problems where both the upper and lower
objective functions are black-box.

As generalized solution methods, surrogate-assisted metaheuristics have become popular in recent
years (Camacho-Vallejo et al. 2024). These algorithms treat the upper-level optimization problem
as a black-box function and solve the lower level using gradient-based methods in every iteration.
Angelo et al. (2014) improve this approach by refining the stopping criteria to reduce computation
times. Sinha et al. (2017) propose using quadratic approximations at the lower level to further
enhance computational performance. Other studies based on evolutionary computation aim to learn
different upper-level responses in parallel to utilize transfer learning in the search for the optimal
lower-level responses (Chen et al. 2022). However, the high number of function evaluations and
the required knowledge about the lower-level function properties in these algorithms make them
unsuitable for expensive black-box optimization problems. Therefore, Angelo et al. (2013) use
evolutionary algorithms to solve both upper and lower-level functions, where the lower level is solved
for each attempted setting of the upper-level decision variable. This approach, however, has two
significant drawbacks: solving the lower level in every iteration is highly sample-inefficient, and the
quality of the upper-level solution depends heavily on the accuracy of the lower-level estimates at
each iteration.

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in the field of Bayesian Optimization (BO) due to
its sample efficiency in solving expensive black-box optimization problems. It has been successfully
applied to a wide variety of domains such as hyper-parameter tuning (Jin et al. 2021), robotics
(Calandra et al. 2016), quantum circuit design (Nicoli et al. 2023), experimental design (Dai et al.
2023) and drug discovery (Colliandre & Muller 2023, Maus et al. 2022). These fields often require
the optimization of black-box systems, where evaluating the underlying function is expensive, and
gradient information is limited. The BO framework addresses these challenges by focusing on inputs
with the highest potential for improvement, cleverly selecting which inputs to test, and maximizing
efficiency in finding the best configuration.

1.1 Related Work

BO has been used as a surrogate-assisted solution method for bilevel problems. One of the earlier
studies in the literature models the upper level as a BO problem and solves the lower level function to
optimality using Sequential Least Squares Quadratic Programming (SLSQP), under the assumption
that the lower-level function is not a black box (Kieffer et al. 2017). This BO method achieves
better performance than its competitor BLEAQ which relies on evolutionary algorithms (Sinha et al.
2017). Generalizing this framework, Islam et al. (2018) show how using BO in both levels improves
the solution quality and sample efficiency compared to evolutionary algorithms. Furthermore, this
approach is theoretically studied in the context of hyperparameter tuning of neural networks where
the lower level is solved using backpropagation to find the network weights and the upper level is
solved using BO to find the right network hyperparameters (Fu et al. 2024). Improving this baseline
approach, Dogan & Prestwich (2024) propose modeling the upper-level Gaussian Process (GP) as
a joint function of both upper- and lower-level decision variables. For a given upper-level action,
optimal lower-level responses are obtained using SLSQP which assumes that the lower level is not a
black box function.

The BO framework for bilevel problems most similar to our work, with black-box functions at both
levels, is proposed by Wang et al. (2021). For each upper-level decision, a separate lower-level
optimization problem is solved from scratch using BO. However, this approach has two limitations:
efficiency and accuracy. The upper-level surrogate works with noisy observations as the lower level
is not guaranteed to find the optimal response given a very restricted budget. Additionally, the nested
structure of the problem results in a high overall budget requirement, even when the lower-level
evaluation budget is minimal.

1.2 Contributions

The literature contains only a few studies that apply BO to bilevel optimization problems. Furthermore,
most of these studies focus on a semi-black-box scenario, where only one level is a black-box
function. In contrast, the other level is known and solvable using standard gradient-based optimization
techniques, such as hyperparameter tuning in neural networks (Fu et al. 2024), or the application
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of surrogate-assisted optimization models where the lower level is solved using SLSQP or other
off-the-shelf solvers (Lu et al. 2024).

In some applications, both levels are black-box functions. Existing approaches capable of handling
black-box functions at both levels are computationally expensive, as they solve the lower level to
a “decent” optimality independently and from scratch for every considered upper-level decision
(Islam et al. 2018, Wang et al. 2021). While these methods are more efficient than their evolutionary
counterparts, they rely on a generous budget for the lower level, limiting their scalability. Moreover,
inaccurate lower-level solutions can adversely impact the algorithm’s overall performance. As we
will demonstrate, the algorithm proposed in our paper effectively addresses both challenges.

The contributions of this paper are as follows.

1. We propose a novel framework for applying BO to bilevel optimization problems by model-
ing each level as a GP over both upper and lower-level decision variables, thereby allowing
information collection and knowledge transfer across sub-problems.

2. We propose novel acquisition functions inspired by multi-task learning to efficiently sample
the decision space.

3. We empirically demonstrate the efficiency and robustness of the proposed approach by
comparing it to alternative methods from the literature.

In the following sections, we define the problem setting and basic notation that we will use for our
algorithm.

2 Background

2.1 Bilevel Optimization Formulation

The general bilevel optimization problem can be formulated as follows (Sinha et al. 2018):

max
xu∈XU ,xl∈XL

F (xu, xl)

s.t.
xl ∈ argmax

z∈XL

{f (xu, z) : gj (xu, z) ≤ 0, j = 1, . . . , J}

Gk (xu, xl) ≤ 0, k = 1, . . . ,K

where F and f represent the upper-level and lower-level functions, and Gk and gj denote the upper-
level and lower-level constraints, respectively. The goal is to find the optimal upper-level action and
lower-level response pair (xu, xl). The upper-level problem is constrained by the optimal solution
of the lower-level problem for any upper-level decision variable. In this paper, we focus on bilevel
optimization problems with only box constraints on both types of decision variables. Therefore, the
problem simplifies to

max
xu∈XU ,xl∈XL

F (xu, xl)

s.t.
xl ∈ argmax

z∈XL

f (xu, z)

where, XL and XU denote the box constraints for the lower and upper-level decision variables,
respectively. In this hierarchical problem, the leader selects an upper-level decision xu, enabling the
follower to solve the lower-level optimization problem and determine xl. The resulting pair (xu, xl)
is then used to calculate the objective function for each agent.
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2.2 Bayesian Optimization

Let f : X → R be a black-box function with no information about the function or its derivatives.
We can evaluate the function by querying an input point x ∈ X ⊂ Rd to obtain the observation
y ∈ R, y = f(x). The goal is to solve the black-box optimization problem maxx∈X f(x). To achieve
this, the black-box function is modeled by a surrogate model, commonly a GP. GPs are characterized
by a mean function, µ(x), and a kernel (covariance function), k(x, x′). Using GPs as surrogate
models offers a few advantages, such as a closed-form solution for the posterior.

Let Dn = (X,y) represent the data collected in n observations, we can compute the posterior mean
and covariance of a point using:

µn(x) = k(x,X)
[
K(X,X) + ϵ2I

]−1
y,

kn(x, x′) = k(x, x′)− k(x,X)
[
K(X,X) + ϵ2I

]−1
k(X, x′),

where ϵ2 denotes the observation noise and K is the Gram matrix. BO is concerned with identifying
the next candidate to sample in each iteration, the point that is expected to yield the largest information
gain. This is achieved through the optimization of an acquisition function. The general BO framework
is summarized in Algorithm 1. In each iteration n, given the dataset, Dn, the surrogate GP is fitted
to this data, and the next point to sample is determined as xn+1 = argmaxx α

n(x) (Line 5), with
αn(x) being the acquisition function. Once the point has been sampled (Line 6), the new data is
added to the dataset (Line 7), and the GP model is re-fitted (Line 8). This procedure continues until
the sampling budget is exhausted or another termination criterion is met. Upon termination, the
best solution is typically chosen in one of two ways (Line 10): either by selecting the best-observed
solution or by selecting the maximizer of the surrogate model’s posterior mean. This distinction also
plays a significant role in constructing acquisition functions such as Expected Improvement (EI) and
Knowledge Gradient (KG).

Algorithm 1: Bayesian Optimization

1 Initialize D0 using Sobol sampling
2 Fit a GP to the initial dataset D0 to initialize GP .
3 for n← 0 to N do
4 # Optimize the acquisition function:
5 xn+1 = argmax

x
αn(x)

6 Evaluate: yn+1 = f(xn+1)
7 Update: Dn+1 ← Dn ∪ {xn+1, yn+1}
8 Update: GP
9 end

10 return argmax
x∈X

µn(x) or {xi | i = argmaxj{yj | (xj , yj) ∈ DN+1}}

2.2.1 Knowledge Gradient

Knowledge Gradient (KG) is one of the most widely used acquisition functions in the BO literature
(Frazier 2018). In KG, we consider that the maximizer of the posterior mean will be selected by
the decision maker. It employs a one-step Bayes-optimal strategy, where in each iteration, the next
sampling point is chosen based on its potential to provide the largest expected improvement in the
maximum of the posterior mean:

KGn(x) : = Eyn+1

[
max
x′∈X

µn+1 (x′) | xn+1 = x

]
− max

x′′∈X
µn (x′′) . (1)

Due to the intractable expectation term, multiple methods have been proposed for approximation over
the years such as the discrete KG (Frazier et al. 2009), parallel KG (Wu & Frazier 2016), hybrid KG
(Pearce et al. 2020), One-Shot KG (Balandat et al. 2020), and one-shot hybrid KG (Ungredda et al.
2022).
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2.2.2 Multi-Task BO

Information can be transferred between BO problems if the tasks are correlated by jointly modeling
them. The multi-task approach, introduced by Swersky et al. (2013), has gained popularity and is
related to transferring knowledge from one domain to another in machine learning. They propose
using multi-task GPs, which use an intrinsic co-regionalization model to facilitate knowledge transfer
between tasks. Pearce & Branke (2018) proposed an acquisition function for querying the next
“task-action” pair to simultaneously optimize multiple tasks. This acquisition function can also
deal with continuous task spaces, which had not been considered in previous studies. Similarly,
Char et al. (2019) introduce a multi-task method by extending the widely used Thompson Sampling
(TS) approach to handle multiple tasks. In a multi-task BO problem, given multiple tasks, where
x ∈ X ⊆ Rd represents the tasks and a ∈ A ⊆ Rd represents the possible actions for each task,
along with a black-box objective function f : X ×A → R, the goal is to determine a mapping that
selects the optimal action for a given task, Φ(x) = argmaxa f(x, a).

3 BILBAO

In this section, we propose the BILevel BAyesian Optimization algorithm (BILBAO). The intuition
behind our algorithm can be summarized as an alternating optimization method with two steps. The
first step involves selecting the upper-level decision variables that maximize the upper-level objective,
restricted to the lower-level response map. This response map is derived from the lower-level GP
in every iteration. In the second step, we aim to obtain the optimal lower-level response x∗

l ∈ Rdl ,
for any candidate upper-level decision xu ∈ Rdu , i.e., the optimal map x∗

l = Φ∗(xu). Previous
algorithms find x∗

l by solving the lower-level problem again from scratch for every xu considered by
the upper-level, creating a computational bottleneck as well as making the system highly dependent
on the quality of the estimate (Wang et al. 2021). As a remedy, we propose to search for the map Φ
efficiently with a multi-task BO approach.

In the derivation of the response map Φ, we use the Regional Expected Value of Improvement
(REVI) acquisition function. REVI is an extension of KG to multi-task problems proposed by Pearce
& Branke (2018) and is used to find the optimal response x∗

l ∈ Xl for each upper-level decision
xu ∈ Xu, i.e., x∗

l = Φ∗(xu). Given a probability distribution for the upper-level decision variable,
P[xu], it can be defined as follows:

REVI(xu, xl) =

∫
x′
u∈Xu

P[x′
u]

(
Eyn+1

[
max
x′
l

µn+1(x′
u, x

′
l)−max

x′′
l

µn(x′
u, x

′′
l )|(xu, xl)

n+1 = (xu, xl)

])
dx′

u

(2)

For computational traceability, REVI discretizes decision spaces and uses Monte Carlo sampling,

REVIn (xu, xl) =
1

|XUMC |
∑

xui
∈XUMC

P[xui ]E

[
max

x′
l
∈XLMC

µn+1 (xui , x
′
l

)
− max

x′′
l
∈XLMC

µn (xui , x
′′
l

)]
(3)

:=
1

|XUMC |
∑

xui
∈XUMC

P[xui ]KGn
xui

(xu, xl), (4)

where XUMC and XLMC are the Monte Carlo samples and |XUMC | denotes the cardinality of the set.
KGn

xui
(xu, xl) is the KG for a fixed upper-level decision xui , i.e., the improvement in the maximum

of the posterior mean given the upper-level xui
, if information is collected at location (xu, xl). Note

that xu does not have to be in XUMC . The probability P[xui
] allows the acquisition function to

be reweighted by the probability distribution of the upper-level decisions and thus introduces an
important link from the upper to the lower level.

We model the upper and lower-level functions using separate GPs, GPU for the upper-level function F ,
and GPL for the lower-level function f . Let Fn(xu, xl) ∼ GPU (µ

n(xu, xl), k
n((xu, xl), (x

′
u, x

′
l)))

be a sample path generated from GPU . We denote the restricted sample path by Fn
Φ(xu) :=

Fn(xu,Φ(xu)).

At a given iteration n, we perform two main operations. The first operation is the decision of the upper-
level action to be used to evaluate the upper-level objective to update GPU , which we pick by applying
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Thompson sampling, i.e., determining the maximizer of the restricted sample path Fn
Φ(xu). Then we

evaluate the upper-level function using the selected upper-level decision and the estimated lower-level
response pair, yn+1

u = F (xn+1
u ,Φn(xn+1

u )). We use the new tuple {xn+1
u ,Φn(xn+1

u ), yn+1
u } to

update GPU . Following the upper-level update, the algorithm decides on the next query point for the
lower level. The lower-level acquisition function, denoted as αn, is optimized to find the next query
point, (xn+1

u , xn+1
l ) = argmaxxu,xl

αn(xu, xl). The lower-level GP is then updated with the newly
obtained input-output tuple, {xn+1

u , xn+1
l , yn+1

l } where yn+1
l = f(xn+1

u , xn+1
l ). In our experiments,

we tested different acquisition functions at the lower level such as REVI and REVITS, a lightweight
alternative to REVI. We describe the general framework in Algorithm 2.

To calculate the REVI acquisition function in Equation 4, instead of discretizing the domain of the
upper-level decision variables Xu using Monte Carlo estimates, we focus on specific x values and
apply non-uniform weighting across different tasks for calculating the acquisition function. The
important step here is to craft the probability distribution across the upper-level decision variables to be
used in REVI. We use Thompson sampling to sample the restricted upper-level sample path multiple
times to construct a set of important points XTS = {x∗,1

u , . . . , x∗,k
u }, where x∗,i

u = argmax
xu

Fn,i
Φ (xu)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. These points are likely candidates to be chosen by the upper-level decision
maker. Substituting this probability sample, we obtain the following acquisition function,

REVIn(xu, xl) =
1

k

∑
xui

∈XTS

KGn
xui

(xu, xl). (5)

We optimize Equation 5 to decide the next query point for the lower level. Intuitively, this acquisition
function allows us to improve the map Φ(xu) by prioritizing important regions determined by the
upper level.

In higher dimensions, REVI can become computationally expensive due to the underlying calculation
of discrete KG functions. To balance performance and computational cost, we propose a Thompson
sampling-based approach in addition to the REVI acquisition function. We refer to this acquisition
function as REVITS, and the corresponding overall algorithm as BILBAO-TS. In this acquisition
function, as before we craft a set of important upper-level decision variable settings using the upper-
level GP, and then apply TS restricted to these upper-level decision variable settings. Specifically,
for a given lower-level sample path, fn(xu, xl) ∼ GPL(µ

n(xu, xl), k
n((xu, xl), (x

′
u, x

′
l))), and a

set XTS , we calculate: (xn+1
u , xn+1

l ) = argmax
xu∈XTS ,xl

fn(xu, xl), to find the next query point for the

lower-level function.

To compute the lower-level response Φ, we discretize the upper-level domain to form a discrete set
XD. Then for any x, Φ(x) is calculated by fixing the upper-level decision variables and optimizing
the dl dimensional posterior mean function to estimate the lower-level response for each xu ∈ XD.
Given Φ, a practical approach to calculate Line 8 is to sample space-filling points for xu, compute
the lower-level response xl = Φ(xu) using the current lower level posterior mean µl and identify the
maximum value for yu = F (xu,Φ(xu)). To improve the quality of the discretization set, we include
the maximizer of the upper-level posterior mean from all previous iterations.

One key element in the algorithm is how the information is transferred between two levels. To
refine the lower-level GP as well as the response map, we re-weigh points that have the potential to
maximize the upper-level posterior mean using REVI. This allows the algorithm to make informed
decisions at the lower level. The lower-level posterior mean is then used to estimate the lower-level
responses for a given upper-level action. This is used to constrain the upper-level posterior mean,
making the posterior a function of only upper-level decision variables.

3.1 Benchmark Algorithm

In this section, we outline a benchmark algorithm adapted from Wang et al. (2021) to highlight the
current state-of-the-art in the literature. This algorithm uses only one GP maintained throughout
the entire run. It is fitted to a dataset containing only the upper-level decision variables and the
estimated response (xu, F (xu, Φ̂(xu))). In each iteration, a new GP is initialized to estimate the
lower-level response by solving the lower-level problem for the specific xu query point selected
by the upper-level. In the ideal case, the lower-level estimates would represent the true optimal
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Algorithm 2: BILBAO
1 Initialize D0

l and D0
u using Sobol Sampling

2 Initialize GPU and GPL using D0
u, D0

l .
3 Initialize Φ0, estimated lower-level response map.
4 Set k: the constant number of interest points.
5 Given upper-level iterations N .
6 for n← 0 to N − 1 do
7 # Thompson Sample Fn

Φ(xu)
8 Sample: Fn

Φ(xu)
9 Find: xn+1

u = argmax
xu

Fn
Φ(xu)

10 Evaluate: yn+1
u = F (xn+1

u ,Φn(xn+1
u ))

11 Update: Dn+1
u ← Dn

u ∪ {xn+1
u ,Φn(xn+1

u ), yn+1
u }

12 Update: GPU

13 Thompson Sample:Fn+1
Φ (xu), k times to generate XTS = {x∗,1

u , . . . , x∗,k
u }

14 # Run REVI using XTS :
15 (xn+1

u , xn+1
l ) = argmaxREVI(xu, xl|XTS)

16 Evaluate: yn+1
l = f(xn+1

u , xn+1
l )

17 Update: Dn+1
l ← Dn

l ∪ {xn+1
u , xn+1

l , yn+1
l }

18 Update: GPL and Φ
19 end
20 return argmax

xu

µN
u (xu,Φ

N (xu))

lower-level responses, and the collected dataset would be entirely error-free. However, this may not
hold if the lower-level response is difficult to determine within a limited number of BO iterations.
In this algorithm, we have to specify how many lower-level iterations M are allowed in each of the
N upper-level iterations. Also, we need to specify the initialization budgets Iu and Il for the upper
and lower levels, respectively. The total number of evaluations (upper and lower level combined)
is then (Iu +N)(Il +M + 1), because for every evaluation of the upper level we require Il +M
evaluations at the lower level. We summarize the benchmark algorithm in Algorithm 3.

In the algorithm, we denote the upper-level function at iteration n by αn
u and the lower-level acqui-

sition function at iteration m by αm
l . In the numerical experiments, we use EI for the acquisition

function. Given a fixed xn+1
u , the inner loop solves a single-dimensional BO problem at the lower

level. In each iteration, a new GP is initialized with a randomly selected set of initial points. The same
upper-level candidate solution xn+1

u is used throughout the evaluation of the lower-level function to
reduce its dimensionality and make the function depend only on the lower-level decision variables.
For notational simplicity, we omit the fixed upper-level decision variable in the lower-level dataset,
although it could equivalently be written as Dm

l = {(xn+1
u , xm

l ), yml }, for all m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}.
Therefore, in this algorithm, the lower-level problem is solved in the inner loop, and the upper-level
problem is solved in the outer loop. However, this approach has a significant limitation in addition to
its computational complexity. The algorithm could get stuck at a sub-optimal solution if the inner loop
fails to solve the problem to optimality. This issue is particularly pronounced in high-dimensional,
challenging problems.

To address this issue at least partially, Wang et al. (2021) suggest the option to re-optimize the
lower-level response of the best-found upper-level decision variable at the end. However, we did not
implement this option here.

4 Numerical Experiments

To evaluate the performance of our algorithms, we conduct two tests on synthetic 2D problems
and four synthetic 4D problems. For the 2D tests, we construct bilevel problems by combining
two-dimensional test functions, assigning the first dimension as the upper-level decision variable and
the second dimension as the lower-level decision variable. The test functions are normalized to unit
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Algorithm 3: Benchmark Algorithm
1 Given: Number of upp-level iterations N ,
2 Given: Number of lower-level iterations M ,
3 Given: Upper-level initialization budget Iu
4 Given: Lower-level initialization budget Il
5 D0

u = ∅
6 S0u = ∅
7 for n← 0 to Iu − 1 do
8 Initialize I0l using Sobol Sampling for a fixed random upper-level point xn

u

9 Initialize GPL using I0l
10 for m← 0 to M − 1 do
11 Find: xm+1

l = argmax
xl

αm
l (xl)

12 Evaluate: ym+1 = f(xn
u, x

m+1
l )

13 Update: Im+1
l ← Iml ∪ {x

m+1
l , ym+1

l }
14 Update: GPL

15 end
16 xi

l ∈ {x
j
l | j = argmaxj{yjl | (x

j
l , y

j
l ) ∈ IMl }}

17 ynu = F (xn
u, x

i
l)

18 Sn+1
u = Snu ∪ {xn

u, y
n
u}

19 end
20 D0

u = Sk+1
u

21 Initialize GPU using D0
u

22 for n← 0 to N − 1 do
23 # Optimize the acquisition function:
24 Find: xn+1

u = argmax
xu

αn
u(xu)

25 # Find the optimal response:
26 Initialize D0

l using Sobol Sampling and the fixed point xn+1
u

27 Initialize GPL using D0
l

28 for m← 0 to M − 1 do
29 # Optimize the acquisition function:
30 Find: xm+1

l = argmax
xl

αm
l (xl)

31 Evaluate: ym+1 = f(xn+1
u , xm+1

l )

32 Update: Dm+1
l ← Dm

l ∪ {x
m+1
l , ym+1

l }
33 end
34 xi

l ∈ {x
j
l | j = argmaxj{yjl | (x

j
l , y

j
l ) ∈ DM

l }}
35 Evaluate: yn+1

u = F (xn+1
u , xi

l)
36 Update: Dn+1

u ← Dn
u ∪ {xn+1

u , yn+1
u }

37 Update: GPU

38 end
39 return {xi

u | i = argmaxj{yju | (xj
u, y

j
u) ∈ DN}}
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bounds to ensure identical domains. Higher-dimensional tests are performed using functions from
the SMD test suite (Sinha et al. 2014). In all experiments, we have used BoTorch (Balandat et al.
2020) to fit the GP models and optimize the acquisition functions. For the acquisition functions, we
apply the built-in Thompson Sampling and Expected Improvement functions, while implementing
the REVI function, which utilizes discrete KG calculations in line with Pearce & Branke (2018). For
the 2D problems, we use 150 points generated by Sobol sampling for discretizing the lower-level
decision variable to represent the set XLMC in Equation 3. For 4D problems, we increase the number
of discrete points to 250. We normalize both the upper-level and lower-level functions to improve
the estimates of GPs. For Thompson sampling, we sample 1024 points in 2D and 2048 points in 4D
problems using Sobol sampling.

To calculate the lower-level responses, xl = Φn(xu), we fix the upper-level decision variables and
optimize the posterior mean of the lower-level GP, to obtain the corresponding lower-level response
for any upper-level action. Specifically, for a given point xu, we solve the optimization problem
x∗
l (xu) = argmaxxl

µn(xu,xl) using L-BFGS-B with 30 restarts.

We report the optimality gap at each iteration by assessing the algorithm’s performance as if it were ter-
minated at that point. Specifically, at each iteration n, we calculate xn

u = argmaxxu
µ(xu,Φ

n(xu))
and report the value of |F (xn

u,Φ
∗(xn

u)− F (x∗
u,Φ

∗(x∗
u))|, where ϕ∗ denotes the optimal lower level

response. To measure the quality of the response map across the entire domain, we define an addi-
tional metric, the action gap, as the absolute difference between the function values of the true optimal
action and the estimated action. For this, we randomly sample a set Xe of 300 upper-level actions
and calculate their corresponding optimal lower-level responses. At each iteration, we evaluate
the function values using the lower-level estimates and compare them with the optimal lower-level
responses, so

action gap =
∑

xu∈Xe

|f(xu,Φ(xu))− f(xu,Φ
∗(xu))|. (6)

Because the compared algorithms use different numbers of evaluations per iteration, we plot perfor-
mance vs. function evaluations, assuming upper and lower-level functions are equally expensive to
evaluate.

4.1 2D Tests

In the initial set of tests, we select the upper-level function to be a two-dimensional Six-Hump Camel
function and the lower-level function to be the Branin function (Molga & Smutnicki 2005). The
total evaluation budget for BILBAO is set to 180, distributing it as 10 for initializing each GP, 80 for
upper-level evaluations, and 80 for lower-level evaluations. We run the tests 10 times and report the
mean of the observed values. In the second set of tests, following the same setup principles, we used
the Dixon-Price function for the upper level and the Branin function for the lower level. In both tests,
we select 10 upper-level decision points to construct the set XTS , used in BILBAO and BILBAO-TS.

We denote the benchmark algorithm discussed in Section 3.1 by “Benchmark”, and “Benchmark 2”.
At both the upper and lower levels, we adopt EI as the acquisition function. However, as it is not clear
how many lower-level evaluations should be used for each upper-level iteration, different lower-level
budgets are used for different benchmarks. In both benchmarks, the total evaluation budget is set to
180. For “Benchmark”, we allocate 3 evaluations per GP initialization, 20 for upper-level evaluations,
and 4 for lower-level evaluations. For “Benchmark 2”, we use 3 evaluations per initialization, 27 for
upper-level evaluations, and 2 for lower-level evaluations. In all of the algorithms, Sobol sampling is
used to select random initial points.

We present the optimality gap results in Figures 1a and 3a and the action gaps in Figures 1b and 3b.
The results represent the average of 10 runs, with the shaded regions indicating the standard error
across these runs. Note that the action gap metric cannot be reported for the benchmark algorithm, as
it recalculates the optimal response from scratch at each iteration.

In Figures 1a and 3a, we observe that the optimality gap for our algorithm declines faster than the
benchmark algorithms. We also observe significant variability in the performance of the benchmark
algorithm when different evaluation budgets are used at the lower level. If the lower-level algorithm
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(a) Optimality gap (b) Action gap

Figure 1: Camel-Branin Tests

fails to provide accurate solutions, the resulting suggested solutions can be quite poor, as demonstrated
in Benchmark 2.

Figures 1b and 3b display the decrease in action gap over evaluations. The action gap stabilizes at
some point for both algorithms as they only focus on the points that improve the region of interest.
Rather than learning the entire map, the algorithms concentrate on a fraction of the domain to learn
the lower-level responses for specific upper-level decision variables.

When comparing the performance of BILBAO and BILBAO-TS, it is evident that BILBAO achieves
superior results. However, this improvement comes at a somewhat higher computational cost because
REVI is computationally more expensive than TS. Both methods perform similarly in the initial
iterations, but BILBAO demonstrates continued improvement in solution quality due to its more
advanced approach to selecting the next candidate point. REVI freely identifies a candidate point
that maximizes the increase in the average posterior mean across the interest region. In contrast,
REVITS is constrained to select a point from the upper-level slices used as interest points, limiting its
effectiveness over the long term. Also, REVI aims to improve the lower-level response map at all
interest points simultaneously, whereas REVITS focuses on improving only one response.

In Figure 2, we plot how the lower-level response map, Φn(x), and the restricted posterior mean
of the upper-level GP evolves when the REVITS acquisition function has been used. Each subplot
represents a snapshot at iterations 1, 50 and 160, corresponding to Φ1(xu), Φ50(xu), and Φ160(xu),
respectively. The plots show that the lower-level map learns the best response sample efficiently,
enabling the upper-level to sample actions with a well-informed lower-level estimate. Key markers in
the plots include the red cross, indicating the last upper-level value sampled, the yellow star denoting
the true optimal solution, the red star representing the best action selected in that iteration as the
maximizer of the posterior mean, and the green path showing the estimated lower-level responses.

The progression of the lower-level response map in Figure 2 aligns with the optimality gap and action
gap results presented in Figure 1. The lower-level responses converge quickly and remain almost
identical beyond iteration 50. Similarly, the true bilevel optimum is identified around iteration 50.

4.2 4D Tests

For the higher-dimensional tests, we use 4D test functions from the SMD benchmark suite (Sinha et al.
2014). We employ the first four SMD functions and use the first two dimensions as the upper-level
decision variables and the remaining two as the lower-level responses. For BILBAO, we set a total
evaluation budget of 240, allocating 20 for initializing each GP, 100 for upper-level evaluations, and
100 for lower-level evaluations. The performance of the benchmark algorithm is assessed under two
different budget configurations. In the “Benchmark” algorithm, the total evaluation budget is also set
to 240, distributed as 5 for initializing each GP, 10 for upper-level evaluations, and 10 for lower-level
evaluations. Similarly, in “Benchmark 2”, the total and initialization budgets remain unchanged,
but the upper-level budget is adjusted to 17 and the lower-level budget is reduced to 5. Across all
algorithms, Sobol sampling is used to select random points for initialization.

10



(a) Posterior mean after the first evaluation
(b) Posterior mean and response map after the first
evaluation

(c) Posterior mean after the 50’th evaluation
(d) Posterior mean and response map after the 50’th
evaluation

(e) Posterior mean and response map after the
160’th evaluation (f) Posterior mean after the 160’th evaluation

Figure 2: Upper-level restricted posterior mean, µn(xu,Φ
n(x)), for the Camel-Branin test in different

iterations.
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(a) Optimality gap (b) Action gap

Figure 3: Dixon-Branin Tests

In the calculation of REVI and REVITS, similar to the 2D tests, we construct the set XTS from 10
upper-level decision points and use 250 points to discretize the lower-level action space.

The test results for SMD1 through SMD4 are shown in Figures 4a to 4d. For all functions, both
BILBAO and BILBAO-TS converge faster than the benchmarks. In Figure 4d, we observe that the
benchmark becomes stuck at a local optimum at the lower level, leading to inaccurate solutions.

(a) SMD1 (b) SMD2

(c) SMD3 (d) SMD4

Figure 4: SMD optimality gap logscaled
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a new framework for bilevel Bayesian optimization, BILBAO, where both
levels are expensive black-box functions. Our approach leverages multi-task Bayesian optimization to
learn lower-level responses for promising upper-level decision variables efficiently. We use Thompson
sampling on the upper-level GP to explore candidate solutions conditioned on the lower-level response
map obtained by the lower-level GP. We show empirically that this framework converges faster and
more consistently than state-of-the-art benchmarks.
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6 Appendix

In Figures 5 and 6, we present the action gaps across the entire upper-level decision domain and
the action gap for the optimal bilevel solution, respectively. We present these figures to illustrate
the evolution of the complete lower-level response map over iterations, alongside the lower-level
response corresponding to the true optimal solution. We highlight our method of leveraging interest
regions by demonstrating how our approach identifies key areas of the lower-level map to enhance
sampling efficiency without having to learn the entire response map. The plots show the means and
the standard errors of 10 independent runs.

In Figure 5, it can be seen that the loss trend does not fully converge. It only decreases when REVI
is used in SMD1 and SMD2. This is because the lower-level acquisition functions are designed
to sample selectively at points that are informative for the upper level, leaving the majority of
the map unsampled. If we just look at the action gap at the true optimal upper-level solution,
|F (x∗

u,Φ
∗(x∗

u) − F (x∗
u,Φ

n(x∗
u)| we would expect that the gap keeps reducing as the algorithm

hones in onto the optimum, which seems not fully confirmed in Figure 6.

(a) SMD1 (b) SMD2

(c) SMD3 (d) SMD4

Figure 5: Action gaps for the SMD functions
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(a) SMD1 (b) SMD2

(c) SMD3 (d) SMD4

Figure 6: Action gaps for the SMD functions only at the optimum
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