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Abstract

Real-world problems often involve the optimization of several objectives under multiple
constraints. An example is the hyper-parameter tuning problem of machine learning algo-
rithms. In particular, the minimization of the estimation of the generalization error of a deep
neural network and at the same time the minimization of its prediction time. We may also
consider as a constraint that the deep neural network must be implemented in a chip with
an area below some size. Here, both the objectives and the constraint are black boxes, i.e.,
functions whose analytical expressions are unknown and are expensive to evaluate. Bayesian
optimization (BO) methodologies have given state-of-the-art results for the optimization of
black-boxes. Nevertheless, most BO methods are sequential and evaluate the objectives and
the constraints at just one input location, iteratively. Sometimes, however, we may have
resources to evaluate several configurations in parallel. Notwithstanding, no parallel BO
method has been proposed to deal with the optimization of multiple objectives under several
constraints. If the expensive evaluations can be carried out in parallel (as when a cluster
of computers is available), sequential evaluations result in a waste of resources. This arti-
cle introduces PPESMOC, Parallel Predictive Entropy Search for Multi-objective Bayesian
Optimization with Constraints, an information-based batch method for the simultaneous op-
timization of multiple expensive-to-evaluate black-box functions under the presence of several
constraints. Iteratively, PPESMOC selects a batch of input locations at which to evaluate the
black-boxes so as to maximally reduce the entropy of the Pareto set of the optimization prob-
lem. To our knowledge, this is the first batch method for constrained multi-objective BO. We
present empirical evidence in the form of synthetic, benchmark and real-world experiments
that illustrate the effectiveness of PPESMOC.

1 Introduction

Black-boxes are defined as functions whose analytical expression is unknown. Hence, we can not
compute their gradients. Moreover, these are expensive to evaluate functions, either in terms
of computational time or other resources. Additionally, the evaluations of these functions are
noisy. That is, the evaluation of these functions is contaminated by noise. More precisely, an
example of a black-box is the hyper-parameter tuning of a machine learning algorithm (Feurer|
land Hutter} 2019). In this problem, the estimation of the generalization error carried out by a
machine learning algorithm over a dataset is minimized. Furthermore, many real-world scenarios
involve the simultaneous optimization of a set of objectives subject to several constraints being
simultaneously validated. An example of such an scenario is tuning the control system of a four-
legged robot. We may be interested in finding the optimal control parameters to minimize the
robot’s energy consumption and maximize locomotion speed (Ariizumi et al., 2014), under the
constraint that the amount of weight placed on a leg of the robot does not exceed a specific
value, or similarly, that the maximum angle between the legs of the robot is below some other
value for safety reasons. Measuring the objectives and the constraints in this case may involve




an expensive computer simulation or doing some actual experiment with the robot. There is no
analytical expression to describe the output of that process, which can take a significant amount
of time. Moreover, the result of the experiment can be different each time, depending, e.g., on the
environmental conditions.

Bayesian optimization (BO) has been empirically shown to be a good class of methods to deal
with the optimization problems described in the previous paragraph (Mockus et al., [1978]). In par-
ticular, several constrained multi-objective BO methods have obtained good results in that setting
(Feliot et al., 2017; |Garrido-Merchdan and Hernandez-Lobato, 2019)). These methods iteratively
suggest, in an intelligent way, a point at which to evaluate the objectives and the constraints to
solve the optimization problem in a small number of steps. This process is repeated until enough
points have been evaluated. Then, a recommendation is made as the potential solution of the prob-
lem. However, a limitation of BO methods for constrained multi-objective optimization is that
they choose a single location at a time at which to evaluate the black-boxes (Garrido-Merchan and
Hernandez-Lobatol [2019). Assume that a cluster of computers or some other resource is available
to perform the evaluation of the black-boxes at several points in parallel. If only a single point is
evaluated each time, this results in a a waste of resources and leads to sub-optimal optimization
results. The problem described can be solved by using BO methods that suggest not only a single
point at which to evaluate the black-boxes, but a batch or collection of points of adjustable size
(Azimi et al), 2012; |Bergstra et al., |2011; |Gonzalez et al., [2016; |Shah and Ghahramani, 2015).

To the best of our knowledge, no BO method has been proposed to deal with the optimization
of multiple objectives under several constraints, when the evaluations can be done in parallel. Only
sequential methods have been introduced to tackle the constrained multi-objective scenario (Fe-
liot et al., |2017; |Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-Lobatol 2019)). Therefore, the literature about
BO is missing important methods to address BO problems with the characteristics described. In
this work, we propose a BO method called PPESMOC, Parallel Predictive Entropy Search for
Multi-objective Bayesian Optimization with Constraints, that can precisely address the problems
described. Specifically, such a method can suggest, at each iteration, a batch of points at which
to evaluate all the black-boxes in parallel. The method proposed is based on an extension of
the PESMOC (Predictive Entropy Search for Multi-objective Bayesian Optimization with Con-
straints) method (Garrido-Merchan and Herndndez-Lobatol |2019)) and an extension of parallel
single-objective and un-constrained BO (Shah and Ghahramanil 2015]).

A batch or parallel BO method usually consists of a probabilistic surrogate model that provides
a predictive distribution of the black-box function and an acquisition function whose maximum
indicates the next batch of points to be evaluated. In particular, the acquisition function of the BO
method that we consider in this work receives as an input a batch of candidate input locations at
which to perform the evaluation of the black-boxes in parallel and estimates the expected reduction
in the entropy of the solution of the optimization problem. The difference with PESMOC is that
here, the acquisition function evaluates a batch of points instead of a single point. However, as
we will see in the following sections, considering the suggestion of a batch of points is challenging
and leads to several problems that need to be tackled by a novel methodology, which is precisely
what the PPESMOC acquisition function represents.

Summing up, in this research work we present the first method for multi-objective BO with
constraints that allows for parallel evaluations. We believe that this is an important contribution
for the BO community. Furthermore, we provide an exhaustive and detailed empirical evaluation
of such a method in several optimization problems. We also compare results with some simple
base-lines to address such a problem, showing that our approach sometimes leads to better results.
Importantly, however, PPESMOC scales better with the batch size than these simple methods.
This allows to consider bigger batch sizes.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section [2 describes in detail the fundamentals of
BO and, in particular, constrained multi-objective parallel or batch BO. Then, Section [3]describes
the proposed approach, PPESMOC, and how to compute an approximate acquisition function
that suggests a batch of points based on the expected reduction of the entropy of the Pareto set.
After that, Section [] includes related work that describes batch BO methods and BO methods
that can address multi-objective problems with constraints. Then, Section [5| contains extensive



experiments to evaluate the performance of PPESMOC in synthetic, benchmark and real-world
optimization problems. We have compared results with a base-line which chooses the points to
evaluate at random and with a simple method that applies iteratively a sequential BO method for
constrained multi-objective BO (as many times as the batch size). This last method introduces
virtual observations (fantasies) to avoid choosing many times the same point to be evaluated.
The results show that PPESMOC performs better than a random search strategy and similarly
or better than sequential base-lines. The advantage of PPESMOC is, however, that its cost scales
much better with respect to the batch size than the sequential base-lines. Finally, Section [f]
enumerates the conclusions of this article.

2 Constrained Multi-Objective Parallel Bayesian Optimiza-
tion

After introducing the parallel constrained multi-objective BO scenario, this section formalizes the
described problem and the BO algorithm adapted to this scenario. Recall that in Section [3] we
will describe our proposed approach, PPESMOC, so here we will only focus on general parallel
constrained multi-objective BO concepts that need to be understood before.

As it was described in the previous section, the purpose of BO is to retrieve the extremum x*
of a black-box function f(x) where x € X and X is the input space where f(x) can be evaluated.
Formally, we seek to obtain x* such that,

F=a i 1
x* = argmin f(x), (1)
assuming minimization. However, in this work, we consider the problem of simultaneously mini-
mizing K functions f (x), ..., fx (x) which we define as objectives, subject to the non-negativity of
C constraints ¢1(X), ...., cc(x), over some bounded domain X € R?, where d is the dimensionality
of the input space. The problem considered is:

)I(réi/rvl fi(x), ..., fr(x) s.t. c1(x)>0,...,c0(x)>0. (2)
We say that a point x € X is feasible if ¢;(x) > 0, V7, that is, it satisfies all the constraints. This
leads to the concept of feasible space F C X, that is the set of points that are feasible. In this
scenario, only the solutions contained in F are considered valid.

Focusing on the multi-objective optimization part of the problem, most of the times it is
impossible to optimize all the objective functions at the same time, as they may be conflicting.
For example, in the control system of the robot described before, most probably maximizing
locomotion speed will lead to an increase in the energy consumption. In spite of this, it is still
possible to find a set of optimal points X* known as the Pareto set (Siarry and Collette, [2003)).
More formally, we define that the point x dominates the point x’ if f(x) < fr(x’) Vk, with at
least one inequality being strict. Then, the Pareto set is the subset of non-dominated points in
F, the feasible space, which is equivalent to this expression Vx* € X* C F,Vx e Fikel,... K
such that fr(x*) < fr(x). The Pareto set is considered to be optimal because for each point in
that set one cannot improve in one of the objectives without deteriorating some other objective.
Given A, a final user may then choose a point from this set according to their preferences, e.g.,
locomotion speed vs. energy consumption.

To solve efficiently the previous problems, i.e., find the Pareto set in F with a small number
of evaluations, BO methods perform a sequence of steps iteratively. The number of iterations is
delimited by the budget that an user can afford to evaluate the black-boxes, which is assumed to
be costly. For example, the user may only be able to test 50 configurations of a machine learning
algorithm. In this case, the number of BO iterations would be 50. At each iteration ¢, a point
x; is suggested. The point x; is suggested by following the next steps: first, BO methods fit a
probabilistic model, typically, a Gaussian process (GP) to the observed data of each black-box
function (objective or constraint). The uncertainty about the potential values of these functions



given by the predictive distribution of the GPs is then used to build an acquisition function
a(x) whose maximum determines the next point to be evaluated. An acquisition function a(x)
represents an exploration-exploitation trade-off. Specifically, the acquisition function «(x) favors
exploration in the sense that it is high in areas where no point x has been evaluated before.
These areas may contain values near the optimum value. It also needs to perform exploitation,
i.e., the acquisition function «a(x) favors the evaluation of points that are likely to lead to good
evaluations. Concretely, we expect that the new evaluations are near the current best observed
value, as we assume that the function is smooth. Importantly, a constrained multi-objective
acquisition function takes into account the predictive distribution of every black-box (Garrido-
Merchéan and Hernandez-Lobatol [2019)).

Considering the sequential scenario, the maximum of the acquisition function «(x) indicates
the most promising location at which to evaluate next the objectives f1(x),..., fx(x) and the

constraints ¢;(x), ..., cc(x) to solve the optimization problem at each iteration ¢. Namely,
= 3
X; = argmax oy (%), (3)

The process of evaluating the black-boxes, updating the probabilistic models, and generating the
acquisition function is repeated iteratively. After enough observations have been collected like this,
the probabilistic models can be optimized to provide an estimate of the Pareto set of the original
problem. Importantly, the acquisition function «(x) only depends on the uncertainty provided by
the probabilistic models and not on the actual objectives or constraints. This means that it can
be evaluated and optimized very quickly to identify the next evaluation point.

By carefully choosing the points at which to evaluate the objectives and the constraints, BO
methods find a good estimate of the solution of the optimization problem in a small number of
evaluations (Brochu et al., |2010; |Shahriari et al., [2015). We can see in Figure [1| an unconstrained
single-objective example of the steps performed by a BO method. In this figure, the acquisition
function a(x) is plotted on green, the GP posterior distribution on blue, observations are rep-
resented as black dots and the latest observation is represented as a red dot. The ground truth
is plotted as a dashed black line, the GP posterior mean as a continuous black line and the GP
posterior uncertainty of its prediction as a blue area, surrounding the mean. The GP posterior
uncertainty represents one standard deviation of the predictive distribution around the mean. We
can see how the GP predictive distribution p(f(x)|D) and the acquisition function «(x) shapes
change at each iteration t.

The process described is repeated iteratively until the budget of evaluations T is consumed.
Finally, BO recommends the point x whose observation value y has been the best as the solution
of the problem. In particular, the goodness of a solution of a constrained multi-objective problem
can be measured in terms of the hyper-volume metric (Herndndez-Lobato et al., |2016). Concretely,
assuming minimization, the hyper-volume is simply the volume above the feasible Pareto frontier
Y (i.e., the function values associated to the feasible Pareto set F), which is maximized by the
actual Pareto set. We can see in Figure [2|a visual representation of the constrained multi-objective
scenario. The figures at the top represent the two objectives and the constraint involved in the
optimization problem. The figures below represent the feasible Pareto set F and its associated
Pareto frontier ). The hyper-volume will be the region contained above the Pareto frontier with
respect to a reference point, which is usually set as the worst result for each objective. To sum
up, we enumerate the described steps in Algorithm

The following sections will explain in detail the GP models used to describe each black-box
and the fundamentals of parallel BO, where not only one but a batch of points are suggested at
each iteration ¢.

2.1 Modeling the Black-boxes Using Gaussian Processes

We model each objective fi(-) and constraint ¢;(-) using a Gaussian process (GP) (Rasmussen,
2003). A Gaussian Process (GP) is a collection of random variables (of potentially infinite size),
any finite number of which have (consistent) joint Gaussian distributions. Equivalently, it describes
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Figure 1: BO acquisition function a(x) and GP predictive distribution p(f(x)|D) on a toy 1D
noiseless problem. The figures show a GP estimation of the objective f(x) over three iterations.
The acquisition function a(x) is shown in the lower part of the plot. The acquisition a(x) is
high where the GP predicts a low value of the objective f(x) and where the uncertainty about its
prediction is high. Those regions in which it is unlikely to find the global minimum x* of f(x)
have low acquisition values, and will not be explored.



Objective 1 Obijective 2 Constraint 1

Pareto Frontier (value space)
Pareto Set (Input space)

o + Values for Domain Points
= < X Values for Optimal Points
3 - ~
o | o /
o ™~
8 S~ Pareto
S Y - Points
N <+
o | |
) © |
o | i
T T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 08 1.0 ‘ ‘ ! ‘ !
T -4 -2 fo 2 4

Figure 2: Constrained multi-objective optimization problem with two objectives and one con-
straint. (Top) Shapes of the objectives and constraints of the constrained multi-objective opti-
mization problem. (Bottom, left) Feasible space represented by black dots and feasible Pareto set
represented by red dots. (Bottom, right) Associated values of the feasible space represented by
black dots and Pareto frontier represented by red dots.

a stochastic process whose values, at any finite number of input locations, have joint Gaussian
distributions. We can also think of GPs as defining a distribution over functions where inference
takes place directly in the space of functions (Rasmussen, [2003). A GP can also be defined as a
distribution over functions, i.e., we can sample functions from it. So, if we assume that each of
the black-boxes f(-) is a sample of the GP, it is reasonable to use a GP to model the black-box
in BO given that it is a non-parametric flexible model, it is easy to estimate its hyper-parameters
and it is a robust model that is not expected to over-fit with small amounts of data.

More formally, a GP is fully characterized by a zero mean and a covariance function or kernel
k(x,x), that is, f(x) ~ GP(0, k(x,x")). The covariance function of the GP receives two points as
an input, x and x’. We define the prior mean function m(x) and the covariance function k(x,x")
that computes the covariance between f(x) and f(x’) as:

k(x,x') = E[(f(x) = m(x))(f(x) = m(x))]. (4)

We assume independent GPs for each black-box function, objective or constraint. Consider the
observations of a particular black-box function {(x;, )}~ ,, where y; = f(x;) + €;, with f(-) the



Input: Maximum number of evaluations 7.
for t=1,2,3,...,7T do
1: if N =1:
Choose x; at random from X.
else:

Find x; by maximizing the acquisition function: x; = arg max o (x).

XEX

2: Evaluate the black-boxes f1(x), ..., fx(x) and ¢1(X), ...., co(x) at xy:

yr = fr(xe) + €

3: Augment the dataset of each black-box with the new observation:

D1t = Drg—1 U{Xtayt}-

4: Fit again the GP models using the augmented dataset D1.;.

end

5: Obtain the recommendation x*: Point associated with the value that optimizes the

hyper-volume of the Pareto frontier or with the best observed value.

Result: Recommended point x*

Algorithm 1: BO of a constrained multi-objective problem with objectives f1(x),..., fKx(x)
and constraints ¢i(x), ...., cc(x).

black-box function and ¢; some Gaussian noise. A GP gives a distribution for the potential values
of f(-) at a new set of input points X* = (x7,...,x%)7T of size B. Let f* = (f(x}),..., f(x5))T.
The predictive distribution for £* is Gaussian. p(f*|ly) = N(f*m(X*), V(X*)), where y =
(y1,...,yn)T and the mean and covariances are, respectively:

m(X") = K (K +0°I) 'y, V(X*) =K, - KI(K+0’I) 'K, . (5)

In 02 is the variance of the Gaussian noise; K, is a N x B matrix with the prior covariances
between f* and each f(x;); and K is a N x N matrix with the prior covariances among each f(x;).
That is K;; = k(x;,%;), for some covariance function k(-,-). Common examples of covariance
functions used by GPs are the squared exponential or the Matérn function (Rasmussen, [2003).
Finally, K, . is a B x B matrix with the prior covariances for each entry in f*.

A GP model has a set of hyper-parameters @ that can be adjusted to better fit the data
D = {(x;,9i)|i = 1,..., N}. These include the variance of the additive Gaussian noise o and any
potential hyper-parameter of the covariance function k(-,-). These can be, e.g., the amplitude and
the length-scales. Two popular approaches to estimate the values for these hyper-parameters w.r.t
the data are: maximizing the log marginal likelihood and approximately computing a posterior
distribution for the hyper-parameters. In this work, we will generate approximate samples from
the posterior distribution of the GP hyper-parameters using slice sampling as in (Snoek et al.|
2012). The predictive distribution of the GP is averaged over these samples.

2.2 Batch Bayesian Optimization

Any sequential BO strategy can be transformed into a batch one by iteratively applying the sequen-
tial strategy B times, with B the size of the batch. To avoid choosing similar points each time, one
can simply hallucinate the results of the already chosen pending evaluations (Snoek et al.l [2012).
For this, the acquisition function is simply updated from a(x|D) to a(x|DJ(x;,h;),Vx; € P),
where D are the data collected so far, P is the set of pending evaluations, and h; denotes the
hallucinated evaluation result for the pending evaluation x;. A simple approach is to update the
surrogate model after choosing each batch point by setting h; equal to the mean of the predictive
distribution given by the GPs (Desautels et all |2014)). Of course, this strategy, which we refer
to as parallel sequential, has the disadvantage of requiring the optimization of the acquisition B
times, and also updating the GPs using hallucinated observations. This is expected to lead to
extra computational cost than the one of our proposed approach, PPESMOC.



As will be further developed in Section E’L PPESMOC chooses X1 as the batch of points
that maximizes the expected reduction in the entropy of the Pareto set in the feasible space,
X*. Hence, the acquisition function will now have not only the D dimensions associated with the
dimensions of the input space X, but B x D dimensions, where B is the size of the batch. We show
in Figure [3| an acquisition function example that takes into account every possible combination
value of a batch size of two a one-dimensional problem in the interval [0,1]. As we can see, the
acquisition function ends up having two dimensions despite being a one-dimensional input space
X. Of course, this is because the batch size is two. The bigger the batch size the bigger the
dimensionality of the acquisition function.

Because of this bigger dimensionality, optimizing the acquisition function is more challenging in
the parallel setting than in the sequential setting. The use of approximations based on differences to
compute the gradient is no longer feasible. These approximations of the gradient of the acquisition
are common in the literature for sequential BO methods. For example, they are used, e.g., in
PESMOC to approximate the gradient of the acquisition function and to optimize it
[Merchédn and Hernandez-Lobato, 2019). Approximating the gradient in the parallel setting using
differences would require 2BD evaluations of the acquisition function, where B is the batch size
and D the input dimensionality. As the gradient of the acquisition function needs to be computed
at each step of its optimization (as when L-BFGS is used for this), it is necessary to compute the
exact gradients of the acquisition function w.r.t the inputs. Hopefully, automatic differentiation
tools such as Auto-grad can be used for that purpose (Maclaurin et al., 2015]).

6 . 1.0

0.4x 10.

Figure 3: Acquisition function visualization. The batch size is B = 2. The problem is in one
dimension. Each axis corresponds to different values for one of the 2 points in the batch, taking
values in the interval [0, 1].

3 Parallel Predictive Entropy Search for Multi-Objective
Bayesian Optimization with Constraints

We now explain in detail the PPESMOC acquisition function. In Section 3.1} we begin by explain-
ing how we can measure the entropy of the minimizer in the classical BO scenario and then describe
the generalizations performed to that approach until the parallel constrained multi-objective sce-
nario. We describe in Section [3.2l how PPESMOC can be used to identify such a batch of points
by maximizing an acquisition function.



3.1 Information-based Acquisition Functions

It is possible to model the minimizer of an optimization problem x* as a random variable (Hennig
and Schuler}, [2012; [Villemonteix et al., 2009; [Hernandez-Lobato et al., |2014)). Hence, we can
compute the entropy H[p(x*)] of that random variable with associated probability density function
p(x*). Intuitively, if we want to discover the location of the minimizer x*, we need to minimize
the entropy of the location of the extremum H[p(x*)] at every BO iteration. In order to do so,
we can measure the amount of information that we have about the minimizer x* of the problem
and try to increase it the most at each iteration.

The first acquisition function that used this approach is entropy search (ES) (Villemonteix
et al.|2009; [Hennig and Schuler}, [2012). Specifically, ES, uses the differential entropy of probability
distributions to choose the next point to evaluate. Consider N observations D = {(x;,y;)}}L, of
the black-boxes obtained so far. In particular, we are interested in the point x, whose expected
evaluation y, minimizes the expected differential entropy of the conditioned posterior distribution
Ey{H[p(x*|D U (x,y))]} of the optimum x*. That is, the point x that maximizes the expected
reduction in the differential entropy H|[-] of the posterior for x*. The analytical expression of ES
represents this idea. We can write the ES acquisition function «a(x) as:

ES(x) = Hp(x"|D)] = Ey {H [p(x"|D U{(x,9) DI} , (6)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the predictive distribution p(y|D,x) of the black-
box function f(x). The problem with ES is that the exact computation of the above expression is
infeasible in practice. Concretely, computing the probability distribution of the minimizer given
the data p(x*|D) is intractable, having to resort to complex approximations (Villemonteix et al.,
2009; [Hennig and Schuler, [2012)).

To circumvent this issue, the PES acquisition function «(x) is an ES equivalent expression that
does not require as many approximations as ES and it is easier to implement (Hernandez-Lobato
et all |2014). Specifically, it is possible to perform a trick to convert the analytical expression of
ES into another analytical expression that is easier to approximate. This trick is based on the
concept of mutual information I(X,Y) of random variables X and Y. In particular, PES uses
the fact that mutual information I(X,Y") is symmetric. Let D be the dataset of all evaluations
processed by BO until a given iteration ¢. Namely, D = {(x;,v;)|¢ = 1,...,t}. The ES expression
in @ can be equivalently written as the mutual information between x* and y given D, namely,
ES(x) = I(x*,y). Since the mutual information I(X,Y") is a symmetric function, we can swap
the roles of y and x* in the ES(x) analytical expression. By doing it so, @ can be rewritten as:

PES(x) = H[p(y|D, x)] = Epper o) [H [p(y|D; %, x7)]], (7)

where p(y|D,x,x*) is the conditional predictive distribution for y at x given the observed data
D and the location x* of the global optimum of the objective function f(x). The first term of
PES’s acquisition function is analytic. The second can be easily approximated. More precisely,
the first term of PES H|[p(y|D,x)] corresponds to the entropy of the GP predictive distribution
p(y| D, x) of the objective f(x), potentially contaminated with noise. This is essentially the entropy
of an univariate Gaussian distribution. Nevertheless, the second term of PES in must be
approximated by the expectation propagation (EP) algorithm (Minkal |2001; Hernandez-Lobato
et al., 2014).

The PES acquisition function has been generalized to optimize several objectives via PESMO
(Hernandez-Lobato et al.l 2016)), modifying the acquisition function to take into account several
objectives. In PESMO, the acquisition function is modified as:

a(x) = H[p(y|D)] — Ep(y|p x) H[p(X "D, x, X7)]] (8)

where X'™* is the Pareto set, which represents the solution to the optimization problem, and p(y|D)
is the GP predictive distribution for each objective. PES was also generalized to take into account
several constraints in PESC (Hernandez-Lobato et al., 2015). Here, the notion of feasibility is in-
troduced and a point is only valid if it satisfies all the constraints, that is, ¢;(x) > 0,...,cc(x) > 0.



Every constraint is modeled using a GP and the acquisition function takes into account the pre-
dictive distributions of each black-box, including the constraints. As in the other PES acquisition
functions, EP is used to approximate the intractable factors. Finally, PESMO and PESC were
generalized to tackle multiple objectives under several constraints simultaneously in PESMOC
(Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-Lobato, 2019). PESMOC introduced the feasible Pareto set
and uses also EP to approximate both the intractable factors of the conditional distributions that
appear in the acquisition function. In the next subsection, we present PPESMOC, that generalizes
the previous works to the parallel constrained multi-objective scenario. Such an scenario leads
to several issues that are addressed in this work. We note that a parallel version of PES for the
unconstrained single objective case is described in (Shah and Ghahramani, [2015]).

3.2 Specification of the Acquisition Function

In this section we describe the proposed acquisition function which leads to the proposed method
PPESMOC. Let us define Xx4+1 = {X1,...,xp} as the batch of B points where the black-boxes
should be evaluated at the next iteration. We choose X 41 as the batch of points that maximizes
the expected reduction in the entropy of the Pareto set in the feasible space, X*. This is a popular
strategy that has shown good empirical results in other sequential optimization settings, including
the PESMOC acquisition function (Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-Lobato, [2019). Starting from
this idea, the PPESMOC acquisition function is defined as:

a(X) = H[p(X"[D)] = Epryjp,x) H[p(X* DU (X, Y)]], (9)

where X is the candidate batch of B points at which to evaluate the black-boxes; Y is a matrix
with the set of B noisy evaluations associated to X, for each black-box function; H[p(x)] =
— [ p(x)log p(x)dx is the differential entropy of the distribution p(x); the expectation is with
respect to the posterior predictive distribution of Y at the candidate batch X, given the data we
have observed so far, D; finally, p(X*|D) is the probability distribution of potential Pareto sets X*
given the data we have observed so far D. Note that the distribution p(Y|D, X), is given by the
product of the predictive distributions of each GP, as indicated in 7 for each black-box function.
Namely, p(Y|D,X) = HkK:1 p(y7|D, X) szl p(y§|D,X), where y; and y§ are B-dimensional
vectors with the potential observations of each black-box function, objective or constraint, for
each point in the batch X. Recall that an independent GP is modeling each black-box function.

Note that @D involves the entropy of the Pareto set, X*, which can be very difficult to compute.
To simplify the computation of the acquisition function, we use the same trick based on the
symmetry of mutual information that we described in the previous section. For this, we observe
that (9) is the mutual information between X* and Y, I(X*,Y). Since the mutual information is
symmetric, i.e., I[(X*,Y) =1(Y, X*), we swap the roles of X* and Y obtaining:

a(X) = H[p(Y|'D7 X)] - EP(X*\D) [H[p(Y|D7 X, X*)Hv (10)

where p(Y|D, X, X™*) is the predictive distribution for the values of the black-boxes at X, given
the observed data D, and given that the solution of the optimization problem. Namely, the Pareto
set in the feasible space, given by X'*. Furthermore, the expectation is with respect to p(X™*|D).
Namely, the posterior distribution of X* given the data we have observed so far D.

Importantly, the first term in can be evaluated analytically since it is just the entropy of
the predictive distribution, H[p(Y|D, X)], which is a factorizing K + J dimensional multivariate
Gaussian. In particular,

K J
H[p(Y|D, X)] = 0.5((K + J)Blog(2me) + > _log [VI(X)|+ Y [VE(X))) (11)
k=1 j=1

where V{(X) and V§(X) are the covariance matrices of the predictive distribution for each black-
box function (objective or constraint, respectively) given by 7 plus the corresponding variance
of the additive Gaussian noise (i.e., Io?).
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Note that the expectation in can be approximated by a Monte Carlo average. More
precisely, one can generate random samples of the black-box functions using a random-feature
approximation of each GP, as in |Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-Lobato| (2019)). These samples
can then be easily optimized to generate a sample from p(X*|D). Because the samples of the
black-box function are cheap to evaluate, this optimization process has little cost and can be done
using, e.g., a grid of points. In practice, we use a finite Pareto set approximated by 50 points.
A problem, however, is evaluating the second term that appears in . Namely, the entropy of
p(Y|D, X, X¥), for a particular sample of X*, X'*. Such a distribution is intractable. As in the
case of PESMOC, we resort to expectation propagation to approximate its value (Minkal, |2001)).

3.3 Approximating the Conditional Predictive Distribution

Assume both X and X* have finite size and that X* is known. Later on, we will show how to
approximate X with a finite size set. Let F and C be a matrix with the actual objective and
constraint values associated to X'. Then,

p(Y|D, X, &%) = /p(Y|X7 F, C)p(X”|F, C)p(F|D)p(C|D)dFdC, (12)

where p(Y|X,F,C) = H;B:l Hle S(yk — fr(xp)) H;-le (5(yg —¢j(xp)), with y¥ the evaluation cor-
responding to the k-th objective associated to the batch point xy, yg the evaluation corresponding
to the j-th constraint associated to the batch point x;, J(-) a Dirac’s delta function and B the
batch size. We have assumed no additive Gaussian noise. In the case of noisy observations, one
simply has to replace the delta functions with Gaussians with the corresponding variance, 2.

In (12)) p(F|D) and p(C|D) denote the posterior predictive distribution for the objectives and
constraints, respectively. Note that we assume independent GPs. Therefore, these distributions
factorize across objectives and constraints. They are Gaussians with parameters given in .
Last, in (12) p(X*|F,C) is an informal probability distribution that takes value different from
zero, only for a valid Pareto set X'*. More precisely, X* has to satisfy that Vx* € X*, Vx’' € X,
¢j(x*) > 0, Vj, and if ¢;(x’) > 0, Vj, then 3k s.t. fr(x*) < fr(x’). Namely, each point of the
Pareto set has to be better than any other feasible point in at least one of the objectives. These
conditions can be summarized as:

J
p(X*F,C)x ] Hq>j(x*) lH Q(x’,x*)] (13)

X*EX* x'eX

where @;(x*) = O(c¢;(x*)), with O(-) the Heaviside step function, using the convention that
©(0) = 1. Furthermore,

J J
Q' x") = [[Telge) | v, x) + [1-[TelgE)| -1, (14)
j=1

Jj=1

where ¥(x/,x*) =1— Hle O(fr(x*) — fr(x)). The goal of szl ®,(x*) in Equation is to
guarantee that every point in X™* is feasible. Otherwise, p(X™*|F, C) takes value zero. Similarly,
Q(x’,x*) can be understood as follows: szl ©(c;j(x")) checks that x’ is feasible. If x’ is infeasible,
we do not care and simply multiply everything by 1. Otherwise, x’ has to be dominated by x*.
That is checked by ¥(x’, x*). This last factor takes value one if x* dominates x’ and zero otherwise.
Summing up, the r.h.s. of Equation takes value 1 only if X* is a valid Pareto set.

Critically, in Equation all the factors that appear in the r.h.s are Gaussian, except for
p(X*|F, C). The non-Gaussian factors contained in this distribution are approximated by Gaus-
sians using expectation propagation (EP) (Minka, 2001). Each ®;(x*) factor is approximated

by a univariate Gaussian that need not be normalized. Namely, ®;(x*) ~ N(c;(x*|m} 0¥ )).

The parameters of this Gaussian are tuned by EP. Similarly, each Q(x’,x*) is approximated by a
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product of K bivariate Gaussians and J univariate Gaussians that need not be normalized. That

is,

K J
QO x*) ~ [[N@mg > Ve ) TN (e )X, 55), (15)
k=1

Jj=1

where v = (fx(x*), fr(x'))T. The parameters of these Gaussians are also adjusted by EP. The
approximate factors are refined iteratively until their parameters do not change. This ensures that
they look similar to the corresponding exact factors.

In our experiments, and when running EP, we replace the set X’ in Equation by a finite set
given by {x,}Y_; UXJX™*. Namely, the union of all points that have already being evaluated,
the candidate batch X and the current Pareto set X* that has been sampled from p(X*|D) when
using a Monte Carlo approximation of the expectation in the r.h.s. of Equation . These are the
input points we have so far. In practice, the Q(x’, x*) factors corresponding to X, i.e., the batch
of points at which to evaluate the acquisition are only refined one time by EP, as in PESMOC
(Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-Lobatol 2019). This ensures that the acquisition function can
be quickly evaluated.

3.4 PPESMOC’s Acquisition Function

After EP has converged, the conditional predictive distribution in Equation is approximated
by replacing each non-Gaussian factor by the corresponding Gaussian approximation obtained by
EP. Because all factors are then Gaussian, and the Gaussian family is closed under the product
operation, their product can be easily evaluated, resulting in another Gaussian distribution for
p(Y|D, X, X*). Consider S Monte Carlo samples of X* to approximate the expectation in the
r.h.s. of Equation . Let V2(X;s)°FP and V§(X; 5)CPP denote the covariance matrices of the
Gaussian approximation of p(Y|D, X, X*) for each objective k and constraint j, for sample X7.
The PPESMOC’s acquisition is simply given by the difference in the entropy before and after
conditioning to X*. Namely,

K J
a(X) =Y log [VR(X)[+ > log |V§(X)|
k=1 j=1

S K J
1
—- = D 1og [Vi(X;5) PP+ ) "log [ Vi (X;5) PP | (16)

s=1 | k=1 j=1

The cost of computing Equation , assuming a constant number of iterations of EP until
convergence, is in O((K + J)N? + (K + J)B?), where N is the number of points observed so
far, and B is the batch size. This cost is a consequence of the GP inference process and having
to compute the determinant of matrices of size B x B. Importantly, the gradients of Equation
w.r.t X can be readily computed using automatic differentiation tools such as Autograd
(https://github.com/HIPS/autograd) (Maclaurin et al.2015). This is key to guarantee that the
acquisition can be optimized using, e.g., quasi-Newton methods (L-BFGS), to find Xx41. In our
implementation we run EP until convergence one time to approximate the factors corresponding
to the observed data D and the sampled Pareto set X7. These factors are reused and those
corresponding to the candidate batch X 41 are refined only one time. This saves computational
time. We implemented PPESMOC in the software for BO Spearmint. Our implementation is
available at https://github.com/EduardoGarrido90/spearmint_ppesmoc.

Note that includes a sum across each objective and constraint. The consequence is that
the acquisition function can be expressed as a sum of one acquisition function per objective and
constraint. Namely, a(X) = Zszl af(X) + ijl a5(X). This enables the use of PPESMOC
decoupled evaluations settings in which one chooses not only where to evaluate the black-boxes,
but which black-box to evaluate (Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-Lobato, [2019)). For this, one
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only has to maximize independently each af(X) and a§(X) to choose then the black-box that
leads to the largest expected decrease in the entropy of X*. A decoupled evaluation setting is
expected to lead to better optimization results. However, we leave its empirical evaluation for
future work.

We illustrate the PPESMOC’s acquisition function in two scenarios of a 1-dimensional problem
(for the sake of visualization) with batch size B = 2 in Figure {4 (left) and (right). This problem
has two objectives and two constraints. The observations obtained so far are displayed with a blue
cross (previous evaluated batch). Each axis corresponds to the potential values (in the interval
[0,1]) for each one of the two points in the batch. Figure [4| displays the contour curves of the
acquisition function. We remark here some of its properties: (i) It is symmetric w.r.t the diagonal,
meaning that the order of the points in the batch does not affect its value. (ii) In the neighborhood
of the observed point the acquisition value is low, meaning that the acquisition favors unexplored
regions. (iii) In the diagonal the acquisition takes lower values, meaning that it favors diversity in
the batch. These are expected properties of a batch BO acquisition function. In these experiments
the number of Monte Carlo samples S is set equal to 10. This is also the number of samples used
for the GP hyper-parameters.

1.0 1.0

0.8 1 0.8 1

0.6 0.6 1

0.4 1 0.4

0.2 0.2

o
o
<
0.0 T T T T 0.0 /. T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 10 0.0 0.2 0.4 1.0

Figure 4: Acquisition function visualization. Each figure corresponds to a different repetition of
the optimization problem. The batch size is B = 2. The problem is in one dimension. Each axis
corresponds to different values for one of the 2 points in the batch, taking values in the interval
[0,1]. Blue crosses show already evaluated locations.

3.5 Quality of the Approximation to the Acquisition Function

As described previously, the acquisition function of the proposed method, PPESMOC, is in-
tractable and needs to be approximated. The exact evaluation requires computing an expectation
that has no closed form solution and computing the conditional predictive distribution of the
probabilistic models given some Pareto set X*. In Section we propose to approximate these
quantities using Monte Carlo samples and expectation propagation, respectively. In this section
we check the accuracy of this approximation to see if it resembles the actual acquisition function.
For this, we consider a simple one dimensional problem with a batch of two points, two objectives
and one constraint generated from a GP prior. In this simple setting, it is possible to compute
a more accurate estimate of the acquisition function using a more expensive sampling technique,
combined with a non-parametric estimator of entropy (Singh et al. [2003). More precisely, we
discretize the input space and generate a sample of the Pareto set X* by optimizing a sample of
the black-box functions. This sample is generated as in the PPESMOC approximation. We then
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generate samples of the black-box functions and keep only those that are compatible with A™*
being the solution to the optimization problem. This process is repeated 100,000 times. Then,
a non-parametric method is used to estimate the entropy of the predictive distribution at each
possible batch of the input space before and after the conditioning. The difference in the entropy
at each input location gives a more accurate estimate of the acquisition function of PPESMOC.
Of course, this approach is too expensive to be used in practice for solving optimization problems.

Figure [f] shows a comparison between the two estimates of the exact acquisition function.
In both plots, the acquisition function values are displayed for all the batch combinations of
the input space. The one described above (left, exact) and the one suggested in Section
(right, approximate). We observe that both estimates of the acquisition function take higher
values in regions with high uncertainty and promising predictions. Similarly, both estimates take
lower values in regions with low uncertainty. Importantly, both acquisition functions are pretty
similar in the sense that they take high and low values in the same regions of the input space.
Therefore, both acquisition functions are extremely correlated. This empirical result supports that
the approximation proposed in this work is an accurate estimate of the actual acquisition function.

Posterior Distribution of Each Objective and Constraint

l 4
O 4
0
g
;5 -1
_2.
[#] Constraint 1
Objective 1
—3- ] Objective 2
0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
Input Space

Exact acquisition function Approximate acquisition function

0.2

Figure 5: Acquisition function visualization. The batch size is B = 2. The problem is in one
dimension. (top) GP fit to each objective and constraint. (bottom right) Approximate acquisition
function. (bottom left) Exact acquisition function computed via expensive Monte Carlo sampling.
Each axis corresponds to different values for one of the 2 points in the batch, taking values in the
interval [0, 1]. Note that both acquisitions are low in unfeasible regions.
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4 Related Work

In this section we review other works from the literature that describe related batch BO methods
and BO methods that can address multi-objective problems with constraints. Nevertheless, to
our knowledge PPESMOC is the only batch BO method for constrained multi-objective prob-
lems. PPESMOC is related to parallel predictive entropy search (PPES) (Shah and Ghahramani,
2015). At each iteration, PPES also selects a batch of points maximizing the expected information
gain about the global maximizer of the objective. The computations are also approximated using
expectation propagation (EP). The main difference is that PPES is limited to single-objective
and un-constrained optimization problems, unlike PPESMOC, which can address multiple ob-
jectives and several constraints. This is a non-trivial extension of PPES. In particular, several
objectives and constraints require the use of several GPs, not only one. Furthermore, including
constraints and several objectives leads to more complicated non-Gaussian factors that need to be
approximated using EP. Therefore, the EP update operations of PPESMOC are significantly more
complicated than those of PPES. Moreover, the evaluation of the acquisition function in PPES was
expensive, making the optimization of the acquisition function unfeasible for batch sizes greater
than 3. In order to circumvent this issue, the PPESMOC acquisition function has been optimized
via reverse mode differentiation using Autograd (Maclaurin et al., [2015). Additionally, solving
multi-objective problems is also more complicated than solving a single-objective problem. In
particular, the solution of the later is the Pareto set, a set of potentially infinite size.

Other batch BO methods form the literature include local penalization. This is an heuris-
tic based on an estimate of the Lipschitz constant of the function that penalizes the acquisition
function in each neighborhood of already selected points (Gonzélez et al., 2016). The penalized
acquisition function is used to collect batches of points, minimizing the non-parallelizable com-
putational effort. The advantage of this method is that it can be used with arbitrary acquisition
functions. A limitation, however, is that it requires to fix the amount of penalization, which de-
pends on the Lipschitz constant of the objective. Such a constant needs to be estimated from
data. Another limitation is that this approach computes every point of the batch separately, it
transforms the acquisition function based on the previous selected batch points but it does not
compute them simultaneously, as in the PPESMOC case, selecting the best possible combination.
Furthermore, |Gonzélez et al.| (2016) only addresses unconstrained single-objective problems.

Hybrid batch Bayesian optimization dynamically switches, based on the current state, between
sequential and batch evaluation policies with variable batch sizes (Azimi et al.L|2012)). This strategy
uses expected improvement as the acquisition function. However, it can only address unconstrained
single-objective problems. A batch BO approach can also be implemented via a multi-objective
ensemble of multiple acquisition functions (Lyu et al., [2018). In each iteration, a multi-objective
optimization of multiple acquisition functions is carried out. A sample of points from the Pareto
set is then selected as the batch of points to evaluate. Even though this strategy can address multi-
objective problems, it cannot deal with constraints in the optimization process. Other strategies
for batch BO that do not address the constrained multi-objective setting include [Desautels et al.
(2014); |Gupta et al.| (2018); Kathuria et al.| (2016]); Daxberger and Low| (2017)).

Any sequential BO strategy can be transformed into a batch one by iteratively applying the
sequential strategy B times. To avoid choosing similar points each time, one can simply hallucinate
the results of the already chosen pending evaluations [Snoek et al.| (2012). For this, the acquisition
function is simply updated from «(x|D) to a(x|DJ (xi,h;),Vx; € P), where D are the data
collected so far, P is the set of pending evaluations, and h; denotes the hallucinated evaluation
result for the pending evaluation x;. A simple approach is to update the surrogate model after
choosing each batch point by setting h; equal to the mean of the predictive distribution given by
the GPs Desautels et al.|(2014). Of course, this strategy, which we refer to as parallel sequential,
has the disadvantage of requiring the optimization of the acquisition B times, and also updating
the GPs using hallucinated observations. This is expected to lead to extra computational cost
than in PPESMOC.

PPESMOC is a generalization of PESMOC, as described in |Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-
Lobato| (2019). PESMOC is the current state-of-the-art for solving constrained multi-objective
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BO problems. Nevertheless, PESMOC is a sequential BO method that can only suggest one point
at a time to be evaluated. It cannot suggest a batch of points as PPESMOC. PESMOC also
works by choosing the next candidate point as the one that is expected to reduce the most the
entropy of the Pareto set in the feasible space. The required computations are also approximated
using expectation propagation algorithm Minka) (2001). Notwithstanding, the extension of PPES-
MOC over PESMOC is not trivial. In particular, in PPESMOC the acquisition function involves
additional non-Gaussian factors (one per each point in the batch) and requires the computation
of its gradients. These are not needed in PESMOC as the input dimensionality in that method
is smaller, i.e., D vs. B x D. PESMOC approximates the gradient by differences, which is too
expensive in the parallel setting.

Bayesian Multi-objective optimization (BMOO) is another strategy for constrained multi-
objective BO in the sequential setting [Feliot et al.| (2017). BMOO is based on the expected
hyper-volume improvement acquisition function (EHI) in which the expected increase in the hyper-
volume of the Pareto front is computed for each candidate point. The hyper-volume is simply the
volume of points in functional space above the Pareto front (i.e., the function values associated
to the Pareto set), which is maximized by the actual Pareto set. It is hence a natural measure of
utility. When several constraints are introduced in the problem, this criterion boils down to the
product of a modified EHI criterion (where only feasible points are considered) and the probability
of feasibility, as indicated by the probabilistic models, which are also GPs. BMOO is, however,
restricted to the sequential evaluation setting. BMOO was designed originally for a noiseless eval-
uation setting. However, it has also been shown to be able to solve optimization problems in the
noisy setting (Garrido-Merchén and Hernandez-Lobatol [2019)).

5 Experiments

We evaluate the performance of PPESMOC and compare results with two base-lines. Namely, a
strategy that chooses at each iteration a random batch of points at which to evaluate the black-
boxes. We also compare results with two parallel sequential methods (see Section that use
the acquisition function of PESMOC and BMOO, respectively. We refer to these methods as
PS_PESMOC and PS_.BMOO. In each experiment, we report average results and error bars across
100 repetitions. We measure the logarithm of the relative difference between the hyper-volume of
the problem’s solution and the hyper-volume of the recommendation provided by each BO method.
The solution of the optimization problem is found via exhaustive search in synthetic problems. In
real-world problems we use the best recommendation obtained by any method. In each BO method
we use a Matérn covariance function for the GPs. The GP hyper-parameters are also sampled
from the posterior using 10 slice samples, as in (Snoek et al., [2012)). The predictive distribution
and acquisition functions are averaged over the samples. In PPESMOC, the number of samples
S of X* is also set to 10 as it was done for PESMOC (Garrido-Merchan and Hernandez-Lobato|
2019). In each method, at each iteration, we output a recommendation obtained by optimizing the
GP means. For this, we use a grid of points. For the optimization of the acquisition function of
each method, we select an initial random point at random and start L-BFGS from it. Finally, we
recommend only feasible solutions with high probability as in (Garrido-Merchan and Herndndez-
Lobatol, [2019).

5.1 Synthetic Experiments

We compare the performance of each method when the objectives and the constraints are sampled
from a GP prior. The problem considered has 2 objectives and 2 constraints in a 4-dimensional
input space. We consider a noiseless and a noisy scenario. In this last case, the evaluations are
contaminated with Gaussian noise with variance equal to 0.1. We report results for different batch
sizes. Namely, 4,8,10 and 20 points. We allow for 100 evaluations of each black-box (i.e., a total
of 400 evaluations). In the case that the recommendation produced contains an infeasible point,
we simply set the hyper-volume of the recommendation equal to zero.
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The results obtained are displayed in Figure [6] and Figure [7] for the noiseless and noisy case,
respectively. We observe that PPESMOC performs better than PS_ PESMOC and PPESMOC
and the other methods in the noiseless setting. The random search strategy gives the worst results
followed by PS_.BMOO. In the noisy setting, however, the differences between the methods are less
clear and PPESMOC and PS_. BMOO and PS_PESMOC perform similarly. All of them outperform
the random search strategy.
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Figure 6: Average results for the synthetic experiments in the noiseless evaluation setting.

The disadvantage of the parallel sequential strategies, PS_.PESMOC and PS_BMOO, is that
they have a bigger computational cost with respect to the batch size B than PPESMOC. More
precisely, they require updating the GP models and optimizing the acquisition B times. PPES-
MOC is hence expected to be computationally cheaper for larger batch sizes B. We add empirical
evidence for this claim by showing, in Table [I} the median of the computational time used by
each method to determine the next batch of points to evaluate. We note that the parallel sequen-
tial strategies are faster for smaller batches of points. This is because the acquisition function
is simpler. However, for larger batch sizes, i.e., B = 50, PPESMOC has a computational time
that scales better than the parallel sequential approaches. By contrast, PS_ PESMOC requires, on
average, more and more computation time as the batch size B increases.

Table 1: Median of the time in seconds to choose the next batch of points by PPESMOC and the
parallel sequential approaches.
Method B=4 B=8 B=10 B=20 B=50
PPESMOC 697.3+27.5  913.9+28.1 960.7+27.8 1044.8430.7 1273.9+30.1
PS_.PESMOC 191.3+7.0 346.2+6.1 406.2+6.5 799.84+26.6 1960.3+31.6
PS_BMOO 379.4+12.3  551.7422.8  594.2+19.9  895.9+27.9 1874.24+42.4

5.2 Benchmark Experiments

We carry out extra experiments in which the black-boxes are not sampled from a GP. For this,
we consider 6 classical constrained multi-objective optimization problems (Chafekar et all [2003]).
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Figure 7: Average results for the synthetic experiments in the noisy evaluation setting.

The analytical expression for the objectives and constraints of each optimization problem are
described in the supplementary material. We consider two scenarios. A noiseless scenario and a
noisy scenario, where the black-box evaluations are contaminated with additive Gaussian noise.
The variance of the noise is set to 1% of the range of potential values of the corresponding black-
box. The batch size considered is B = 4. The average results obtained in these experiments, for
each method and each scenario, are displayed in Figure [8, that shows plots of the noiseless case,
and Figure [ showing the noisy setting. We observe that, most of the times, PPESMOC perform
similar or better than the other methods, in each scenario, noiseless and noisy, as it was expected.

5.3 Real-world Experiments

We compare each method in the task of finding an optimal gradient-boosting ensemble, as in
(Garrido-Merchan and Herndndez-Lobatol 2019). We consider two objectives: the prediction
error of the ensemble and its size. These objectives are conflictive since smaller ensembles will
have in general higher error rates and the other way around. We introduce as a constraint of
the problem, that the average speed up factor of the classification process given by a dynamic
ensemble pruning technique is at least 25% (Hernandez-Lobato et al., [2009). We have carefully
chosen this value to guarantee that the constraint is active at the optimal solution. The dataset
considered is the German credit dataset extracted from the UCI repository (Dua and Graff, [2017).
This is a binary classification dataset with 1,000 instances and 20 attributes. The prediction error
is measured using 10-fold-cross validation, repeated 5 times. The ensemble size is the logarithm
of the sum of the total number of nodes in the trees of the ensemble.

The adjustable parameters of the ensemble are: the number of trees (between 1 and 1,000), the
number of random attributes considered for split in each tree (between 1 and 20), the minimum
number of samples required to split a node (between 2 and 200), the fraction of randomly selected
training data used to build each tree (between 0.5 and 1.0), and the fraction of training instances
whose labels are changed after the sub-sampling process (between 0.0 and 0.7).

Table |2 shows the average hyper-volume obtained in this task, for each method, after 100 and
200 evaluations using a batch size of 4. Figure [I0] shows also the average Pareto front obtained
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Figure 8: Logarithm of the relative difference between the hyper-volume of the recommendation
obtained by each method and the hyper-volume of the actual solution. We report results after
each evaluation of the black-box functions. Benchmark functions corrupted by noise.

by each method. The Pareto front is simply given by the objective values associated to the
recommendation made by each method. The higher the volume of points that is above this set of
points in the objective values the better the performance of a method. We observe that for 100
evaluations PS_PESMOC is the best strategy closely followed by PPESMOC. However, after 200
evaluations PPESMOC performs better. The random strategy is the worst method and PS_.BMOO
and performs slightly worse than PS_PESMOC.

Table 2: Average hyper-volume in the task of finding an optimal ensemble of trees.

# Eval. PPESMOC PS_PESMOC PS_BMOO P_RANDOM
100 0.28440.016 0.287+0.017 0.263+0.020 0.247+0.017
200 0.316+0.006 0.315+0.008 0.2984+0.011 0.27840.010

As described in PESMOC, we also evaluate each method on the task of finding an optimal
deep neural network (DNN) on the MNIST dataset (LeCun et all|2010). The objectives are the
prediction error of the DNN on a validation dataset of 10,000 instances (extracted from the original
training set) and the time that such a DNN will take for making predictions (normalized with
respect to the prediction time of the fastest possible network). These are conflictive objectives
in the sense that minimizing the prediction error will often lead to bigger DNN with a bigger
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Figure 9: Average results for the problems BNH, SRN, TNK and OSY, CONSTR and TwoBar
Truss. Noisy setting.

prediction times. We are also interested in codifying such a DNN into a chip. Thus, we constrain
the problem by enforcing that the area of the resulting DNN, after being codified into a chip,
is below 1 mm?. We have carefully chosen this value to guarantee that the constraint is active
at the optimal solution. To measure the chip area we use the Aladdin simulator, which given a
computer program describing the operations of the DNN, outputs an estimate of the area of a chip
implementing those operations (Shao et all 2014). To train the DNN we use the Keras library.
Prediction time is normalized by the smallest possible prediction time, which corresponds to a
DNN of a single layer with 5 hidden units.

The input parameters to be optimized are: The logarithm of the ¢; and /5 weight regularizers;
the dropout probability; the logarithm of the initial learning rate; the number of hidden units
per layer; and the number of hidden layers. We have also considered two variables that have an
impact in the hardware implementation of the DNN. Namely, the logarithm (in base 2) of the
array partition factor and the loop unrolling factor.

We report the performance after 60 evaluations using a batch size B = 4. The DNN is trained
using ADAM with the default parameters. The loss function is the cross-entropy. The last layer of
the DNN contains 10 units and a soft-max activation function. All other layers use Re-Lu as the
activation function. Finally, each DNN is trained during a total of 150 epochs using mini-batches
of size 4, 000.

The average Pareto front obtained by each method is shown in Figure Time ratio corre-
sponds to the ratio between the time needed for making predictions normalized by the time of the
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Figure 10: Average Pareto front in the task of finding an optimal ensemble for 100 (left) and 200
evaluations (right).
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Figure 11: Average Pareto front in the task of finding an optimal neural network for 60 evaluations.

fastest possible network. Table [3| shows the average hyper-volume of each method. Here, PPES-
MOC outperforms by little PS_.PESMOC. PS_.BMOO gives worse results than PS_PESMOC and
performs almost equal to the random search strategy. We can see in the frontier how the difference
between PPESMOC and PS_.PESMOC method is fairly small, however PPESMOC is able to find
neural networks with better prediction error for the same prediction time.

Table 3: Avg. hyper-volume of each method in the neural network experiment.
# Eval. PPESMOC PS_PESMOC PS_BMOO P_RANDOM
60 29.23+0.38 29.0940.97 28.46+1.54 28.58+0.81

6 Conclusions

In this work we have described PPESMOC, the first method to address Bayesian optimization
problems with several objectives and constraints in which the black-boxes can be evaluated in
parallel. More precisely, PPESMOC suggests, at each iteration, a batch of points at which the ob-
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jectives and constraints should be evaluated simultaneously. We have compared the performance
of PPESMOC on several optimization problems, including synthetic, benchmark and real-world
problems. Furthermore, we have compared results with two simple base-lines. Namely, a ran-
dom exploration strategy and two methods derived from the literature about sequential Bayesian
optimization, PS_PESMOC and PS_.BMOO. We have observed that PPESMOC performs well in
general, giving similar and sometimes better results than PS_ PESMOC and PS_.BMOQO. The main
advantage is, however, that the PPESMOC acquisition function scales much better with respect to
the batch size. Unlike PPESMOC, the sequential strategies require repeating an iterative process
as many times as the batch size. This process includes hallucinating observations, re-fitting the un-
derlying GP models, and optimizing a sequential acquisition function. This leads to a prohibitive
computational cost for large batch sizes. For small batch sizes, however, these simple strategies
are cheap and they give over-all good results that are often similar to those of PPESMOC. There-
fore, in that setting, one may consider using them to solve optimization problems with several
objectives and constraints in which the evaluations have to be done in parallel.
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