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Abstract

Bayesian optimization (BO) is a leading
method for optimizing expensive black-box op-
timization and has been successfully applied
across various scenarios. However, BO suffers
from the curse of dimensionality, making it
challenging to scale to high-dimensional prob-
lems. Existing work has adopted a variable
selection strategy to select and optimize only
a subset of variables iteratively. Although this
approach can mitigate the high-dimensional
challenge in BO, it still leads to sample ineffi-
ciency. To address this issue, we introduce a
novel method that identifies important vari-
ables by estimating the length scales of Gaus-
sian process kernels. Next, we construct an
effective search region consisting of multiple
subspaces and optimize the acquisition func-
tion within this region, focusing on only the
important variables. We demonstrate that our
proposed method achieves cumulative regret
with a sublinear growth rate in the worst case
while maintaining computational efficiency.
Experiments on high-dimensional synthetic
functions and real-world problems show that
our method achieves state-of-the-art perfor-
mance.

1 Introduction

Black-box optimization is crucial in various fields of
science, engineering, and beyond. It is widely used
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for optimizing tasks such as calibrating intricate ex-
perimental systems and adjusting hyperparameters of
machine learning models. The demand for optimiza-
tion methods that are both scalable and efficient is
widespread. Bayesian optimization (BO) (Binois and
Wycoff, 2022; Garnett, 2023; Husain et al., 2023) is
an algorithm known for its sample efficiency in solving
such problems. It works by iteratively fitting a sur-
rogate model, usually a Gaussian process (GP), and
maximizing an acquisition function to determine the
next evaluation point. Bayesian optimization algo-
rithms Ament et al. (2023) have proven particularly
successful in a wide variety of domains including hyper-
parameter tuning (Bergstra et al., 2011; Klein et al.,
2017; Hvarfner et al., 2022), reinforcement learning
(Marco et al., 2017; Parker-Holder et al., 2022), neural
architecture search (Kandasamy et al., 2015; Nguyen
et al., 2021), robotics (Lizotte et al., 2007).

Although successfully applied in many different
fields, Bayesian optimization is often limited to low-
dimensional problems, typically at most twenty dimen-
sions (Snoek et al., 2012; Frazier, 2018; Nguyen and
Osborne, 2020). Scaling BO to high-dimensional prob-
lems has received a lot of interest. The key challenge
is that the computational cost of the BO increases
exponentially with the number of dimensions, making
it difficult to find an optimal solution in a reasonable
amount of time. As a result, developing more efficient
and scalable BO algorithms for high-dimensional prob-
lems is an active area of research (Rana et al., 2017),
Letham et al. (2020), Tran-The et al. (2020a), Wan
et al. (2021). The decomposition-based methods Han
et al. (2021); Hoang et al. (2018); Kandasamy et al.
(2015); Mutny and Krause (2018); Rolland et al. (2018);
Lu et al. (2022), assume that the high-dimensional
function to be optimized has a certain structure, com-
monly characterized by additivity. By decomposing
the original high-dimensional function into the sum of
several low-dimensional functions, they optimize each
low-dimensional function to obtain the point in the
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high-dimensional space. However, it is not easy to de-
cide whether a decomposition exists to learn the decom-
position. Other methods often assume that the original
high-dimensional function with dimension D has a low-
dimensional subspace with dimension d≪ D, and then
perform the optimization in the low-dimensional sub-
space and project the low-dimensional point back for
evaluation. For example, embedding-based methods
(Letham et al., 2020; Nayebi et al., 2019; Wang et al.,
2016; Nguyen and Tran, 2024) use a random matrix to
embed the original space into the low-dimensional sub-
space. Recently, several methods (Xu and Zhe, 2024;
Hvarfner et al., 2024) have been proposed to place pri-
ors on the hyperparameters of GP models. SAASBO
(Eriksson and Jankowiak, 2021) uses sparsity-inducing
before performing variable selection implicitly, mak-
ing the coefficients of unimportant variables near zero
and thus restraining over-exploration on these vari-
ables. Moreover, SAASBO still optimizes the high-
dimensional acquisition function, and also due to its
high computational cost of inference, it is very time
consuming (Shen and Kingsford, 2023; Santoni et al.,
2024).

Another approach involves directly selecting a subset of
variables, which can help avoid the time-consuming ma-
trix operations required by embedding-based methods.
In Li et al. (2017), d variables are randomly selected in
each iteration. It is important to note that for both the
embedding and variable selection methods, the parame-
ter d can significantly affect performance, but it can be
challenging to determine the ideal value for real-world
applications. Recently, Song et al. (2022) propose a
variable selection method MCTS VS based on Monte
Carlo tree search (MCTS), to automatically select a
subset of important variables and perform BO only on
these variables. However, MCTS VS does not demon-
strate how changes in variables impact the function’s
value. In our experiment, we designed the functions
with a few important variables. We see that MCTS VS
is insufficient for identifying these variables. Song et al.
(2022) also provided a regret analysis for their method,
however, the regret bound grows linearly in the number
of samples, which is an unexpected property of BO.

In this paper, we propose a novel variable selection
method for high-dimensional BO. Our main idea is to
iteratively categorize all variables into important and
unimportant groups and then construct an effective
search space where the optimization at the acquisition
step is performed only on important variables. Our
main contributions are:

• A provably efficient method to upper bound the
derivatives in terms of inverse length scales of GP
kernels. To our knowledge, this result has not been
provided in the literature, despite its simplicity.

• A design for an effective subspace in high dimen-
sional BO where optimizing the acquisition func-
tion substantially reduces computational time.

• An upper bound on the cumulative regret in terms
of length scales that has a sublinear growth rate.
To our knowledge, we are the first to characterize
a sublinear regret bound for high dimensional BO
using variable selection approach.

• Extensive experiments comparing our algorithm
with various high-dimensional BO methods.

2 Bayesian optimization with GP

We address the following global optimization problem:

x⋆ ∈ argmax
x∈[0,1]D

f(x).

where f : [0, 1]D → R is a costly black-box function
that neither has a known closed-form expression, nor
accessible derivatives and D large. We assume that all
variables in x can be divided into important variables,
which are variables that have a significant impact on
f , and unimportant variables that have little impact.

Bayesian Optimization (BO) provides a principal frame-
work for solving the global optimization problem. The
standard BO routine consists of two key steps: 1) Es-
timating the black-box function based on a handful
number of observations. 2) Maximizing an acquisition
function to select the next evaluation point by balancing
exploration and exploitation. For the first step, Gaus-
sian processes (GP) are a popular choice due to their
tractability for posterior and predictive distributions.
The GP model is defined as f(x) = GP(m(x), k(x,x′)),
where m(x) and k(x,x′) represent the mean and co-
variance (or kernel) functions, respectively. Commonly
used covariance functions include squared exponential
(SE) kernel, and Mateŕn kernel defined as

kψSE(x,x
′) = σ2

k exp

{
−1

2

∑
ρi (xi − x′i)

2
}

(1)

kψMatern(x,x
′) = σ2

k

21−ν

Γ(ν)

(√∑
ρi (xi − x′i)

2
√
2ν

)ν
Bν

(√∑
ρi (xi − x′i)

2
√
2ν

)
(2)

where ρi, ∀i = 1, . . . , D are the inverse squared length-
scales (IDL). We use ψ to collectively denote all the
hyperparameters, i.e., ψ =

{
ρ1:D, σ

2
k

}
. For a regres-

sion problem f : [0, 1]D → R, the joint density of
a GP takes the form. Given a set of observations
Dt = {(xi, yi)}ti=1, the predictive distributions follow
Gaussian distribution as:

P (ft+1 | Dt,x) = N (µt+1(x), σ
2
t+1(x))
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where

µt+1(x) = kT [K+ σ2I]−1y +m(x)

σ2
t+1(x) = k(x,x)− kT [K+ σ2I]−1k

where k = [k (x,x1) , . . . , k (x,xt)]
T
, K =

[k (xi,xj)]1≤i,j≤t, y = [y1, . . . , yt]
T
.

For the next step, the acquisition functions are designed
to trade-off between exploration of the search space and
exploitation of the current promising region. Popular
acquisition functions include Expected Improvement
(Močkus, 1975; Tran-The et al., 2022a), (Tran-The
et al., 2022b) and GP-UCB (Srinivas et al., 2009). A
GP-UCB is defined at iteration t+ 1 as

at+1(x) = µt(x) +
√
βt+1σt(x)

where βt+1 is a parameter to balance exploration and
exploitation.

3 The Proposed Algorithm LassoBO

Due to space limitations, a review of related work is
provided in Section 7 of the appendix. In this section,
we introduce a novel variable selection algorithm for
high-dimensional BO. Our main idea is to iteratively
categorize all variables into important and unimpor-
tant groups and then construct an effective search
space where the optimization at the acquisition step
is performed only on important variables. Compared
to existing variable selection algorithms, our novelty
lies in (1) selecting important variables based on the
inverse length scale and in (2) constructing an effective
search region using multiple subspaces. We theoreti-
cally show that using these strategies will achieve an
improved regret bound. We summarize in Algorithm 1
and present all the details below.

3.1 Variable Importance

Our method is based on the natural assumption that
some variables are more “important” than others. A
variable is important if it has a great impact on the
output value of f and vice versa. Our following theorem
establishes a strong link between the impact of each
dimension i toward f via the length scale variable ρi.

Theorem 3.1. Let f be a sample from GP with SE
kernel or Mateŕn kernel. Given L > 0, for any x ∈
[0, 1]

D
, we have that

• for SE kernel, P
(∣∣∣ ∂f∂xi

∣∣∣ ≤ L
√
ρi

)
≥ 1− e

− L2

2σ2
k

• for Mateŕn kernel (ν = p + 1
2 > 1),

P
(∣∣∣ ∂f∂xi

∣∣∣ ≤ L
√
ρi

)
≥ 1− e

− L2

2σ2
k

2p−1
2p+1

Algorithm 1 LassoBO

1: Input: An initial dataset D0; the number of sub-
spaces in iteration t: Mt

2: The best sampled point x0,+ = argmaxx∈D0
f(x)

3: for t = 1, 2 . . . T do
4: Fit a GP using Dt−1 on all D dimensions.
5: Optimizing Eq. (7) to get important variables

It ⊂ [D] and unimportant variables [D] \ It
6: Sample uniformly at random Mt unimportant

components Zt = {zi[D]\It ∈ [0, 1]D−|It|}i∈[Mt]

7: Construct a search space Xt = [XIt ,X[D]\It ]

where XIt = [0, 1]|It|, X[D]\It = Zt ∪ {xt−1,+
[D]\It}

8: Select xt = argmaxx∈Xt
at(x)

9: Evaluate yt = f(xt)
10: Update dataset Dt = Dt−1 ∪ {xt, yt}
11: Update the best point xt,+ = argmaxx∈Dt

f(x)
12: end for

A detailed proof of Theorem 3.1 is provided in the
Appendix 10. In our Theorem, a larger ρi indicates
that the input dimension i will influence the function

f more, i.e.,
∣∣∣ ∂f∂xi

∣∣∣ fluctuates more. In contrast, the

smaller ρi, the less the impact of xi on f . This suggests
that we can measure the variable importance on the
basis of the inverse length scale ρ. In practice, the
true inverse length scales are unknown. However, we
can estimate the true inverse length scales by maximiz-
ing the logarithmic marginal likelihood given the data
(Williams and Rasmussen, 2006).

Estimating Inverse Length Scale via Lasso Max-
imum Likelihood. The negative GP log marginal
likelihood w.r.t. the hyperparameter ψ is written as:

− log pψ(y | X) = − logN
(
y | 0,K+ σ2IN

)
= −1

2
yT
(
K+ σ2IN

)−1
y − 1

2
log
∣∣K+ σ2IN

∣∣+ const.

However, obtaining an accurate estimate requires a
large number of observations relative to the function’s
dimensionality (Ha et al., 2023), making it challenging
for high-dimensional Bayesian optimization problems.
We utilize a Lasso method to estimate {ρi}i∈[D] when
dealing with intrinsically low-effective dimensional
functions in a high-dimensional space. The general
idea in Lasso (Tibshirani, 1996) is to utilize the L1

regularization as a penalty term that encourages the
number of active dimensions to be small. In particular,
regularization of L1 will force the less important
parameters to be zero so that the parameter vector is
sparse (Zheng et al., 2003; Tibshirani, 1996). Despite
being simple, Lasso has been successful in various
feature selection tasks (Massias et al., 2018; Coad
and Srhoj, 2020). In our proposed method, we can
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Figure 1: A overview of the LassoBO. 1) Estimating the importance of dimensions by finding the sparse estimate
of ρ to classify the dimensions into two categories: “important” and “unimportant” dimensions. 2) The acquisition
optimization will be performed on the important spaces (yellow) while the random (explore) and imputation
from best found input (exploit) will be used to generate candidates for the unimportant space (blue).

derive the lasso estimate as the Bayes posterior mode
by introducing the function prior in detail as follows:

σ2
k ∼ U

(
0, 102

)
(3)

f ∼ N (0,K) with ψ =
{
ρ1:d, σ

2
k

}
(4)

ρi ∼ EXP(λ) for i ∈ [D] (5)

y ∼ N
(
f , σ2

)
(6)

where U(0, 102) denotes the continuous uniform distri-
bution, EXP(λ) is the exponential distribution, i.e.,
p(ρi | λ) = λ exp {−λρi}, ∀ρi > 0.

Given the connection from the variable important to
ρ in Theorem 3.1, we learn the maximum posterior
estimate of ρ. This is achieved by adding the negative
log marginal likelihood to the sum of the absolute
values of ρ involving L1 regularization, as shown below

Ut(ψ) =− logN
(
y | 0,K+ σ2IN

)
+ λ

∑
i∈[D]

|ρi|

=− 1

2
yT
(
K+ σ2IN

)−1
y − 1

2
log
∣∣K+ σ2IN

∣∣
+ λ

∑
i∈[D]

|ρi|+ const (7)

where the regularization λ is the rate parameter
EXP(λ) in Eq. (5) and

∣∣K+ σ2IN
∣∣ is the determi-

nant of the matrix. L1 regularization is effective in
cases where the function f has few important variables
because it promotes the sparsity of ρ, reflecting the
impact of variables on the function.

We optimize Eq. (7) using gradient-based optimization
in which the derivatives are given below:

∂Ut
∂ρj

=
1

2
y⊤K−1 ∂K

∂ρj
K−1y − 1

2
tr

(
K−1 ∂K

∂ρj

)
+ λ

=
1

2
tr

((
αα⊤ −K−1

) ∂K
∂ρj

)
+ λ

∂Ut
∂σk

=
1

2
y⊤K−1 ∂K

∂σk
K−1y − 1

2
tr

(
K−1 ∂K

∂σk

)
=

1

2
tr

((
αα⊤ −K−1

) ∂K
∂σk

)
where α = K−1y.

Determining Important Variables. Let {ρti}i∈[D]

be the solutions of the optimization problem in Eq. (7)
representing the importance of the variables xi at each
iteration t. Based on {ρti}i∈[D], we can categorize vari-
ables into important and unimportant sets. There are
various classification methods. A simple yet efficient
approach is to consider a variable xi as important if ρti
is greater than the average value of {ρti}i∈[D]. The re-
maining variables are then classified as “unimportant”.
This process produces the set of indices It represent-
ing the important variables and the number of the
important variables dt = |It|.

3.2 Variable-Important Search Space

We construct an effective search region in which the
optimization of the acquisition function is performed.
The main idea is to optimize the acquisition function
on only the important variables while keeping the unim-
portant variables fixed. By doing this, we reduce the
optimization to a subspace rather than the entire high-
dimensional space, which is computationally expensive.

Let denote x =
[
xIt ,x[D]\It

]
∈ [0, 1]D, where xIt are

important and x[D]\It are unimportant variables.

Existing methods for imputing unimportant
variables. Existing methods (Li et al., 2017; Song
et al., 2022) have considered two efficient solutions to
select x[D]\It : (1) copy the value of x[D]\It from the
best input observed so far: xt,+ = argmaxx∈Dt

f(xi).
Although the original vector of xt,+ includes both im-
portant and unimportant components, we can extract
the corresponding unimportant variables denoted as
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xt,+[D]\It . However, this pure exploitative can get stuck

in a local optimum; and (2) use a random value in the

search space xt[D]\It ∼ U([0, 1]D−|It|) where D − |It|.
Still, this solution is fully explorative and thus slow to
converge.

Explorative-exploitative imputation. To jointly
analyze the merits of the aforementioned approaches,
we make use of both to generate multiple differ-
ent values of the unimportant component x[D]\It in
explorative-exploitative ways.

Specifically, at iteration t, we generate Mt + 1
different values of x[D]\It including (i) a vector
from copying the best function value as above de-
scribed, denoted by xt,+[D]\It , and (ii) Mt different

vectors by uniform sampling, denoted by Z ={
zi[D]\It ∼ Uniform[0, 1]D−dt

}
i∈[Mt]

.

Using Mt + 1 different values of x[D]\It , we construct
a set of subspaces Xt = [XIt ,X[D]\It ] where XIt =

[0, 1]|It| and X[D]\It = Zt ∪ {xt−1,+
[D]\It}. We use this set

as a search space to maximize acquisition optimization.
In particular, we optimize for the important space XIt
while keeping the unimportant space X[D]\It fixed.

Importantly, we show that maximizing the acquisition
function using the defined search space can result in
better regret by quantifying a valid value of Mt.

4 Theoretical Analysis

We generalize Theorem 3.1 to the following assumption
4.1 for ease of analysis, since the constants a, b may
differ for each kernel choice.

Assumption 4.1. The function f is a GP sample path.
For some a, b > 0, given L > 0, the partial derivatives
of f satisfy that ∀i ∈ [D],

P

(
sup
x∈X

|∂f/∂xi| <
√
ρiL

)
≥ 1− ae−(L/b)2 .

This assumption holds at least for SE kernel and Mateŕn
kernel. Let x∗ = argmax f(x) be an optimal solution.
We derive the upper bound on the cumulative regret of
the proposed algorithm RT =

∑T
t=1 (f (x

∗)− f (xt)).
Based on the theoretical bound, we show how the algo-
rithm should be designed for RT to achieve sublinearity
asymptotically. We summarize the main theoretical
result and refer to the Appendix 11 for the proofs.

Theorem 4.2. Set ρ∗ = maxi∈[D] ρi,

d̃t = max1≤k≤t dt and βt = 2 log(π
2t2

δ ) +

2d̃t log(4
√
ρ∗bd̃t

√
log( 12Daδ )t2) and C =

maxt∈[T ] 2b
√
log( 2Daδ )(Γ(D − dt + 1))

1
D−dt log( 6δ ),

where Γ(k) = k!. Pick δ ∈ (0, 1), the cumulative regret
of the proposed algorithm is bounded by

RT ≤
√
βTC1TγT +

π2

6

+ C

√√√√√
 T∑
t=1

∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

( T∑
t=1

(
1

Mt
)

2
D−dt

)
(8)

with probability ≥ 1− δ, where C1 = 8/ log(1 + σ2), γT
is the maximum information gain about the function f
from any set of observations of size T .

Corollary 4.3. Under the same conditions as in The-
orem 4.2 and set Mt = ⌈ n

√
t⌉ where n ∈ N, n > 1, the

cumulative regret of the proposed algorithm is bounded
by

RT ≤
√
βTC1TγT +

π2

6

+ C
√
c0

√√√√√
 T∑
t=1

∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

T 1
2−

1
n(D−1) , (9)

with probability ≥ 1 − δ, where C1 = 8/ log(1 + σ2),
γT is the maximum information gain about function f

from any set of observations of size T , c0 >
n(D−1)
n(D−1)−2 .

Corollary 4.3 provides an upper bound on the cumula-
tive regret RT for our proposed algorithm. However,
in our proposed algorithm, we select only a subset of
variables (i.e., Idt << [D]) to optimize. Therefore,
βT reduces to O(d̃), where d̃ = max1≤t≤T |Idt | and
d̃ << D instead of O(D) as in standard regret bound
(Srinivas et al., 2009). However, using variable selection
will make the regret bound loose (worse) by the ad-

ditional factor C
√
c0

√(∑T
t=1

∑
i∈[D]\It ρi

)
T

1
2−

1
n(D−1) .

The component
∑T
t=1

∑
i∈[D]\It ρi relates the inverse

length scales of variables in set [D]\It which are classed
as unimportant variables as shown in Section 3.1. Find-
ing a valid set It can make this component significantly
small. We provide an experimental estimate of this set
as in Figure 5. In the worst case, this component still
can be upper bounded by T (

∑
i∈[D] ρi). Thus, the ad-

ditional factor is still bounded by O(T 1− 1
n(D−1) ) which

is sublinear in T for every n ≥ 1 and D ≥ 4 thanks
to the choice Mt = ⌈ n

√
t⌉ which guarantees the enough

exploration. Thus, limT→∞
RT

T = 0. Compared to
recent high dimensional BO methods using variable
selection (e.g., (Li et al., 2017; Shen and Kingsford,
2023; Song et al., 2022)), we are the first to charac-
terize a sublinear regret bound. Moreover, in Li et al.
(2017) and Shen and Kingsford (2023), a regret bound
analysis is performed using d fixed important variables.
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In contrast, our regret-bound analysis is performed
with an adaptive set of dt important variables which
are more flexible.

Computational Complexity. The computation of
each iteration depends on four components: comput-
ing variable importance, fitting a GP surrogate model,
maximizing an acquisition function, and evaluating a
sampled point. The first step of estimating the impor-
tance of the variable in the optimization process Ut(ψ)
requires O(t3 +Dt2). The computational complexity
of fitting a GP model at iteration t is O

(
t3 + t2D

)
.

Maximizing an acquisition function is related to the
optimization algorithm. If we use the Quasi-Newton
method to optimize UCB, the computational complex-
ity is O

(
mMt

(
t2 + tdt + d2t

))
(Nocedal and Wright,

1999), where m denotes the Quasi-Newton’s running
rounds. In our experiments, we use a small value of
Mt by fixing n = 3. We use the same computation
budget for the optimization of the acquisition function.
Therefore, compared to MCTS VS (Song et al., 2022),
the computation complexity is the same.

5 Experiment

5.1 The experimental setup

We evaluate the performance of LassoBO on differ-
ent tasks, including synthetic functions, Rover prob-
lem, MuJoCo locomotion tasks and LASSOBENCH.
We benchmark against MCTS VS (Song et al., 2022),
TurBO (Eriksson et al., 2019) with one trust region,
SAASBO (Eriksson and Jankowiak, 2021), Dropout
(Li et al., 2017), ALEBO (Letham et al., 2020), HeSBO
(Nayebi et al., 2019), RDUCB (Ziomek and Ammar,
2023) and BO (Srinivas et al., 2009). In LassoBO, we de-
fault to choosing λ = 10−3 and Mt = ⌈ 3

√
t⌉ (i.e. n = 3)

for all experiments. For Dropout and embedding-based
methods, we run Dropout, HesBO and ALEBO with
d = 10. The experiments are conducted on an AMD
Ryzen 9 5900HX CPU @ 3.3GHz, and 16 GB of RAM.
We observe that ALEBO is constrained by their mem-
ory consumption. The available hardware allows up
to 250 function evaluations for ALEBO for each run.
Larger sampling budgets or higher target dimensions
for ALEBO resulted in out-of-memory errors. Through-
out all experiments, the number of initial observations
is set at 30 and each algorithm is repeated 10 times
with different initialization. Our code is available at
https://github.com/Fsoft-AIC/LassoBO.

5.2 Synthetic Functions

We use Hartmann (de = 6), Ackley (de = 15) and Levy
(de = 15) as the synthetic benchmark functions, and

extend them to high dimensions by adding unrelated
variables. For example, the original Hartmann has
(de = 6) dimensions, we append 294 unimportant di-
mensions to create D = 300 dimension. The variables
affecting the value of f are important variables. We
evaluate the performance of each algorithm using a
fixed budget of T = 300 and measure the logarithmic
distance to the true optimum, that is, ln f(x∗)− f(xt).
As shown in Fig. 2, LassoBO performs the best in Levy
followed by TurBO. LassoBO has moderate results in
the initial iterations because only a small number of
important variables are selected, but has the best re-
sults in later iterations when the important variables
are correctly estimated. The reason for Turbo’s inferior
performance when compared to LassoBO is the greater
difficulty in adjusting the confidence region as opposed
to determining the variable significance in these set-
tings. MCTS VS has moderate performance, indicating
that the method needs more samples to be able to de-
tect effective dimensions and to focus on optimization
on these dimensions. ALEBO and HESBO performed
inconsistently, having a relatively good performance
with Hartmann but a poor performance with Ackley
and Levy because the low-dimensional space is smaller
than the effective dimension (d < de). RDUCB has
moderate performance and BO has poor performance
in these settings. SAASBO demonstrates superior per-
formance on the Hartmann function, with LassoBO
closely following as the second-best performer. How-
ever, with the increase in the effective dimensional
ratio in Ackley and Levy (D = 300, de = 15), SAASBO
is unable to benefit from the present active subspace.
This is because the number of active dimensions in
SAASBO is smaller than the valid dimensions, and
the inactive dimensions, which are not controlled, can
negatively impact performance.

5.3 Real-World Problems

We further compare LassoBO with the baselines on
real-world problems, including Rover (Wang et al.,
2018), Hopper and DNA (Nardi et al., 2022). Rover
problems is a popular benchmark in high-dimensional
BO. Hopper is a robot locomotion task in MuJoCo
(Todorov et al., 2012), which is a popular black-box
optimization benchmark. DNA is a benchmark from
LASSOBENCH (Nardi et al., 2022) and has a low
effective dimensionality. See details in Appendix 13.

In Fig. 2, LassoBO and SAASBO are the best per-
formers on Rover. ALEBO and HESBO have poor
performance with low dimensionality d = 10, thus re-
quiring a reasonable choice of d. In the MuJoCo tasks,
most methods have large variance due to the aleatoric
noise of f . Both LassoBO and MCTS VS obtain good
performances due to focusing on identifying and opti-

https://github.com/Fsoft-AIC/LassoBO
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Figure 2: Comparison with the BO baselines on the high dimensional optimization tasks including the benchmark
functions (Left) and real-world applications (Right). Our proposed LassoBO outperforms the baselines by a
wide margin. Here, de denotes the number of valid dimensions of the function. d < de is the hyperparameter that
determines the effective subspace dimension of the algorithm. In Right, we don’t observe de in advance.

mizing only a subset of important variables. In DNA
setting, LassoBO achieves a better solution at later eval-
uation than any other method in DNA setting. This
is because LassoBO can gradually identify correctly
the important variables with sufficient observation that
leads to better performance.

5.4 Ablation Study

Compare with MCTS VS. We empirically com-
pare their ability to select variables in the Levy function

(D = 300, de = 15) as shown in Fig. 3. The first sub-
figure indicates that the number of selected variables
in LassoBO begins at a minimal level and progresses
towards the number of effective dimensions. In con-
trast, MCTS VS starts with a relatively high number
of selected variables and progressively decreases to a
level smaller than the effective number of dimensions.
In Fig. 3, the Middle presents the variables selected by
LassBO and the Right by MCTS VS over iterations.
The results show that LassoBO can correctly identify
effective dimensions, while MCTS VS have selected
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Figure 3: We compare the variable selection between LassoBO and MCTS when performed on the Levy
function(de = 15, D = 300). Left: We compare the number of selected variables through function evaluations in
LassoBO and MCTS VS. Middle: We depict the selected dimensions for each evaluation in LassoBO. Right:
We depict the selected dimensions for each evaluation in MCTS VS.

Figure 4: The estimated ρi at different time step for
Levy (D = 300, de = 15). We show that the algo-
rithm can converge correctly to the true dimensions of
ρ1, ...ρ15, located at the bottom area of the plot.

many ineffective dimensions, implying the benefit of
variable selection in LassoBO over MCTS VS.

Correlation between ρ and variable importance
We study the learning behavior of LassoBO in deter-
mining variable importance. We examine the evolution
of ρ following function evaluations. As illustrated in
Fig 4, the value of ρi exhibits a gradual increase af-
ter each function evaluation and eventually converges.
This stabilization occurs after the 180th evaluation,
with correctly identifying 10 relevant dimensions as-
signing substantial value compared to the remaining
dimensions. Next, we consider the correlation between
ρ and variable importance when the number of function
evaluations is large enough. In Fig. 5, we describe the
value of ρ and the coefficient α of the Sum Squares
function f(x) =

∑
αix

2
i , where αi > 0,∀i ∈ {1 . . . D}.

In Fig. 5, we clearly demonstrate a strong correlation
between

√
ρi and αi across multiple dimensions.

Further Studies. We test our model performance by
varying D = 100, D = 300 and D = 500 while keeping

Figure 5: Correlation between ρi. The results are
averaged across 10 iterations from 290th to 300th. The
red line represents the dimension importance value, α,
the blue bars represent

√
ρ.

de = 15 fixed in Appendix 12. We also investigate
employing different window sizes to estimate the value
of ρ at each iteration.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have presented a new BO method
for high-dimensional settings. The proposed LassoBO
estimates the variable-important score to partition the
dimensions into important and unimportant groups.
We then design a Variable Importance-based Searching
Region to optimize the acquisition function effectively.
We analyze our algorithm theoretically and show that
regardless of the variable classification method used,
our algorithm can achieve a sublinear growth rate for
cumulative regret. We perform experiments for many
high-dimensional optimization problems and show that
our algorithm performs better than the existing meth-
ods given the same evaluation budget.
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Supplementary Materials

7 Related work

Expanding Bayesian Optimization (BO) to tackle problems with high dimensions is difficult because of the curse
of dimensionality and the associated computational costs. When the dimensionality increases, the search space
grows exponentially, necessitating more samples and evaluations to locate a satisfactory solution, which can be
costly. Additionally, optimizing the acquisition function can be extremely time-consuming. Several methods have
been proposed to address high-dimensional BO, each with its own set of assumptions.

Embedding-based method. A popular approach is to rely on low-dimensional structure, with several methods
utilizing random projections. REMBO (Wang et al., 2016) uses a random projection to project low-dimensional
points up to the original space. ALEBO (Letham et al., 2020) introduces several refinements to REMBO and
demonstrates improved performance across a large number of problems. Alternatively, the embedding can be
learned jointly with the model, including both linear and non-linear embeddings. Finally, Hashing-enhanced
Subspace BO (HeSBO) (Nayebi et al., 2019) relies on hashing and sketching to reduce surrogate modeling and
acquisition function optimization to a low-dimensional space.

Decomposition-based method. Assuming that the function can be expressed as the sum of low-dimensional
functions residing in separate subspaces, Kandasamy et al. (2015) introduced the Add-GP-UCB algorithm to
optimize these low-dimensional functions individually. This approach was later extended to handle overlapping
subspaces.Wang et al. (2018) proposed ensemble BO, which employs an ensemble of additive GP models to enhance
scalability. Han et al. (2021) constrained the dependency graphs of the decomposition to tree structures, aiming
to facilitate the learning and optimization of the decomposition. However, in many cases, the decomposition
is unknown and challenging to learn. Ziomek and Ammar (2023) demonstrate that a random tree-based
decomposition sampler offers promising theoretical guarantees by effectively balancing maximal information gain
and functional mismatch between the actual black-box function and its surrogate provided by the decomposition.

Variable Selection based method. Based on the same assumption as embedding, variable selection methods
iteratively select a subset of variables to build a low-dimensional subspace and optimize through BO. The selected
variables can be viewed as important variables that are valuable for exploitation, or having high uncertainty that
are valuable for exploration. A classic method is Dropout (Li et al., 2017) which randomly selects d variables in
each iteration without regard to the variable’s importance. MS-UCB (Tran-The et al., 2020b) selects a fixed
d variables to create a low-dimensional search subspace, which can balance between computational cost and
convergence rate. Chen et al. (2012) proposed a distinct procedure for identifying valid variables prior to applying
Bayesian Optimization. This variable selection method depends on a particular type of structured data and does
not assign a ranking to the variables based on their importance. Moreover, these methods have not yet utilized
the obtained observations to automatically select variables in a reasonable way. VS-BO (Shen and Kingsford,
2023) selects variables based on their larger estimated gradients and utilizes CMA-ES (Hansen, 2016) to determine
the values of the unselected variables.

Song et al. (2022) propose a variable selection method MCTS-VS based on Monte Carlo tree search (MCTS), to
iteratively select and optimize a subset of variables. For the MCTS-VS method, a set of variables is sequentially
divided into subsets, which can result in the important variables being divided into two subsets at different leaf
nodes. This occurs when, in each iteration, the selected node is incorrectly split, causing the important set of
variables to be present in both child leaf nodes. This is particularly noticeable in the early iterations when the
sampled data is limited in size.

SAASBO Eriksson and Jankowiak (2021) uses sparse priors on the GP inverse lengthscales which seems particularly
valuable if the active subspace is axis-aligned. However, if the number of dimensions of the problem exceeds the
total evaluation budget, SAASBO will only perform on a limited number of selected variables, which is fewer than
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the number of effective dimensions. Moreover, SAASBO still optimizes high dimensional acquisition function,
and also due to its high computational cost of inference, it is very time-consuming.

8 Preliminaries

The squared exponential (SE) kernel and Matern kernel are defined as

kψSE(x,x
′) = σ2

k exp

{
−1

2

∑
ρi (xi − x′i)

2
}

(10)

kψMatern(x,x
′) = σ2

k

21−ν

Γ(ν)

(√∑
ρi (xi − x′i)

2
√
2ν

)ν
Bν

(√∑
ρi (xi − x′i)

2
√
2ν

)
(11)

where σk and ρi for i = 1, . . . , D are hyperparameters and we use ψ to collectively denote all the hyperparameters,
i.e. ψ =

{
ρ1:D, σ

2
k

}
.

9 Notations

Variable Definition

x = {x1, . . . , xD}, y All variables in the input space and the noisy observation of the objective function f .
D The number of variables in the original search space.
[D] Set of indices {1, 2, . . . , D}, representing all dimensions.
Dt The dataset at iteration t, containing all past samples and their observed values.

ρ1, . . . , ρD Inverse squared length scales of the kernel function in the Gaussian Process.
xt,+ The best sampled point after t iterations xt,+ = argmaxx∈Dt

f(x).
It Set of indices corresponding to important variables determined at iteration t.
xIt Subset of important variables determined at iteration t.
dt Number of important variables at iteration t.

x[D]\It Subset of unimportant variables at iteration t.
Xt = [XIt ,X[D]\It ] The search space at iteration t, where xIt ∈ XIt and x[D]\It ∈ X[D]\It .

σ2
k Variance or amplitude parameter of the kernel in GP.
σ2 Noise variance y ∼ N (f, σ).
λ The rate parameter of EXP(λ).
de Number of effective (valid) variables.
Mt Number of random unimportant components.
βt Constant to balance exploration and exploitation at iteration t.

µt+1(x) Mean of the posterior distribution over f(x) at iteration t.
σt+1(x) Variance of the posterior distribution over f(x) at iteration t.
γt Maximum information gain at iteration t.

Table 1: Notations used throughout the paper. We use column vectors in all notations.

10 Theoretical Proof

Theorem 10.1. Let f sample from GP with the SE kernel or Matern kernel. Given L, for any x ∈ [0, 1]
D
, we

have that if the kernel is

• the SE kernel then P
(∣∣∣ ∂f∂xi

∣∣∣ ≤ L
√
ρi

)
≥ 1− e

− L2

2σ2
k

• the Mateŕn kernel (ν = p+ 1
2 > 1) then P

(∣∣∣ ∂f∂xi

∣∣∣ ≤ L
√
ρi

)
≥ 1− e

− L2

2σ2
k

2p−1
2p+1
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Proof. In the SE kernel case: For every x = (x1, x2, . . . , xD) ∈ RD, ϵ ∈ R, let x′ = (x1, . . . , xi + ϵ, . . . , xD),
we have that (

f(x)
f (x′)

)
∼ N

((
0
0

)
,

[
k(x,x) k (x,x′)
k (x,x′) k (x′,x′)

])
So f (x′)− f(x) ∼ N (0,VSE) where

VSE = k(x,x) + k (x′,x′)− 2k (x,x′)

= 2σ2
k

(
1− e

−ρiϵ
2

2

)
.

(12)

Then we have that

f (x′)− f(x)

ϵ
∼ N

(
0,

2σ2
k

(
1− e

−ρiϵ
2

2

)
ϵ2

)
.

Let ϵ→ 0, we obtain ∂f
∂xi

(x) ∼ N
(
0, σ2

kρi
)
. This implies that, given L, for any x, we have

P

(∣∣∣∣ ∂f∂xi
∣∣∣∣ ≤ L

√
ρi

)
≥ 1− e

− L2

2σ2
k .

In the Matern kernel case: For every x = (x1, x2, . . . , xD) ∈ RD, ϵ ∈ R, let x′ = (x1, . . . , xi + ϵ, . . . , xD), we
have that (

f(x)
f (x′)

)
∼ N

((
0
0

)
,

[
k(x,x) k (x,x′)
k (x,x′) k (x′,x′)

])
So f (x′)− f(x) ∼ N (0,VSE) where

VMatern = k(x,x) + k (x′,x′)− 2k (x,x′)

= 2σ2
k

(
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) (13)
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Then we have that
f (x′)− f(x)

ϵ
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11 Proof of Theorem 1

To derive a cumulative regret Rt =
∑T
t=1 rt, we will seek to bound rt = f(x∗)− f(xt) for any t. At each iteration

t, we denote by v = xIt , z = x[D]\It , x = [v, z] and S0
t = [v∗, zi]zi∈Zt

. Let [v∗, z∗t ] = argmaxx∈S0
t
{f(x)} and

fmax
S0
t

= f [v∗, z∗t ]. To obtain a bound on rt, we write it as

rt = f(x∗)− f(xt) (14)

= f(x∗)− fmax
S0
t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 1

+ fmax
S0
t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 2

− f(xt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 3

(15)
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Term 1 will be bounded from the result of Lemma 11.3, Term 2 will be bounded from the result of Lemma 11.2
and Term 3 will bounded from the result of Lemma 11.1.

Similar to Lemma 5.5 of Srinivas et al. (2009), we have the following bound on the actual function observations.

Lemma 11.1 (Bounding Term 3). Pick a δ ∈ (0, 1) and set β0
t = 2 log(π

2t2

6δ ). Then we have

f(xt) ≥ µt−1(xt)−
√
β0
t σt−1(xt) (16)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ.

Proof. Given β0
t , we have P[|f(xt)− µt−1(xt)| >

√
β0
t ] ≤ eβ

0
t /2. Since eβ

0
t /2 = 6δ

π2t2 . Using the union bound for

t ∈ N, we have P[|f(xt)− µt−1(xt)| ≤
√
β0
t ] ≥ 1− π2δ

6 > 1− δ. The statement holds.

Now let us choose a discretization Ft ⊂ [XIt , z∗t ] of size = (4
√
ρ∗bdt

√
log( 2Daδ )t2)dt .

Lemma 11.2 (Bounding Term 2). Pick a δ ∈ (0, 1) and set β1
t = 2 log

(
π2t2

3δ

)
+ 2d log

(
4
√
ρ∗bdt

√
log( 4Daδ )t2

)
where ρ∗ = maxi∈[D] ρi. Then, under Assumption 4.1 there exists a x′ ∈ [XIt , z∗t ] such that

fmax
S0
t

≤ µt−1(x
′) +

√
β1
t σt−1(x

′) +
1

t2
(17)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ.

Proof. We use the idea of proof of Lemma 5.7 in Srinivas et al. (2009) with several modifications to adapt our
method with low-dimensional subspaces.

For every v, v′ ∈ [0, 1]dt , we have

||v − v′||1 =

dt∑
i=1

|[(v − v′)]i|

≤ dt.

Now, on subspace [XIt , z∗t ], we construct a discretization Ft of size (τt)
d dense enough such that for any x ∈ Ft

||x− [x]t]||1 ≤ dt
τt

where [x]t denotes the closest point in Ft to x. By Assumption 4.1 and the union bound, we have that for ∀x ∈ X ,

|f(x)− f(x′)| ≤ L

D∑
i=1

√
ρi|[x− x′]i|

with probability greater than 1−Dae−L
2/b2 . Thus,

|f(x)− f(x′)| ≤ b

√
log(

2Da

δ
)

D∑
i=1

√
ρi|[x− x′]i|. (18)

With probability greater than 1− δ/2, for every x ∈ S(v, z∗t ) we have

|f(x)− f([x]t)| ≤ b

√
log(

2Da

δ
)

dt∑
i=1

√
ρi|[v − [v]t]i|

≤ b

√
log(

2Da

δ
)
√
ρ∗
dt
τt

≤
√
ρ∗bdt

√
log( 2Daδ )

τt
.
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Where ρ∗ = maxi∈[D] ρi. Let τt = 4
√
ρ∗bdt

√
log( 2Daδ )t2. Thus, |Ft| = (4

√
ρ∗bdt

√
log( 2Daδ )t2)dt . We obtain

|f(x)− f([x]t)| ≤
1

t2
(19)

with probability 1− δ/2 for any x ∈ Ft.

Similar to Lemma 5.6 of Srinivas et al. (2009), if we set β1
t = 2 log(|Ft|π

2t2

6δ ) = 2 log(π
2t2

3δ ) +

2d log(4
√
ρ∗bd̃t

√
log( 4Daδ )t2), we have with probability 1− δ/2, we have

f(x) ≤ µt−1(x) +
√
β1
t σt−1(x) (20)

for any x ∈ Ft and any t ≥ 1. Thus, combining Eq. (19) and Eq. (20), if we let x′ = [v∗, z∗t ]t which is the closest
point in Ft to [v∗, z∗t ], we have

fmax
S0
t

= f([y∗, z∗t ])

≤ f([v∗, z∗t ]t) +
1

t2

≤ µt−1(x
′) +

√
β1
t σt−1(x

′) +
1

t2

with probability 1− δ. Note that since x′ ∈ Ft, x
′ ∈ S(v, z∗t ). Thus, the statement holds.

Lemma 11.3 (Bounding Term 1). Pick a δ ∈ (0, 1) and set n = 2b
√

log( 2Daδ )(Γ(D − d + 1))
1

D−dt , where

Γ(D − d+ 1) = (D − d+ 1)!. With probability at least 1− δ, it holds that

f(x∗)− fmax
S0
t

≤ n

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

(
1

Mt
log

(
2

δ

)) 1
D−dt

. (21)

Proof. Given any x ∈ S0
t . Without loss of generality, we assume that x = [y∗, z], where z ∈ Zt. By Assumption

4.1 and the union bound, we have that for ∀x,

f(x∗)− fmax
S0
t

≤ |f(x∗)− f(x)| ≤ L

D∑
i=1

√
ρi|[x∗ − x]i| ≤ L

∑
i∈It

√
ρi|[z∗ − z]i|

with probability greater than 1−Dae−L
2/b2 . Set Dae−L

2/b2 = δ/2. Thus,

|f(x∗)− f(x)| ≤ b

√
log(

2Da

δ
)

√∑
i∈It

ρi||z∗ − z||2 (22)

with probability greater than 1− δ/2.

We denote the volume of space Z be Vol0. Since z ∈ [0, 1]D−dt , Vol0 = 1. For any θ > 0, let V1 = {z ∈
Z = [0, 1]D−dt |||z − z∗||1 ≤ θ}. In the case where V1 is within Z, the volume Vol(V1) is the volume of a

(D − d)-dimensional ball of radius θ with center z∗ and thus, Vol(V1) =
(θ)D−dt

Γ(D−d+1) where Γ is Leonhard Euler’s

Gamma function. The function Γ(k) = (k − 1)! for any k is a positive integer. Here, we used the formula in
Wang (2005) for the volume of (D − d)-dimensional balls in L1 norms. In the worst case where z∗ is at the
boundary of Z, more precisely either [z∗]i = 1 for any 1 ≤ i ≤ D − d, or [z∗]i = 0 for any 1 ≤ i ≤ D − d, Vol(V1)

is at least (θ)D−dt

Γ(D−d+1)2D−dt
. This is because the volume halved in each dimension. Thus, in every case, we have

Vol(V1) ≥ (θ)D−dt

Γ(D−d+1)2D−dt
.

Thus, P[||z− z∗||1 ≤ θ] = Vol(V1)
Vol0

≥
(θ)D−dt

Γ(D−d+1)

2D−dt
= θD−dt

Γ(D−d+1)2D−dt
. However, P[||z− z∗||1 > θ] = 1−P[||z− z∗||1 ≤ θ].

Thus, P[||z − z∗||1 > θ] ≤ 1− θD−dt

Γ(D−d+1)2D−dt
≤ e

− θD−dt

Γ(D−d+1)2D−dt , where we use the inequality 1− x ≤ e−x for the

last step.
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Therefore, we obtain

∏
z∈Zt

P[||z − z∗||2 > θ] ≤
∏
z∈Zt

e
− θD−dt

Γ(D−dt+1)2D−dt

= e
−Mt

θD−dt

Γ(D−dt+1)2D−dt .

On the other hand, P[||z∗t−z∗||2 ≤ θ] = 1−P[||z∗t−z∗||2 > θ] = 1−Pzit∈Zt,1≤i≤Mt
[||z1t−z∗||2 > θ∧...∧||zMt

t −z∗||2 >
θ] = 1 −

∏
zit∈Zt,1≤i≤Mt

P[||zit − z∗||2 > θ]. This is because zit are independent due to zit sampled uniformly at
random in Z. Thus, we have

P[||z∗t − z∗||2 ≤ θ] ≥ 1− e
−Mt

θD−dt

Γ(D−dt+1)2D−dt .

Now we set e
−Mt

θD−dt

Γ(D−dt+1)2D−dt = δ/2 to obtain θ = 2(Γ(D − dt + 1))
1

D−dt ( 1
Mt

log
(
2
δ

)
)

1
D−dt . Thus,

||z∗t − z∗||2 ≤ 2(Γ(D − dt + 1))
1

D−dt (
1

Mt
log

(
2

δ

)
)

1
D−dt (23)

with probability 1− δ/2. Combining Eq. (22) and Eq. (23), we have

|f(x∗)− f(x)| ≤ n

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi(
1

Mt
log

(
2

δ

)
)

1
D−dt (24)

with probability 1− δ. Thus, the lemma holds.

Now, we combine the results from Lemmas 11.1, 11.2 and 11.3 to obtain a bound on rt as stated in the following
Lemma.

Lemma 11.4. Pick a δ ∈ (0, 1) and set βt = 2 log(π
2t2

δ ) + 2dt log(4
√
ρ∗bdt

√
log( 12Daδ )t2) and set n =

2b
√
log( 2Daδ )(Γ(D − dt + 1))

1
D−dt , where Γ(D − dt + 1) = (D − dt + 1)! . Then we have

rt ≤ 2β
1/2
t σt−1(xt) +

1

t2
+ n

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

(
1

Mt
log

(
6

δ

)) 1
D−dt

(25)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ.

Proof. We use δ
3 for Lemmas 11.1, 11.2 and 11.3 so that these events hold simultaneously with probability greater

than 1− δ. Formally, by Lemma 11.1 using δ
3 :

f(xt) ≥ µt−1(xt)−
√

2 log(
π2t2

δ
)σt−1(xt)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ
3 . As a result,

f(xt) ≥ µt−1(xt)−
√
β0
t σt−1(xt) (26)

> µt−1(xt)−
√
βtσt−1(xt) (27)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ
3 .

By Lemma 11.2 using δ
3 , there exists a x′ ∈ S(A, z∗t ) such that

fmax
S0
t

≤ µt−1(x
′) +

√
β1
t σt−1(x

′) +
1

t2



High Dimensional Bayesian Optimization using Lasso Variable Selection

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ
3 . As a result,

fmax
S0
t

≤ µt−1(x
′) +

√
β1
t σt−1(x

′) +
1

t2

fmax
S0
t

≤ µt−1(x
′) +

√
βtσt−1(x

′) +
1

t2

= at(x
′) +

1

t2
.

Since xt = argmaxx∈Xt
at(x) (defined in Algorithm 1) and x′ ∈ [XIt , z∗t ], we have at(x

′) ≤ at(xt). Thus,

fmax
S0
t

≤ at(xt) +
1

t2
(28)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ
3 .

By Lemma 11.3 using δ
3 :

f(x∗)− fmax
S0
t

≤ n

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

(
1

Mt
log

(
2

δ

)) 1
D−dt

(29)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ
3 .

Combining Eq. (27), Eq. (28) and Eq. (29), we have

rt = f(x∗)− f(xt)

= f(x∗)− fmax
S0
t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 1

+ fmax
S0
t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 2

− f(xt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 3

≤ n(
1

Mt
log(

3

δ
))

1
D−dt + fmax

S0
t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 2

− f(xt)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Term 3

≤ n

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

(
1

Mt
log

(
2

δ

)) 1
D−dt

+
1

t2
+ at(xt)− f(xt)

≤ n

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

(
1

Mt
log

(
2

δ

)) 1
D−dt

+
1

t2
+ 2(βt)

1/2σt−1(xt)

holds with probability ≥ 1− δ.

Lemma 11.5. (Bounding p-series when p ≤ 1, Chlebus (2009)) Given a p-series sn =
∑n
k=1

1
kp , where n ∈ N.

Then,

• if p < 0 then 1 + n1−p−1
1−p < sn <

(n+1)1−p−1
1−p

• if 0 ≤ p < 1 then sn < 1 + n1−p−1
1−p

Proposition 11.6. Pick a δ ∈ (0, 1). Set ρ∗ = maxi∈[D] ρi and βt = 2 log(π
2t2

δ )+ 2d̃t log(4
√
ρ∗bd̃t

√
log( 12Daδ )t2),

where d̃t = max1≤k≤t dt and C = maxt∈[T ]2b
√

log( 2Daδ )(Γ(D − dt + 1))
1

D−dt log
(
6
δ

)
, where Γ(D − dt + 1) =

(D − dt + 1)!. Then, the cumulative regret of the proposed algorithm is bounded by

RT ≤
√
βTC1TγT + C

√√√√√
 T∑
t=1

∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

( T∑
t=1

(
1

Mt

) 2
D−dt

)
+
π2

6
,

with probability greater than 1− δ, where C1 = 8/ log(1 + σ2), γT is the maximum information gain about the
function f from any set of observations of size T .
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Proof. By Lemma 11.4, we have

RT =

T∑
t=1

rt ≤
T∑
t=1

2β
1/2
t σt−1(xt) +

T∑
t=1

1

t2
+

T∑
t=1

n

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

(
1

Mt
log

(
6

δ

)) 1
D−dt

.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 2 in Srinivas et al. (2009), we have that
∑T

1 2β
1/2
t σt−1(xt) ≤

√
C1TβT γT and∑T

1
1
t2 <

π2

6 .

∑T
t=1 n

√∑
i∈[D]\It ρi

(
1
Mt

log
(
6
δ

)) 1
D−dt ≤ C

T∑
t=1

√ ∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

(
1

Mt

) 1
D−dt

≤ C

√√√√√
 T∑
t=1

∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

( T∑
t=1

(
1

Mt

) 2
D−dt

)
.

Proposition 11.7. Pick a δ ∈ (0, 1). Set Mt = ⌈ n
√
t⌉ and βt = 2 log

(
π2t2

δ

)
+ 2d̃t log(4

√
ρ∗bd̃t

√
log( 12Daδ )t2)

and C = maxt∈[T ] 2b
√

log
(
2Da
δ

)
(Γ(D − dt + 1))

1
D−dt log

(
6
δ

)
, where Γ(D − dt + 1) = (D − dt + 1)!. Then, the

cumulative regret of the proposed algorithm is bounded by

RT ≤
√
βTC1TγT + C

√
c0

√√√√√
 T∑
t=1

∑
i∈[D]\It

ρi

T 1
2−

1
n(D−1) +

π2

6
,

with probability greater than 1− δ, where C1 = 8/ log(1 + σ2), γT is the maximum information gain about the

function f from any set of observations of size T , c1 >
n(D−1)
n(D−1)−2 .

Proof. We have
(

1
Mt

) 1
D−dt ≤

(
1
Mt

) 1
D−1

. On the other hand, we choose Mt = ⌈ n
√
t⌉. We have

∑T
t=1

(
1
Mt

) 2
D−1 ≤∑T

t=1 t
− 2

n(D−1) ≤ T 1−p
(

1
T

∑T
t=1(

t
T )

−p
)
≤ c0T

1−p, where p = 2
n(D−1) , c0 >

∫ 1

0
x−pdx = 1

1−p = n(D−1)
n(D−1)−2 . Thus,∑T

t=1

(
1
Mt

) 2
D−1 ≤ c0T

1− 2
n(D−1) .

Thus, by combining Proposition 11.6, the proposition holds.

12 Additional Experiments

Compare across the parameter d. We evaluated the algorithms across various d(d = 10, 15, 20) on the Levy
function with D = 300, de = 15, as detailed in Figure 6. In this benchmark, HesBO achieves the best performance
when d is precisely set to de = 15, with LassoBO ranking second. This highlights the critical importance of
accurately selecting d and underscores the strength of our algorithm in automatically identifying the important
dimensions.

Compare with EI2 and UCB2. We also now implemented EI2 and UCB2 Wüthrich et al. (2021) as the
reviewer suggested and evaluated the performance of our proposed LassoBO and the baselines on the levy function
with D = 300, de = 15, as depicted in the Figure 6. The figure shows that LassoBO outperforms these two
methods.
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Figure 6: Left: Comparison of different values of d (d = 10, 15, 20) on the Levy function with D = 300 and
de = 15. Right: Comparation with EI2 and UCB2 on the Levy function with D = 300 and de = 15.

Compare the efficiency of variable selection with MCTS VS. We compare their ability to select variables
on the Sum Squares function (D = 300, de = 15), i.e f(x) =

∑
αix

2
i as shown in Fig. 7. In the figure, the first

subfigure indicates that the number of selected variables in LassoBO begins at a minimal level and progresses
to the number of effective dimensions. In contrast, MCTS VS starts with a relatively high number of selected
variables and progressively decreases to a level smaller than the effective number of dimensions. The 2nd subfigure
depicts the variables selected in LassBO and the 3rd subfigure shows the variables selected in MCTS VS over
iterations. The results show that LassoBO mainly selects effective dimensions while MCTS VS selects many
ineffective dimensions, implying the superiority of variable selection in LassoBO over MCTS VS.

Figure 7: We compare the variable selection between LassoBO and MCTS when performed on the Sum Squares
function(de = 15, D = 300). Left: We compare the number of selected variables through function evaluations in
LassoBO and MCTS VS. Middle: We depict the selected dimensions for each evaluation in LassoBO. Right:
We depict the selected dimensions for each evaluation in MCTS VS.

Experiments on extremely low and high-dimensional problems. We also evaluate the compared methods
for extremely low and high dimensional problems by testing on Levy with D = 100, de = 15 and D = 500, de = 15.
As expected, the right subfigure of Fig. 8 shows that LassoBO has a clear advantage over the rest methods on
the extremely high-dimensional function D = 500. The left subfigure shows that on D = 100, LassoBO behaves
the best and TuRBO is the runner-up, implying that LassoBO can also tackle low-dimensional problems to some
degree.

Analysis on Mt: We conducted additional ablation studies on Mt, as shown in the Figure 9. In this experiment,
we test LassoBO with different Mt on the Levy function with D = 300, de = 10. As illustrated in the figure, when
Mt is small, the algorithm performs well in the early stages due to its high likelihood of exploiting regions already
identified as promising. However, it struggles to achieve further improvement in later stages. Conversely, when
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Figure 8: Performance comparison on extremely low and high dimensional problems.

Mt is large, the algorithm explores a broader search space, resulting in poorer initial performance. Nevertheless,
this broader exploration enhances estimation efficiency and leads to better convergence in the later stages.

Figure 9: Comparison results using different subspaces Mt.

Ablation study on the window size. In this study, we consider using the median of window size W of ρ (i.e.
ρ(t), ρ(t−1), . . . , ρ(t−W+1)) to select the variable in the tth loop instead of only using ρt. To study the influence of
the window size of LassoBO, we set W ∈ {1, 5, 10, 20}. The results are shown in Fig. 10. We see that the effect of
window size on the performance of LassoBO depends on different problems. However, with a window size of 10,
the performance of LassoBO is relatively good for both functions. Therefore, we recommend using these window
sizes.

13 Additional details on the implementation and the empirical evaluation

13.1 Baselines

To maximize the regularized marginal log-likelihood in Eq. (7), we sample 10 initial hyperparameters. The five
best samples are further optimized using the ADAM optimizer for 100 steps. If not mentioned otherwise, we
default to choosing λ = 10−3 and Mt =

3
√
t for all experiments. To update the hyperparameters by maximizing

Ut, we seek a gradient of the partial derivatives of Ut w.r.t. the hyperparameters.

We benchmark against SAASBO, TuRBO, HeSBO, Alebo, and CMA-ES:

• For SAASBO, we use the implementation from Eriksson and Jankowiak (2021) (https://github.com/
martinjankowiak/SAASBO, license: none, last accessed: 05/09/2022).

• For TURBO, we use the implementation from Eriksson et al. (2019) (https://github.com/uber-research/
TuRBO, license: Uber, last accessed: 05/09/2022).

https://github.com/ martinjankowiak/SAASBO
https://github.com/ martinjankowiak/SAASBO
https://github.com/uber-research/TuRBO
https://github.com/uber-research/TuRBO
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Figure 10: Comparison results using different window sizes for variable selection. The figure demonstrates that
the effect of window size on the performance of LassoBO depends on different problems.

• For HeSBO and AlEBO, we use the implementation from Letham et al. (2020) (https://github.com/
facebookresearch/alebo, license: CC BY-NC 4.0, last accessed: 05/09/2022).

• For RDUCB, we use the implementation from Ziomek and Ammar (2023) (https://github.com/
huawei-noah/HEBO/tree/master/RDUCB)

The experiments are conducted on an AMD Ryzen 9 5900HX CPU @ 3.3GHz, and 16 GB of RAM, and we use a
single thread.

13.2 Real world benchmark

Rover trajectory optimization problem. LassoBO is tested on the rover trajectory optimization problem
presented in Wang et al. (2018) where the task is to find an optimal trajectory through a 2d-environment. In the
original problem, the trajectory is determined by fitting a B-spline to 30 waypoints and the goal is to optimize
the locations of these waypoints.

MuJoCo. Second, it is tested on the more difficult MuJoCo tasks (Todorov et al., 2012) in Reinforcement
Learning. The goal is to find the parameters of a linear policy maximizing the accumulative reward. The objective
f (i.e., the accumulative reward) is highly stochastic here, making it difficult to solve. We use the mean of ten
independent evaluations to estimate f .

DNA. The DNA benchmark (Nardi et al., 2022) is a biomedical classification task, taking binarized DNA
quences as input. We use the negative loss function as the objective function for the evaluation.

14 Limitation

A limitation of our work is that the theoretical guarantees of LassoBO rely on a few assumptions. For example,
the regularity assumption that assumes that the objective function f is a GP sample may not be true in some
problems. Moreover, LassoBO relies on the assumption of low effective dimensionality and might not work well if
the percentage of valid variables is high.

https://github.com/ facebookresearch/alebo
https://github.com/ facebookresearch/alebo
https://github.com/huawei-noah/HEBO/tree/master/RDUCB
https://github.com/huawei-noah/HEBO/tree/master/RDUCB
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