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A Appendix

A.1 Gaussian Process

The generative model of a GP is given as
f |X ⇠ N (0,K✓) and y|f ⇠ N (f ,�2

"I) (13)
which defines the prior over the latent functions and the likelihood of the data, respectively. The
generative model implies that the joint posterior over the latent parameters given as

p(f |y, X) =
p(y|f)p(f |X)

p(y|X)
. (14)

Using the marginalization property for Gaussian distributions, the marginal distribution of y is given
by

p(y|X) =

Z
p(y|f)p(f |X)df = N (y|0,K✓). (15)

Thus, the hyperparameters ✓ of the kernel can be optimized by the maximum marginal likelihood - or
if we add priors on the ✓ - by maximum a posteriori:

✓̂ = argmax
✓

(logN (y|0,✓) + log p(✓)) . (16)

The log marginal likelihood is given as [Williams and Rasmussen, 2006]:

log p(y|X) = �1

2
y>K�1

✓ y � 1

2
log |K✓|�

n

2
log 2⇡ (17)

A.2 Derivations of the entropy for a Gaussian distribution

The following derivation shows that the entropy of a Gaussian distribution N (µ,�2) is proportional
to the variance �2.

H[X] = E [� ln p(X)] (18)

= E

1

2
ln 2⇡�2 +

(X � µ)2

2�2

�
(19)

=
1

2
ln 2⇡�2 +

1

2�2
E
h
(X � µ)2

i
(20)

=
1

2
ln 2⇡�2 +

�2

2�2
(21)

=
1

2
ln 2⇡e�2, since

1

2
=

1

2
ln e (22)

/ �2 (23)

A.3 Derivations of BALD

BALD is given as [Houlsby et al., 2011]:
I[✓̂, y|x,D] = H[✓̂|D]� Ep(y|x,D)[H[✓̂|y,x,D]] (24)

= H[y|x,D]� Ep(✓̂|D)[H[y|x, ✓̂]] (25)

For a regular GP with a homoscedastic Gaussian likelihood (N (0,�2
")), BALD is equivalent to ALM

I[✓̂, y|x,D] = H[y|x,D]� Ep(✓̂|D)[H[y|x, ✓̂]] (26)

= H[y|x,D]� Ep(f |D)[H[y|x,f ]] (27)

=
1

2
ln(2⇡�2(x))� �2

" (28)

/ �2(x)� const. (29)
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A.3.1 Fully Bayesian GP

For a Fully Bayesian GP (FBGP) with a homoscedastic Gaussian likelihood (N (0,�2
" |✓)), there are

three different ways to handle the hyperparameters Houlsby et al. [2011]:

1. The parameter of interest is f , and the hyperparameters ✓ are nuisance parameters,
2. The parameters of interest are both f and the hyperparameters ✓,
3. The parameters of interest are the hyperparameters ✓, and the parameter f is a nuisance

parameter.

In the first and the second case, BALD is equivalent to B-ALM (here derived for case 1):

I[f ,✓, y|x,D] = H
⇥
Ep(f ,✓|D)[y|x,D,f ,✓]

⇤
� Ep(f |D)

⇥
H[Ep(✓|f,D)[y|x,f ,✓]]

⇤
(30)

= H
⇥
Ep(✓|D)[y|x,✓]

⇤
� Ep(f |D)

⇥
H[Ep(✓|f ,D)[y|x,f ,✓]]

⇤
(31)

For the first term in the equation above, f is integrated out such that the predictive posterior p(y|x)
now corresponds to the regular GP predictive posterior. Since the f is given by the outer expectation
and y is dependent on f in the inner expectation, the second term is independent of x. Hence, BALD
is then given as:

I[f ,✓, y|x,D] / Ep(✓|D)[�
2
✓(x)|✓]� Ep(✓|D)[�

2
" |✓]. (32)

/ Ep(✓|D)[�
2
✓(x)|✓]� const. (33)

In the third case, where the hyperparameters are the parameters of interest, BALD is given as

I[f ,✓, y|x,D] = H
⇥
Ep(f ,✓|D)[y|x,D,f ,✓]

⇤
� Ep(✓|D)

⇥
H[Ep(f |✓,D)[y|x,f ,✓]]

⇤
(34)

The expectation in the second term is now equal to the standard GP predictive posterior, and thus
BALD is given as:

I[f ,✓, y|x,D] = H
⇥
Ep(✓|D)[y|x,D,✓]

⇤
� Ep(✓|D) [H[y|x,✓]] (35)

A.4 Proof of moments for Gaussian Mixture Model

Using the MCMC samples, each prediction of the FBGP can be seen as a GMM, yielding the
predictive posterior given as

p (y|x,D) =

Z
p (y|x,D,✓) p(✓|y)d✓ ' 1

M

MX

j=1

p (y|x,D,✓j) , ✓j ⇠ p(✓|D) (36)

This hierarchical predictive posterior is a mixture of M Gaussians with mean µGMM and variance
matrix �2

GMM . The mean µGMM derived as:

µGMM (y) = E[y|x] (37)

= E

2

4 1

M

MX

j=1

p (y|x,✓j)

3

5 (38)

= E

2

4 1

M

MX

j=1

N (y|µ✓j (x),�
2
✓j
(x))

3

5 (39)

=
1

M

MX

j=1

E
h
N (y|µ✓j (x),�

2
✓j
(x))

i
(40)

=
1

M

MX

j=1

µ✓j (x) (41)

The variance �2
GMM is derived as:

�2
GMM (y) = E

⇥
||y � E[y|x]||2 |x

⇤
(42)
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For short, we set ȳ := µGMM (y) = E[y|x]

= E
⇥
||y � ȳ||2 |x

⇤
(43)

=

Z
||y � ȳ||2p(y|x) dy (44)

=

Z
||y � ȳ||2 1

M

MX

j=1

p (y|x,✓j) dy (45)

=
1

M

MX

j=1

Z
||y � ȳ||2p (y|x,✓j) dy (46)

=
1

M

MX

j=1

Z
(y2 + ȳ2 � 2yȳ)N

�
y|µ✓j (x),�✓j (x)

�
dy (47)

=
1

M

MX

j=1

EN(y|µ✓j
(x),�✓j

(x))
⇥
y2 + ȳ2 � 2yȳ

⇤
(48)

If we set N✓ := N
�
y|µ✓j (x),�✓j (x)

�
, we can re-write it as:

=
1

M

MX

j=1

EN✓

⇥
y2
⇤
+ ȳ2 + 2ȳ EN✓[y] (49)

Using that V [X] = E[X2]� E[X]2, we get

=
1

M

MX

j=1

⇣
VN✓ [y] + EN✓[y]

2 + ȳ2 � 2ȳ EN✓[y]
⌘

(50)

=
1

M

MX

j=1

⇣
�2
✓j
(x) + µ✓j (x)

2 + µGMM (x)2 � 2µGMM (x)µ✓j (x)
⌘

(51)

=
1

M

MX

j=1

⇣
�2
✓j
(x) + ||µ✓j (x)� µGMM (x)||2

⌘
(52)
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A.5 Posterior of the hyperparameters

For the one dimensional simulators, the resulting FBGP has two hyperparameters: the length scale
and noise-term. For the d-dimensional simulators, an FBGP with an ARD RBF kernel has d + 1
hyperparameters, and thus we cannot plot the joint posterior for simulators with more than one input
dimension. Instead we plot the joint posterior of the hyperparameter of an FBGP with an RBF kernel.
The following posteriors are all averaged across the 10 experiments for a particular data size. In
Figure 6, the five posteriors that gave a multimodal posterior using the RBF kernel are shown.

Figure 6: The joint posterior of the hyperparameters of a RBF GP fitted to data from the simulators.
The data sizes are for Gramacy1d: 70, Higdon: 40, Gramacy2d: 40, Branin: 40, and Motorcycle: 10.

For the 3d simulator Ishigami and 6d simulator Hartmann, the RBF kernel gave only one mode using
this visualization, see Figure 7. Due to the dimensionality, it is likely that with an ARD RBF kernel
that the posterior will have more than one mode.

Figure 7: The joint posterior of the hyperparameters of a RBF GP fitted to 40 data points from the
simulators.
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A.6 Mean and variance for the relative decrease in area under the loss curve

To compute the mean and variance of the relative decrease in area under the learning curve (RD-AUC),
we use the unbiased estimates of the mean and variance of the ratios. Let AUCb and AUCnew be the
AUCs for the baseline and new acquisition function, respectively, then the RD-AUC is

RD-AUC =
AUCnew � AUCb

AUCb
(53)

Note that if the AUC is computed by a metric that is not lower bounded, e.g., the negative marginal
likelihood, all the AUCs should be subtracted by the best obtained performance across all the tested
acquisition functions, such that we create an artificial lower bound.

Let µn and µd be the expectation of the nominator and denominator, respectively, then the unbiased
estimate of the expectation of RD-AUC is (cf. Van Kempen and Van Vliet [2000] eq. (9))

µRD-AUC =
µn

µd
(54)

Let R be the number of times the acquisition function is run with different initial data sets, and let
�2
n, �

2
d, and �2

nd be the variance of and covariance between the nominator and denominator. Then
the unbiased estimate of the variance of RD-AUC is (cf. Van Kempen and Van Vliet [2000] eq. (10))

�2
RD-AUC =

1

R

✓
�2
n

µ2
d

+
µ2
n�

2
d

µ4
d

� 2µn�2
nd

µ3
d

◆
(55)

The pseudo-code to compute the mean and variance of the RD-AUC is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Mean and variance for the relative decrease in area under the loss curve (AUC)
Require: Let AUCb and AUCnew be the AUCs for the baseline and new acquisition function,

respectively. Apply the acquisition function R times with different initial data sets to get the two
sets {AUCr

b}Rr=1 and {AUCr
new}Rr=1.

1: procedure RD-AUC . Relative Decrease in AUC
2: if AUC is lower bounded then
3: AUCbest  lower bound . e.g., for RMSE it would be 0
4: else
5: AUCbest  best performance across all the tested acquisition functions
6: end if
7: n, d [ ], [ ] . Nominator (n) and denominator (d)
8: for AUCb 2 {AUCr

b}Rr=1 do
9: for AUCnew 2 {AUCr

new}Rr=1 do
10: n.append(AUCb� AUCnew)
11: d.append(AUCb� AUCbest)
12: end for
13: end for
14: µn  1

R

PR
r=1 nr . Compute mean, variance, and covariance

15: µd  1
R

PR
r=1 dr

16: �2
n, �

2
d, �

2
nd  V [n], V [d], Cov(n, d)

17: µRD-AUC  µn/µd . Expectation of RD-AUC

18: �2
RD-AUC  

1

R

✓
�2
n

µ2
d

+
µ2
n�

2
d

µ4
d

� 2µn�2
nd

µ3
d

◆
. Variance of RD-AUC

19: return µRD-AUC, �2
RD-AUC

20: end procedure
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A.7 Motorcycle simulator

The motorcycle simulator is created by fitting a variational GP [Hensman et al., 2015] to the
motorcycle accident data [Silverman, 1985], where the mean and standard deviation then is extracted.
The simulator is fully specified by the following mean standard deviation.

mean = [ 0 . 5 1 0 7 , 0 . 5 0 3 2 , 0 . 4 9 3 9 , 0 . 4 8 4 3 , 0 . 4 7 6 5 , 0 . 4 7 1 8 , 0 . 4 7 1 3 ,
0 . 4 7 4 8 , 0 . 4 8 0 5 , 0 . 4 8 5 6 , 0 . 4 8 7 0 , 0 . 4 8 2 4 , 0 . 4 7 2 4 , 0 . 4 6 0 4 ,
0 . 4 5 2 3 , 0 . 4 5 4 3 , 0 . 4 6 9 5 , 0 . 4 9 5 3 , 0 . 5 2 1 6 , 0 . 5 3 1 9 , 0 . 5 0 6 7 ,
0 . 4 2 8 4 , 0 . 2 8 6 8 , 0 .0 8 25 , − 0 . 17 22 , − 0 . 4 5 59 , − 0 . 7 4 33 , −1 . 0 11 2 ,

−1 .2435 , −1 .4339 , −1 .5851 , −1 .7049 , −1 .8015 , −1 .8788 , −1 .9333 ,
−1 .9549 , −1 .9298 , −1 .8453 , −1 .6947 , −1 .4804 , −1 .2140 , −0 .9140 ,
−0 .6013 , −0 .2950 , −0 .0080 , 0 . 2 5 3 6 , 0 . 4 9 0 0 , 0 . 7 0 4 6 , 0 . 9 0 0 6 ,
1 . 0 7 7 8 , 1 . 2 3 1 7 , 1 . 3 5 4 2 , 1 . 4 3 6 2 , 1 . 4 7 1 0 , 1 . 4 5 7 3 , 1 . 4 0 1 2 ,
1 . 3 1 4 7 , 1 . 2 1 3 9 , 1 . 1 1 4 3 , 1 . 0 2 7 7 , 0 . 9 5 8 9 , 0 . 9 0 5 6 , 0 . 8 6 0 5 ,
0 . 8 1 4 6 , 0 . 7 6 0 5 , 0 . 6 9 5 9 , 0 . 6 2 4 1 , 0 . 5 5 3 3 , 0 . 4 9 3 5 , 0 . 4 5 3 8 ,
0 . 4 3 9 5 , 0 . 4 5 0 1 , 0 . 4 7 9 5 , 0 . 5 1 7 3 , 0 . 5 5 0 7 , 0 . 5 6 7 8 , 0 . 5 6 0 0 ,
0 . 5 2 4 1 , 0 . 4 6 3 2 , 0 . 3 8 6 9 , 0 . 3 0 9 2 , 0 . 2 4 5 6 , 0 . 2 0 9 8 , 0 . 2 1 0 3 ,
0 . 2 4 8 2 , 0 . 3 1 6 4 , 0 . 4 0 1 5 , 0 . 4 8 6 8 , 0 . 5 5 6 8 , 0 . 6 0 0 6 , 0 . 6 1 4 7 ,
0 . 6 0 3 3 , 0 . 5 7 6 9 , 0 . 5 4 8 7 , 0 . 5 3 1 1 , 0 . 5 3 2 4 , 0 . 5 5 4 9 , 0 . 5 9 5 0 ,
0 . 6 4 4 1 , 0 . 6 9 1 9 , 0 . 7 2 8 5 ]

s t d d e v = [ 0 . 0 4 7 7 , 0 . 0 4 0 0 , 0 . 0 4 6 3 , 0 . 0 5 1 4 , 0 . 0 5 2 9 , 0 . 0 5 0 2 , 0 . 0 4 3 8 ,
0 . 0 3 6 6 , 0 . 0 3 3 0 , 0 . 0 3 2 8 , 0 . 0 3 2 7 , 0 . 0 3 1 8 , 0 . 0 3 1 5 , 0 . 0 3 3 1 ,
0 . 0 3 6 3 , 0 . 0 4 3 3 , 0 . 0 5 6 0 , 0 . 0 7 0 2 , 0 . 0 7 8 0 , 0 . 0 7 3 3 , 0 . 0 6 1 5 ,
0 . 0 7 9 9 , 0 . 1 4 6 8 , 0 . 2 3 9 3 , 0 . 3 4 0 8 , 0 . 4 3 8 2 , 0 . 5 1 9 6 , 0 . 5 7 4 7 ,
0 . 5 9 5 9 , 0 . 5 8 0 0 , 0 . 5 2 9 5 , 0 . 4 5 4 0 , 0 . 3 7 1 2 , 0 . 3 0 6 7 , 0 . 2 8 2 2 ,
0 . 2 9 1 5 , 0 . 3 0 7 4 , 0 . 3 1 3 5 , 0 . 3 1 5 6 , 0 . 3 3 6 0 , 0 . 3 8 9 9 , 0 . 4 6 5 8 ,
0 . 5 3 8 5 , 0 . 5 8 7 3 , 0 . 6 0 4 5 , 0 . 5 9 7 5 , 0 . 5 8 6 0 , 0 . 5 9 0 1 , 0 . 6 1 3 3 ,
0 . 6 3 7 7 , 0 . 6 3 8 0 , 0 . 5 9 5 1 , 0 . 5 0 2 2 , 0 . 3 6 6 9 , 0 . 2 2 2 7 , 0 . 1 9 8 0 ,
0 . 3 4 8 3 , 0 . 5 3 1 9 , 0 . 6 9 5 6 , 0 . 8 1 8 6 , 0 . 8 8 8 6 , 0 . 8 9 8 7 , 0 . 8 4 7 0 ,
0 . 7 3 7 3 , 0 . 5 7 8 9 , 0 . 3 8 7 6 , 0 . 1 8 9 8 , 0 . 1 0 6 7 , 0 . 2 4 7 2 , 0 . 3 7 9 9 ,
0 . 4 6 2 0 , 0 . 4 8 4 7 , 0 . 4 4 9 2 , 0 . 3 6 4 3 , 0 . 2 4 6 3 , 0 . 1 2 5 3 , 0 . 1 0 6 8 ,
0 . 2 0 0 6 , 0 . 2 8 1 7 , 0 . 3 2 3 0 , 0 . 3 1 9 5 , 0 . 2 7 6 9 , 0 . 2 0 9 2 , 0 . 1 3 7 7 ,
0 . 0 9 1 1 , 0 . 0 8 5 6 , 0 . 0 9 1 9 , 0 . 0 9 4 0 , 0 . 1 1 1 6 , 0 . 1 5 6 8 , 0 . 2 1 1 7 ,
0 . 2 5 4 8 , 0 . 2 7 3 0 , 0 . 2 6 2 3 , 0 . 2 2 8 2 , 0 . 1 8 5 7 , 0 . 1 5 4 5 , 0 . 1 4 4 5 ,
0 . 1 4 4 5 , 0 . 1 4 3 7 , 0 . 1 5 4 2 ]

19



A.8 Motorcycle simulator: B-QBC vs. QB-MGP

In Figure 8, the data points queried by B-QBC and QB-MGP are compared for two runs after 20 and
40 iterations. The behavior of the two runs are consistent with the other runs. After 20 iterations,
B-QBC has queried many points around the middle, because of the disagreement between the modes,
cf. Figure 6. Oppositely, the B-ALM component of the QB-MGP seems to encourage exploration,
and thus QB-MGP does not get stuck exploring the two modes. After 40 iterations, both acquisition
functions have explored the space similarly.

Figure 8: Comparison of the data acquisition of B-QBC and QB-MGP for the motorcycle simulator.
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