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Abstract

We propose a novel Bayesian approach to solve stochastmination problems

that involve fnding extrema of noisy, nonlinear functio®sevious work has fo-
cused on representing possible functions explicitly, Wiéads to a two-step pro-
cedure of first, doing inference over the function space awdrsd, finding the

extrema of these functions. Here we skip the representatiem and directly

model the distribution over extrema. To this end, we devis®a-parametric
conjugate prior based on a kernel regressor. The resultistegpor distribution

directly captures the uncertainty over the maximum of theneomn function. We

illustrate the effectiveness of our model by optimizing #sgphigh-dimensional,
non-convex objective function.

1 Introduction

Historically, the fields of statistical inference and stastic optimization have often developed their
own specific methods and approaches. Recently, howeveeg tzes been a growing interest in
applying inference-based methods to optimization probland vice versa[1+4]. Here we consider
stochastic optimization problems where we observe nasg¢aminated values from an unknown
nonlinear function and we want to find the input that maxireittee expected value of this function.

The problem statement is as follows. L&tbe a metric space. Consider a stochastic function
f X ~ R mapping a test point € X to real valueg; € R characterized by the conditional pdf
P(y|z). Consider the mean function

f(z) = E[ylz] = /yP(yI:v) dy. @)
The goal consists in modeling the optimal test point

" = arg m;mx{f(a:)} 2
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Figure 1: a) Given an estimateof the mean functiorf (left), a simple probability density function
over the location of the maximunt* is obtained using the transformatidt{z*) « exp{ah(z*)},
wherea > 0 plays the role of the precision (right). b) lllustration bétGramian matrix for different
test locations. Locations thar are close to each other pmliuge off-diagonal entries.

Classic approaches to solve this problem are often basetbdnastic approximation methods [5].
Within the context of statistical inference, Bayesian wmyitiation methods have been developed
where a prior distribution over the space of functions isias=d and uncertainty is tracked during
the entire optimization process |6, 7]. In particular, rmarametric Bayesian approaches such as
Gaussian Processes have been applied for derivative gtieipation [8, 9], also within the context
of the continuum-armed bandit problem[[10]. Typically,sbdayesian approaches aim to explicitly
represent the unknown objective function Of (1) by enteitaj a posterior distribution over the
space of objective functions. In contrast, we aim to modaally the distribution of the maximum

of (@) conditioned on observations.

The paper is structured as follows. Secfibn 2 gives a brigérdgtion of the model suitable for direct
implementation. The model is then derived in Secfibn 3. iBefl presents experimental results.
Sectior[ 4 concludes.

2 Description of the Model

Our model is intuitively straightforward and easy to impknll. Leth(z) : X — R be an estimate

of the meanf(z) constructed from dat®; := {(z;,v:)}!_, (Figure[1a, left). This estimate can

easily be converted into a posterior pdf over the locatiathefmaximum by first multiplying it with

a precision parameter > 0 and then taking the normalized exponential (Figure 1atyigh
P(z*|Dy) x exp{a - h(z")}.

In this transformation, the precision parameterontrols the certainty we have over our estimate of

the maximizing argumenty ~ 0 expresses almost no certainty, while— co expresses certainty.

The rationale for the precision is: the matistinctinputs we test, the higher the precision—testing

the same (or similar) inputs only providiegal information and therefore should not increase our

knowledge about thglobal maximum. A simple and effective way of implementing thisade

given by
. > K (@i, i) > K (@i, a*)yi + Ko(2")yo(z”)
P |Dr) o exp{p. <€+t' i K(xz‘affj)) S K (g, a7) + Ko(z¥) }’ )

effective # of locations estimate off (z*)
wherep, ¢, K, Ky andy, are parameters of the estimatgr: > 0 is the precision we gain for
each new distinct observatiofi;> 0 is the number of prior pointg( : X x X — RT is a finite,
symmetric kernel functioni, : X — R is a prior precision function; ang, : X — R is a prior
estimate off.

In @), the mean functiorf is estimated with a kernel regressor![11], and the totakéffe number
of locations is calculated as the sum of the prior locatioasd the number of distinct locations in
the dataD,. The latter is estimated by multiplying the number of datafsa with the coefficient

Zi K(‘T“ xi)
>0 Kz, w))

Implementations can be downloaded from http://www.adaptients.org/argmaxpr|or

€ (0,1],
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i.e. the ratio between the trace of the Gramian mdtkiXz;, x;)); ; and the sum of its entries. Inputs
that are very close to each other will have overlapping Kermesulting in large off-diagonal entries
of the Gramian matrix—hence decreasing the number of didtications (Figurgllb).

The expression for the posterior can be calculated, up tonatant factor, in quadratic time in
the number of observations. It can therefore be easily coetbivith Markov chain Monte Carlo
methods (MCMC) to implement stochastic optimizers astitated in Sectiohl4.

3 Derivation of the Model

3.1 Function-Based, Indirect M odel

Our first task is to derive aindirectBayesian model for the optimal test point that builds itinesate

via the underlying function space. L&tbe the set of hypotheses, and assume that each hypothesis
g € G corresponds to a stochastic mapping X’ ~ R. Let P(g) be the pridi overG and let the
likelihood beP({y;}|g, {=:}) = I, P(v|g, ). Then, the posterior of is given by

_ P(g)P({yetlg, {z}) _ Plg) 11 P(yelg, )
Plllvd A=) = =5yt~ PlwdHe) @

For eachz* € X, let G(z*) C G be the subset of functions such that for @l G(z*), 2* =
arg max,{g(x) . Then, the posterior over the optimal test paihtis given by

PGl o) = [ Ploltu () do ©)
This model has two important drawbacks: (a) it relies on ningethe entire function spacé,
which is potentially much more complex than necessary;t(f®quires calculating the integrél (5),
which is intractable for virtually all real-world problems

3.2 Domain-Based, Direct Model

We want to arrive at a Bayesian model that bypasses the atteqistep suggested by (5) and directly
models the location of optimal test point. The following theorem explains how thirect model
relates to the previous model.

Theorem 1. The Bayesian model for the optimal test paititis given by
Pa)= [ Plodg (prior)
G(z*)

Jo(ary PWelgs w:)P(9) 1=y P(yklg, x) dg
fg(z*)P(g) 11;_:11 P(yklg, zr) dg

whereD, := {(zx, yx)}:_, is the set of past tests.

P(ys|a™, 24, Dy1) = : (likelihood)

Proof. Using Bayes' rule, the posterior distributidh(z*|{y: }, {z:}) can be rewritten as
P(a)[[, P(ye|lz™, 24, Di—1)
P({yi}{x:})
Since this posterior is equal fd (5), one concludes (usipgiiét

P(a) [[ Pla™ 20, Der) = /g . PO T Palg.r) do.
t r t

(6)

Note that this expression corresponds to the jgitit*, {y; }|{z+}). The priorP(z*) is obtained by
settingt = 0. The likelihood is obtained as the fraction

P(z*, {yk}};:l ka}zzl)
Pl {yrtsi {zr}isy)

2For the sake of simplicity, we neglect issues of measutgluifiG.
3Note that we assume that the mean funcgjds bounded and that it has a unique maximizing test point.

P(y|a™, 2¢,Dy—1) =
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Figure 2: lllustration of assumptions. a) Three functiasifG(2*). They all have their maximum
located att* € X. b) Schematic representation of the likelihood function:bfe X conditioned
on a few observations. The curve corresponds to the mearhamnshaided area to the confidence
bounds. The density inside of the neighborhood is uniqueedcypothesis:*, while the density
outside is shared amongst all the hypotheses. c) The letiHdod ratio of the hypothese§ and

x3 as a function of the test point The kernel used in the plot is Gaussian.

where it shall be noted that the denomina®gr*, {y; }}_} |{zx};_}) doesn’t change if we add the
conditionz;. O

From Theorenil it is seen that although the likelihood mdeg);|g, z;) for the indirect model
is i.i.d. at each test point, the likelihood modely;|z*, z;, D;—1) for the direct model depends
on the past test®,_;, that is,it is adaptive More critically though, the likelihood function’s
internal structure of the direct model corresponds to aegiration over function space as well—
thus inheriting all the difficulties of the indirect model.

3.3 Abstract Propertiesof the Likelihood Function

There is a way to bypass modeling the function space eXpliitve make a few additional as-
sumptions. We assume that for an¥ G(x*), the mean functiog is continuous and has a unique
maximum. Then, the crucial insight consists in realizirgt the value of the mean functigrinside

a sufficiently small neighborhood ef is larger than the value outside of it (see Fidure 2a).

We assume that, for ary> 0 and anyz € X, let Bs(z) denote the opediball centered onr. The
functions ingG fulfill the following properties:

a. Continuous:Every functiong € G is such that its meagis continuous and bounded.

b. Maximum: For anyz* € X, the functionyy € G(z*) are such that for ab > 0 and all
z & Bs(x), g(z*) > g(2).

Furthermore, we impose a symmetry condition on the likathtunction. Letz} andz; be in X,
and consider their associated equivalence clagées) andG(z3). There is no reason for them to
be very different: in fact, they should virtually be indmgguishable outside of the neighborhoods
of 23 andz3. Itis only inside of the neighborhood af wheng(x}) becomes distinguishable from
the other equivalence classes because the functiofisih) systematically predict higher values
than the rest. This assumption is illustrated in Fidure 2fatt, taking the log-likelihood ratio of
two competing hypotheses

P(yi|at, x¢,Di—1)

lo
8 P(ye|as, xt, Dy—1)

for a given test location, should give a value equal to zero unlegss inside of the vicinity ot}

or z3 (see Figurél2c). In other words, the amount of evidence athgsts gets when the test point
is outside of its neighborhood is essentially zero (i.es thie same as the amount of evidence that
most of the other hypotheses get).



3.4 Likelihood and Conjugate Prior

Following our previous discussion, we propose the follaplikelihood model. Given the previous
dataD,_; and a test point; € X, the likelihood of the observatiap is

1 . .
m)\(yﬂxt,ptfﬂexp{at che(x®) — a1 - he—1 (x )}’ (7)

where: Z(z;, D;—1) is a normalizing constant\(y:|z:, D;—1) iS a posterior probability ovey;
givenz,; and the datd;_1; «; is a precision measuring the knowledge we have about theewhol
function given by

P(yt|x*7 Itvptfl) -

> K@i, z:) )
i Kz, z))

wherep > 0 is a precision scaling parametér;> 0 is a parameter representing the number prior
locations tested; ani, is an estimate of the mean functigrgiven by

S K (w2 ys + Ko(x*)yo(iﬂ*).
St K(xi,x%) 4+ Ko(z*)

In the last expression, corresponds to a prior estimate oith prior precisionk. Inspectingl(V),
we see that the likelihood model favours positive changdise@stimated mean functidrmm new,
unseen test locations. The pdfy:|z:, D:—1) does not need to be explicitly defined, as it will later
drop out when computing the posterior. The only formal regmient is that it should be independent
of the hypothesis*.

ag:=p-€ and at::p-(f—l-

h’O(I*) = yo(I*) and ht(CC*) =

We propose the conjugate prior
P(z") = A exp{ao - go(z™)} = A exp{{ - yo(z")}. (8)
0 0

The conjugate prior just encodes a prior estimate of the mgastion. In a practical optimization
application, it serves the purpose of guiding the exploratif the domain, as location$ with high
prior valuey,(z*) are more likely to contain the maximizing argument.

Given a set of data poin®;, the prior [8) and the likelihood{7) lead to a posterior givey
( *)HZ L Plyrlz*, o, Di—1)
[ P(@) [Tjey Plykl?’, xr, Dior) da’
o exp{dm (@) — a1 - b1 (07)} 2 [Ty Z (i, Di1) ™!
- Jeexp{> 5y ar - hi(@) — oy - hi—1(2) } Z5 [Ty Z (@0, Di—1) ' da’
- exp{ay - hy( *)}
fxexp{at he(x }d:z:

Thus, the particular choice of the likelihood function qarsiees an analytically compact posterior
expression. In general, the normalizing constaritiin (timctable, which is why the expression is
only practical for relative comparisons of test locatioBabstituting the precision; and the mean
function estimaté, yields

P(a"|Dy) o exp{p- <£ +t-

P(a"|Dy) =

9)

> K@i, i) )Z i K (i, 2")yi + Ko(z")yo (:v*)}
22 Kz, z)) > K(zi, 2*) + Ko(z*) '

4 Experimental Results

4.1 Parameters.

We have investigated the influence of the parameters on shitirey posterior probability distribu-
tion. FigurdB shows how the choice of the precisicand the kernel widtlr affect the shape of the
posterior probability density. We have used the Gaussianeke

K(x,x*)zexp{ 212(:6—:6 )2} (10)
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Figure 3: Effect of the change of parameters on the postdeapsity over the location of the max-
imizing test point. Panel (a) shows the 7 data points draemfthe noisy function (solid curve).
Panel (b) shows the effect of diminishing the precision an pbsterior, where solid and shaded
curves correspond to = 0.2 andp = 0.1 respectively. Panel (c) shows the effect of increasing
the width of the kernel (here, Gaussian). The solid and datteves correspond t® = 0.01 and

o = 0.1 respectively.

In this figure, 7 data points are shown, which were drawp as N(f(x),0.3), where the mean
function is

f(x) = cos(2z + 37) + sin(6z + 3). (11)
The functionsk andy, were chosen as
1
Ko(z) =1 and  yo(z) = —2—2(17 — o), (12)
90
where the latter corresponds to the logarithm of a Gaussi#im mveanu, = 1.5 and vari-

ances? = 5. Choosing a higher value fgr leads to sharper updates, while higher values for the
kernel widtho produce smoother posterior densities.

4.2 Application to Optimization.

Comparison to Gaussian Process UCB. We have used the model to optimize the same func-
tion (11) as in our preliminary tests but with higher additivise equal to one. This is done by sam-
pling the next test point; directly from the posterior density over the optimum locatP (z*|D;),

and then using the resulting pdir;, y:) to recursively update the model. Essentially, this procedu
corresponds to Bayesian control rule/Thompson sampliBgl3].

We compared our method against a Gaussian Process opioniragthod using an upper con-
fidence bound (UCB) criterion [10]. The parameters for the BB were set to the following
values: observation noise, = 0.3 and length scalé = 0.3. For the constant that trades off ex-
ploration and exploitation we followed Theoremin [10] which states3; = 2log(|D|t?72/65)
with § = 0.5. We have implemented our proposed method with a Gaussiaelkas in [10) with
width o2 = 0.05. The prior sufficient statistics are exactly as[inl(12). Thecfsion parameter was
settop = 0.3.

Simulation results over ten independent runs are sumnuhiizé-igure[4. We show the time-
averaged observation valugf the noisy function evaluated at test locations samplethfthe
posterior. Qualitatively, both methods show very similaneergence (on average), however our
method converges faster and with a slightly higher variance

High-Dimensional Problem. To test our proposed method on a challenging problem, we have
designed a non-convex, high-dimensional noisy functioth wiultiple local optima. ThisNoisy
Ripplesfunction is defined as

f(@) = 00l = ull* + cos(F7llx — ul)
whereu € X is the location of the global maximum, and where observatimve additive Gaussian
noise with zero mean and variangé. The advantage of this function is that it generalizes veell t
any number of dimensions of the domain. Figlure 5a illustrétte function for the 2-dimensional
input domain. This function is difficult to optimize becaliseequires averaging the noisy observa-
tions and smoothing the ridged landscape in order to ddteairtiderlying quadratic form.

We optimized the 50-dimensional version of this functiomgsa Metropolis-Hastings scheme to
sample the next test locations from the posterior over themiaing argument. The Markov chain
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Figure 4: Observation values obtained by sampling from tstgyior over the maximizing argument
(left panel) and according to GP-UCB (right panel). Thedblue curve corresponds to the time-
averaged function value, averaged over ten runs. The gesy @rresponds to the error bounds
(1 standard deviation), and the dashed curve in red showiaribeaverage of a single run.
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Figure 5: a) ThéNoisy Ripple®bjective function in 2 dimensions. b) The time-averagdderand
the regret obtained by the optimization algorithm on a S@atisional version of theoisy Ripples
function.

was started af20, 20, - - - , 20]7, executing 120 isotropic Gaussian steps of variah6& before
the point was used as an actual test location. For the argpmax we used a Gaussian kernel
with lengthscald = 2, precision factop = 1.5, prior precisionKy(z*) = 1 and prior mean
estimateyy(z*) = — &5/« + 5/|?. The goal was located at the origin.

The result of one run is presented in Figure 5b. It can be destiitte optimizer manages to quickly
(=~ 100 samples) reach near-optimal performance, overcomingiffieutties associated with the
high-dimensionality of the input space and the numeroual loptima. Crucial for this success was
the choice of a kernel that is wide enough to accurately egéirthe mean function. The authors are
not aware of any method capable of solving a problem is simfaracteristics.

5 Discussion & Conclusions

We have proposed a novel Bayesian approach to model thédocdthe maximizing test point of a
noisy, nonlinear function. This has been achieved by direcinstructing a probabilistic model over
the input space, thereby bypassing having to model the ymdgfunction space—a much harder
problem. In particular, we derived a likelihood functioratibelongs to the exponential family by
assuming a form of symmetry in function space. This in turralded us to state a conjugate prior
distribution over the optimal test point.



Our proposed model is computationally very efficient whempared to Gaussian process-based
(cubic) or UCB-based models (expensive computatioargfmax). The evaluation time of the
posterior density scales quadratically in the size of tha.dd@his is due to the calculation of the
effective number of previously seen test locations—thadleregressor requires linear compuation
time. However, during MCMC steps, the effective number st tecations does not need to be
updated as long as no new observations arrive.

In practice, one of the main difficulties associated with ptoposed method is the choice of the
parameters. As in any kernel-based estimation method siingthe appropriate kernel bandwidth
can significantly change the estimate and affect the pedoomof optimizers that rely on the model.
There is no clear rule on how to choose a good bandwidth.

In a future research, it will be interesting to investigdte theoretical properties of the proposed
nonparametric model, such as the convergence speed otitnats and its relation to the extensive
literature on active learning and bandits.
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