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Abstract

Active learning seeks to reduce the number of samples required to estimate the parameters
of a model, thus forming an important class of techniques in modern machine learning. However,
past work on active learning has largely overlooked latent variable models, which play a vital
role in neuroscience, psychology, and a variety of other engineering and scientific disciplines.
Here we address this gap in the literature, and propose a novel framework for maximum-mutual-
information input selection for learning discrete latent variable regression models. We first
examine a class of models known as “mixtures of linear regressions” (MLR). This example
is striking because it is well known that active learning confers no advantage for standard
least-squares regression. However, we show—both in simulations and analytically using Fisher
information—that optimal input selection can nevertheless provide dramatic gains for mixtures
of regression models; we also validate this on a real-world application of MLRs. We then consider
a powerful class of temporally structured latent variable models known as Input-Output Hidden
Markov Models (IO-HMMs), which have recently gained prominence in neuroscience. We show
that our method substantially speeds up learning, and outperforms a variety of approximate
methods based on variational and amortized inference.

1 Introduction

Obtaining labeled data is a key challenge in many scientific and machine learning applications.
Active learning provides a solution to this problem, allowing us to identify the most informative
data points and thereby minimize the number of examples needed to fit a model. Bayesian active
learning, also known as optimal or adaptive experimental design [12, 14, 59], has had a major impact
on a variety of disciplines, including neuroscience [17, 18, 28, 35, 39–41, 49, 52, 57], psychology
[4, 16, 47, 60, 61], genomics [58] and astronomy [45].

Our problem setting involves a probabilistic model p(y|x, θ), in which a parameter vector θ governs
the probabilistic relationship between inputs x and labels or outputs y. We wish to select inputs
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{xi} that will allow us to accurately infer θ from the resulting dataset {xi, yi}. In standard “fixed-
design” experiments, the inputs are selected in advance, or drawn randomly from a predetermined
distribution. In adaptive or “closed-loop” experiments, by contrast, the inputs are selected adaptively
during the experiment based on the measurements obtained so far. Bayesian active learning methods
provide a framework for optimally selecting these inputs, where optimality is defined by a utility
function that characterizes the specific learning objective [14, 46, 52, 55].

Despite a burgeoning literature, the active learning field has devoted little attention to latent
variable models (e.g., [1, 14, 30]). Latent variable models (LVMs) represent a class of highly
expressive models with a vast range of applications. In neuroscience in particular, they have
provided powerful descriptions of both neural population activity [13, 19, 27, 44, 64, 65] and animal
behavior [2, 9, 10, 63].

The key feature of latent variable regression models is that the relationship between inputs x and
output y is mediated by an unobserved or hidden state variable z, so that we have:

z ∼ p(z)
y | x, z ∼ p(y | x, z),

(1)

where p(z) is the prior over the latent variable, and p(y | x, z) characterizes the joint dependence
of the system output on the input and latent variable. This structure provides LVMs with the
flexibility to describe internal states of the system that cannot be observed directly. However,
this flexibility comes with a cost: computing the likelihood (and by extension, the posterior) in
LVMs requires marginalizing over the latent variable, P (y|x) =

∑
z P (y|x, z)P (z). This complicates

posterior inference and the calculation of expected utility, both of which are required for Bayesian
active learning algorithms.

To address this gap in the literature, we introduce a Bayesian active learning framework for discrete
latent variable models. We develop methods based on both MCMC sampling and variational inference
to efficiently compute information gain and select informative inputs in adaptive experiments. We
illustrate our framework with applications to two specific families of latent variable models: (1) a
mixture of linear regressions (MLR) model; and (2) input-output Hidden Markov Models (IO-HMM).
We compare the efficiency of different methods, including a recent method based on amortized
inference using deep networks [23], and show that in both model families our approach provides
dramatic speedups in learning over previous methods.

2 Related work

Bayesian active learning methods have been developed for a wide range of different models, from
generalized linear models [3, 4, 11, 34, 39–41, 48] to neural networks [14, 15, 17, 18, 25, 36]. One
body of work has focused on Bayesian active learning for models with implicit likelihoods [32, 37].
Another recent line of work has focused on general-purpose real-time active learning using amortized
inference in deep neural networks, an approach known as Deep Adaptive Design (DAD) Foster et al.
[23]. However, the literature on active learning for latent variable models is sparse, limited to a few
specific model classes and tasks such as density modeling [14, 30] and state estimation for standard
HMMs [1].

The approach we develop here grows out of previous work on Bayesian active learning methods for
generalized linear models [4, 31, 39, 40]. However, our contribution is novel because the posterior
approximations used in prior work are inapplicable to the latent variable model setting.
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trial t
trial t+1

1. Present input & measure output

...

2. Sample posterior

3. Select input
maximizing MI

Figure 1: Infomax learning for discrete latent variable models. First, on trial t, present an input xt
to the system of interest (e.g., a mouse performing a decision-making task) and record its response
yt. We assume this response depends on the stimulus (input) as well as an internal or latent state zt,
as specified by the model p(yt | xt, zt, θ). Second, draw samples from the posterior distribution over
model parameters θ given the data collected so far in the experiment, Dt = {x1:t, y1:t}. Third, select
the input for the next trial that maximizes information gain, or the mutual information between
the next response yt+1 and the model parameters θ.

3 Bayesian active learning for discrete latent variable models

Figure 1 shows an illustration of Bayesian active learning in the context of a neuroscience experiment.
The system or animal receives an input x ∈ RD on each trial, and generates a response y ∈ Ω
which may be continuous or discrete. We assume that these responses are described by p(y | x, z, θ),
where z ∈ {1, ...,K} denotes a discrete latent variable governing the internal state of the system,
characterized by a (possibly structured) prior distribution p(z), and θ denotes the model parameters.

The goal of active-learning is to select inputs that will allow us to infer θ in as few trials as possible.
Bayesian active learning formalizes this in terms of a utility function that specifies the learning goal
(e.g., maximizing information, minimizing prediction error). Here we select mutual information
between yt and the parameters θ conditioned on the input, giving the selection rule:

xt+1 = arg max
x

I(θ; yt | x,Dt). (2)

This popular choice of utility function gives rise to a large family of Bayesian active learning methods
commonly known as “infomax learning” [4, 31, 39, 40, 46, 49, 52]. The challenge in applying infomax
learning to latent variable models is that the posterior distribution, which is necessary for computing
information, is generally not available in closed form. To overcome this challenge, we consider two
different approaches, one based on sampling and another based on variational inference (VI) [8].
For the sampling-based approach, we use Gibbs sampling to obtain an alternating chain of samples
from the conditional distributions over latent variables and the model parameters. We can use
these parameter samples, {θj}Mj=1 ∼ p(θ | Dt), to evaluate the mutual information between yt and θ
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conditioned on input xt as follows (see S1 for derivation):

I(θ; y | x,Dt) ≈
1

M

M∑
j=1

DKL

(
p(y | θj ,x) || p(y | x,Dt)

)
, (3)

where DKL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence, and p(y | x,Dt) ≈ 1
M

∑M
j=1 p(y | θj ,x) is the average

predictive probability across samples, where these predictive probabilities are in turn computed by
marginalizing over the latent: p(y | θj ,x) =

∑K
k=1 p(z = k | θj ,x)p(y | z = k, θj ,x)

Equation 3 makes clear that information-based active learning can be equivalently seen as comparing
the prediction of the models given by each of the M samples, p(y | θj ,x), with the average model
prediction p(y | x,Dt), and choosing the input which maximizes the average difference between
predictions of individual models and the consensus model. This shows that infomax learning can also
be seen as a form of “query-by-committee”, a well-known method in the active learning literature
[56].

For the VI-based method, we compute a variational approximation to the posterior, which is faster
than Gibbs sampling but may be less accurate. We then draw samples from the (approximate)
variatonal posterior, and use those samples to evaluate mutual information as described above
(eq. 3).

4 Mixture of linear regressions (MLR)

The mixture of linear regressions (MLR) model has a rich history in machine learning [6, 24, 43].
It consists of an independent mixture of K distinct linear-Gaussian regression models (Fig. 2A).
Given an input, x ∈ RD, the corresponding output observation y ∈ R arises from one of the K
components as determined by the latent state z ∈ {1, ..K}. Formally, it can be written:

zt ∼ Cat(π)

yt | (xt, zt = k) ∼ N (xt
>wk, σ

2)
(4)

where π ∈ ∆K−1 denotes a discrete or categorical distribution over the set of K mixing components,
and wk ∈ RD denotes the weights of the linear regression model in state k. The model parameters
to be learned are thus given by θ = {w1:K , π}.

Fisher information analysis

Before describing our algorithm, we pause to ask whether there is any hope that infomax learning will
be helpful for the MLR model. In the standard linear-Gaussian regression model, it is straightforward
to see that posterior covariance of model parameters, given by (C−10 + 1

σ2

∑T
t=1 xtxt

>)−1 where C0

is the prior covariance, is independent of the outputs {yt}. This means that an optimal design can
be planned out prior to the experiment, and there is no benefit to taking into account the output yt
when selecting the next input xt+1 [11, 46]. Intriguingly, this property does not hold for the MLR
model.

To quantify the asymptotic performance of infomax learning for the MLR model, and to gain
insight into which inputs are most informative, we can compute the Fisher information, which
sets asymptotic limits on the error in estimating the parameters via the Cramer-Rao bound [48].
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The Fisher information matrix for a model with parameters θ is a matrix with i, j’th element

Jjk = E
[(

∂
∂θj

log p(y|x, θ)
)(

∂
∂θk

log p(y|x, θ)
)]

, where expectation is taken with respect to p(y|x, θ).
For an MLR model in D dimensions with K components, the Fisher information matrix for the
weights given an input vector x is a KD ×KD matrix whose i, j’th block is given by:

J[i,j](x) = 1
σ4E

[
(y − x>wi)(y − x>wj)p(z = i | y,x, θ)p(z = j | y,x, θ)

]
xx>, (5)

where expectation is taken with respect to the marginal distribution p(y | x, θ) (see S6 for details).
Although this expectation cannot generally be computed analytically [5], we can compute it for
the two extreme cases of interest: (1) perfect identifiability, when the response y gives perfect
information about the latent variable; and (2) non-identifiability, when the response provides no
information about the latent variable.

To illustrate these cases, Fig. 2B shows an example MLR model with two 2D weight vectors pointing
in opposite directions along the x1 axis. If observation noise variance σ2 is small, a unit vector input
with 0 degree orientation renders the latent state perfectly identifiable, since the response will be
large and positive if z = 1 and negative if z = 2. On the other hand, an input at 90 or 270 degrees
gives rise to non-identifiability; these inputs are orthogonal to both w1 and w2, so observing the
output y will provide no information about which component produced it.

In the case of perfect identifiability, the Fisher information matrix simplifies to a block diagonal
matrix with 1

σ2πixx
> in its ith block (see S6). The trace of the Fisher information matrix, which

quantifies the total Fisher information provided by this input, is 1
σ2 ||x||2, which remarkably, is the

same Fisher information as in the standard (non-mixture) linear regression model. In the case of
non-identifiability, on the other hand, the Fisher information is a rank-1 matrix with block i, j given
by 1

σ2πiπjxx
>. In the case where all class prior probabilites are equal (πi = 1/K ∀i), the trace is

only 1
Kσ2 ||x||2, revealing that non-identifiable inputs can provide as little as 1/K as much Fisher

information as inputs with perfect identifiability. The dependence on the number of components,
K, is worth noting as it suggests that active learning may have a greater impact for models with
more components.

Figure 2C shows the (numerically computed) Fisher information as a function of input angle for the
MLR model shown in panel B, for different noise levels σ2. This confirms the analytic result that
Fisher information for this 2-state model is 1/2 its maximal value for inputs in the “non-identifiability’
region, and shows that the sub-optimal input region grows wider as noise variance increases. This
confirms that active learning can improve MLR model fitting, and clarifies which inputs are most
informative.

Infomax learning algorithm for MLR

To perform infomax learning for MLR models, we use Gibbs sampling [7] to obtain samples from the
posterior over model parameters. This involves sampling from the joint distribution over the latents
z and the model parameters θ = {w1:K , π}, conditioned on the data. As an alternate strategy,
we also draw samples of the model parameters from a variational approximation to its posterior
(see S2 and S3 for details). Next, using M samples of the model parameters, {wj

1:K , π
j}Mj=1, we

compute the mutual information between the system’s output and the parameters (Eq. 3) for a grid
of candidate inputs by substituting the likelihood term, p(y | θj ,x,Dt) =

∑K
k=1 π

j
kN (y|wj

k · x, 1),
into Eq. 3. Finally, we select the input x that maximizes Eq. 3 and present it to the system on the
next trial.
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Figure 2: Infomax learning for mixture of linear regressions (MLR) models. (A) Model schematic.
At time step, t, system is in state zt = k with probability πk. The system generates output yt using
state-dependent weights wk and independent additive Gaussian noise (Eq. 4). (B) Example 2-state
model with two-dimensional weights w1 = (1, 0) and w2 = (−1, 0). We consider possible inputs on
the unit circle, which are the information-maximizing inputs for linear Gaussian models under an
L2 norm constraint. (C) Fisher information as a function of the angle between w1 and the input
presented to the system, for different noise variances σ2. (D) Comparison between infomax active
learning (using Gibbs sampling and VI), DAD and random sampling for the 2D MLR model shown
above with mixing probabilities π = [0.6, 0.4] and noise variance σ2 = 0.1. Error bars reflect 95%
confidence interval (standard error) of the mean across 20 experiments. (E) Performance comparison
for the same 2-state model but with 10-dimensional weight vectors and inputs. The possible inputs
to the system were uniform samples from the 10-D unit hyper-sphere.

Experiments with MLRs

To evaluate our active learning framework for MLRs, we first perform two simulations. In our first
experiment, illustrated in Fig. 2B, the set of possible inputs lie on a unit circle, 10◦ apart. At any
trial, an input from this set is presented and the output arises from one of K = 2 regression models.
We fix the state probabilities as π = [0.6, 0.4]. The regression models have the form: yt = w>k xt + ε
where we fix the generative parameters as: w1 = [−1, 0], w2 = [1, 0] and ε ∼ N (0, 0.1). Our second
experiment follows the same setup, but selects input from a set of 1000 candidate points sampled
uniformly on the 10-D hyper-sphere.The output again arises from one of the two regression models,
now with weights oriented along the first two major axes, w1 = [1, 0, ..., 0] and w2 = [0, 1, 0...0], and
mixing weights π = [0.6, 0.4].

The task at hand is to learn the generative parameters of the model: i.e. {w1,w2, π}. We compare
several input-selection strategies including our infomax learning methods (using gibbs sampling and
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variational inference), a random sampling approach which selects inputs uniformly from the set of
all possible inputs, and Deep Adaptive Design (DAD) by Foster et al. [23]. We adapted the code for
DAD to use it for input selection in MLRs (details in S4). In all cases, after input selection, at each
trial we infer the model parameters using Gibbs sampling.

A natural quantity to track during infomax learning is the entropy of the posterior distribution over
the model parameters θ [4], which we approximate as log |cov(θ)|. We compute the sample-estimate
of this posterior entropy using the M samples obtained from Gibbs sampling at every trial. We find
that the posterior entropy of the model parameters decreases fastest for infomax Gibbs sampling
as compared to the other methods (top panel of Fig. 2D). In 10-d, this difference is even more
prominent (top panel of Fig. 2E). We also track the root mean squared error (RMSE) between
the recovered and generative MLR parameters. The bottom panel of Fig. 2D shows that RMSE
decreases fastest for infomax learning with Gibbs sampling in 2-d. Finally, Figure 2E shows that
in the space of 10-d inputs, RMSE decreases fastest for infomax with Gibbs sampling, followed by
infomax with variational inference (VI). This shows that sampling from the true posterior (with
Gibbs sampling) leads to substantially better input selection, as compared to sampling from the
variational posterior. Further, while DAD is comparable to infomax with VI in 2-d, it is not well
suited for high-dimensional inputs. Given that RMSE is not the objective function we directly
optimize with infomax, these results are particularly exciting. Overall, they suggest that our active
learning method is sample-efficient in training MLRs.

As discussed earlier, in case of 2-d, this is because the Fisher Information drops dramatically when
the angle between the weight vectors and the input is close to 90◦ or 270◦. Hence, our active learning
strategy outperforms random sampling by avoiding the uninformative inputs orthogonal to the
model weights. In S5, we verify that our approach does avoid these inputs and show a histogram
of the selected inputs for the experiments of Fig. 2D. Further, as the Fisher information analysis
given above makes clear, higher dimensionality leads to increased probability that randomly selected
inputs will fall in the region of non-identifiability, given that random vectors in high dimensions
have high probability of being orthogonal [29]. This aligns with our finding that the benefits of
active learning are more pronounced in higher dimensions.

Application: CA Housing Dataset

Finally, we applied infomax learning to the California housing dataset of [33]. This dataset contains
the median house price, in 1990, as well as 8 predictors of house price for 20,640 census block groups.
The dataset is accessible via scikit-learn [50].

We fit MLRs with different numbers of states to a reduced dataset of 5000 samples and found
that a 3 state MLR described the CA housing dataset well (Figure 3C), and offered a dramatic
improvement in predictive power relative to standard linear regression (a 1 state MLR). Figures
3A and 3B show the best fitting mixing weights and state weights for this 3 state MLR. Next, we
wanted to understand if infomax learning would allow us to learn the best-fitting 3 state MLR
parameters with fewer samples. We use infomax with Gibbs sampling, and in Figures 3D and 3E
show that infomax learning does, indeed, significantly reduce the number of samples required to
learn the model parameters.

In Figure 3B, it is clear that the three states differ most according to the weights placed on the
‘AveOccup’ (average occupancy), ‘Latitude’ and ‘Longitude’ covariates. Intriguingly, in Figure
3F, we see that the inputs selected by infomax always have greater variance for the Latitude and
Longitude covariates compared to those selected with random sampling (the red crosses are always
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above the blue dots). This is a useful external validation that infomax selects inputs in a sensible
way.
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Figure 3: Application of infomax learning to California Housing Dataset [33]. (A) Best fitting
mixing weights for 3 state MLR to 5000 samples of the CA housing dataset. (B) Best fitting
state weights for 3 state MLR to 5000 samples of the CA housing dataset. Orange, green and
blue represent states 1, 2 and 3 respectively. Black represents the linear regression fit to the same
dataset. (C) BIC as number of MLR states is varied from 1 (standard linear regression) to 5.
We focus on the 3 state model as BIC begins to level off beyond 3 states. (D) Posterior entropy
between the 3 state MLR parameters obtained using 5000 samples (parameters shown in (A) and
(B)) and recovered parameters as a function of the number of samples for random sampling (blue)
and infomax with gibbs sampling (red). Error bars reflect 95% confidence interval of the mean
across 10 experiments. (E) The same as in (D) but for the RMSE (root mean squared error).
(F) Visualization of standard deviation of 500 inputs selected by both infomax (red) and random
sampling (blue). Each dot corresponds to a different experiment. Examining (B), it is clear that the
3 states differ most according to the weights placed on the ‘AveOccup’, ‘Latitude’ and ‘Longitude’
covariates. Intriguingly, we see that all 10 infomax experiments select inputs with greater vari-
ance for the latitude and longitude covariates than are selected by the random sampling experiments.

5 Input-Output Hidden Markov Models

Input-Output Hidden Markov Models (IO-HMMs) [6] are extensions of standard HMMs. A standard
HMM has K discrete states and at each time step t the observed output, yt, depends only on the
current state, zt ∈ {1, ..K}. The states themselves have Markovian transitions between them. As
shown in Fig. 4A, IO-HMMs have an additional component: an external input is presented at every
time step, xt ∈ RD. As a result, state transitions and observations can be conditioned on the input
at the current time step. Also known as GLM-HMMs in the neuroscience literature [2, 9, 10, 19],
these models allow transitions and observations to be generated by state-dependent generalized
linear models (GLMs).

Here, we consider the Bernoulli IO-HMM, which assumes that the outputs are binary, yt ∈ {0, 1},
and are produced according to state-specific GLM weights, wk ∈ RD:

p(yt = 1 | xt, zt = k) =
1

1 + exp−w
>
k xt

(6)
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Figure 4: Infomax for IO-HMMs. (A) Data generation process for the IO-HMM. At time step t,
a system generates output yt based on its input, xt, as well as its latent state at that time step,
zt. The system then either remains in the same state, or transitions into a new state at trial t+ 1,
with the transition probabilities given by matrix A. (B) Example settings for the transition matrix
and state GLMs for a 3 state IO-HMM. These are the settings we use to generate output data
for the analyses shown in panels C and D. (C) Left: posterior entropy over the course of 1000
trials for random sampling (blue), infomax with a single GLM (grey), infomax for the full IO-HMM
using variational inference (VI) and Gibbs sampling (magenta and red respectively). Middle: root
mean squared error for the recovered transition matrix for each of the three input-selection schemes
(random/infomax with GLM/infomax with IO-HMM (Gibbs)/infomax with IO-HMM (VI)). Right:
root mean squared error for the weight vectors of the IO-HMM for each of the input-selection
schemes. (D) Selected inputs for random sampling (blue), active learning when there is model
mismatch and the model used for infomax is a single GLM (gray), active learning with infomax
(using Gibbs sampling) and the full IO-HMM (red). Selected inputs over the course of 1000 trials
are plotted, and are shown on top of the generative GLM curves.

We assume that, as in the standard HMM, state transitions are governed by a stationary, input-
independent transition matrix, A ∈ RK×K , where Ail = p(zt = l | zt−1 = i). The first state z1 has
prior distribution π ∈ ∆K−1.

To perform infomax learning with IO-HMMs, we first use Gibbs sampling to iteratively sample
the latent states zt′ ∀ t′ ∈ [1, t], and the model parameters {w1:K , A, π}, after each trial (step 2
in Fig. 1). Gibbs sampling-based inference for HMMs is well-known [26]. However, when we use
Bernoulli-GLM observations, the conditional distribution over {w1:K} is no longer available in
closed form since the Bernoulli-GLM likelihood does not have a conjugate prior distribution. As a
result, we came up with an alternative solution for sampling {w1:K}, using Laplace approximation,
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which we detail in the supplement S7. An alternative strategy for sampling from logistic models
involves using Polya-Gamma augmentation [51, 54]. We show in the supplement, S9, that our
approach performs just as well as Polya-Gamma augmentation, thereby empirically validating our
Laplace-based Gibbs sampler.

We also perform infomax learning using variational inference (VI). We use mean-field VI to obtain
posterior distributions over the model parameters {w1:K , A, π}. Due to the absence of a conjugate
prior for Bernoulli observations, the distribution over {w1:K} is not available in closed form and so
we resort to Laplace approximation for obtaining variational posteriors over the weights (see S8 for
the full algorithm). Upon obtaining the distributions, we draw samples of model parameters from
their variational posteriors.

During infomax learning with IO-HMMs (step 3 of Fig. 1), we use M samples of the model
parameters, {wj

1:K , A
j , πj}Mj=1, to compute the mutual information between the output and the

model parameters according to Eq. 3. Here, the likelihood for the IO-HMM is:

p(y | θj , x,Dt) =
K∑
k=1

p(z = k | Dt, θj)p(y | x, z = k) (7)

where p(z = k | Dt, θj) can readily be obtained using the forward-backward algorithm and p(y |
x, z = k) is the Bernoulli-GLM likelihood function (Eq. 6). After computing the mutual information,
we optimize it over a discrete set of inputs to find the next input to present to the system.

Experiments with IO-HMMs

We generate data from the 3-state IO-HMM shown in Fig. 4B. We set the parameters to match
those in [2], which fit the IO-HMM to the binary choice data of mice performing a decision-making
experiment. Each GLM has a weight associated with the external stimulus (wk) presented to the
mouse, as well as a bias parameter (bk), such that wk = {wk, bk}. The input stimuli (xt) are
1-dimensional, such that the choice probability can be formally written as:

p(yt = 1 | xt, zt = k) =
1

1 + exp−wkxt+bk
(8)

In our experiment, we choose input stimuli such that they lie in [−5, 5] and are 0.01 units apart.
Similar to the MLR setting, the task here is to recover the generative parameters of the IO-HMM.
We do this via our infomax learning methods (using Gibbs sampling as well as variational inference)
as well as a random sampling approach where inputs are selected at random from the specified set;
Deep Adaptive Design (DAD) [23] is not applicable in this setting as it assumes trials to be i.i.d.
We find that the posterior entropy over the model parameters decreases dramatically faster using
infomax learning with Gibbs sampling, followed by infomax with variational inference compared to
random sampling (compare the red, magenta and blue curves in the left panel of Fig. 4C). We also
observe that the RMSE between the generative and recovered parameters decreases much faster for
our active learning methods (infomax using Gibbs, followed by infomax using variational inference)
as compared to random sampling for the transition matrix A (middle panel of Fig. 4C), as well as
for the GLM weights (right panel of Fig. 4C). This suggests that our infomax learning method can
be used to fit IO-HMMs using fewer samples; and reinforces our previous result that sampling from
the exact posterior substantially benefits infomax learning as compared to using the variational
posterior.
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Finally, to understand why our active learning framework outperforms random sampling for the
IO-HMM, we plot histograms of the inputs selected by random sampling and by infomax learning
using Gibbs sampling (Fig. 4D). While random sampling selects inputs from the entire input domain,
infomax learning rarely selects inputs with a magnitude greater than 3. For positive inputs with a
magnitude greater than 3, for all three models, the sigmoid of Eq. 8 saturates and all generated yt
values will be 1. Similarly, for large negative inputs, all generated yt output values will be 0. As
such, these large magnitude inputs generate outputs that provide no information either about the
latent that generated the data (necessary for updating the transition matrix) or the weights used to
generate the data. Overall, infomax learning reduces the number of samples required to learn the
parameters of the IO-HMM.

To make our method practical for closed-loop experiments, it is critical that the method compute
new inputs quickly. For example, in the case of mouse decision-making experiments, consecutive
trials occur within 1–10 seconds [38, 53]. While our current implementation requires up to 20s per
trial (on an 1.7GHz quad-core i7 laptop), we show in the supplement (S9) that running five parallel
chains of 100 samples each provides a 5x speedup over the current implementation with a single
chain of 500 Gibbs samples.

Additionally, we also perform infomax learning for a special case of IO-HMMs: mixtures of GLMs.
We show in S10 that our method outperforms random sampling in terms of posterior entropy and
error in recovering the model parameters. These results provide further evidence that our infomax
learning method is applicable across model settings.

Consequences of ignoring latent states

To assess the importance of latent structure on active learning methods, we benchmarked our
method against an additional input-selection scheme: infomax under conditions of model mismatch.
Specifically, we compared to a strategy where inputs were selected by infomax under the (mismatched)
assumption that responses arose from a single Bernoulli-GLM, with no latent states. This allowed
us to explore the effect of ignoring the presence of latent variables when selecting inputs.

Fig. 4D shows that the inputs selected by Bernoulli-GLM infomax learning differed substantially
from those selected by the full IO-HMM infomax algorithm. In particular, the Bernoulli-GLM
method avoided selecting inputs in both the center and the outer edges of the input domain. In
virtue of neglecting the outer edges, it outperformed random input selection (compare the grey
and blue lines in all panels of Fig. 4C). However, the full IO-HMM infomax method still performed
best for learning the weights and transition matrix of the true model (red lines in Fig. 4C). The
significant drop in the performance when ignoring the presence of latent states thus highlights the
importance of developing active learning methods tailored specifically for latent variable models.

Downstream application: latent state inference

IO-HMMs are often used to infer the underlying latent states during the course of an experiment. To
demonstrate the utility of our active learning approach for downstream tasks, we compare infomax
learning and random sampling for predicting latent states across trials. We use the same generative
IO-HMM as shown in Fig. 4B, and train two new distinct IO-HMMs using 400 input-output samples
from the generative model. One of the IO-HMMs is trained using inputs selected by infomax learning
(with Gibbs sampling), while the other is trained using random input selection. Next, we generate
a set of 100 trials from the generative model, and use the two IO-HMMs to predict the posterior
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state 1

state 2 state 3

Figure 5: Inferring latent states. (Top) the true latent states of the data-generating IO-HMM
for 100 trials. (Middle) the inferred posterior probabilities of states using an IO-HMM, trained
using infomax learning on 400 trials from the data-generating IO-HMM. (Bottom) the same for an
IO-HMM trained using random sampling on 400 trials from the data-generating IO-HMM.
probabilities of states as each trial. Fig. 5 shows that the IO-HMM trained using infomax learning
is able to predict the true states drastically better than that trained using random selection using
the same number of trials.

6 Discussion

We developed a novel method to perform Bayesian active learning for discrete latent variable models.
We applied this method to two distinct classes of latent variable models: mixture of linear regressions
(MLRs) and input-output HMMs (IO-HMMs). We showed that, in both cases, infomax learning
consistently achieved lower error and lower posterior entropy than random input selection. Our
method also outperformed active learning methods that ignored the presence of latent variables
and, for the case of MLRs, the Deep Active Design method of [23].

Given the importance of latent variable modeling in neuroscience [2, 9, 10, 19] as well as in other
scientific domains [7], we envisage broad applicability of our method. One exciting application
involves using our method to adaptively select stimuli in animal decision-making tasks. Recent work
has shown that the behavior of mice can be well-described with a multi-state IO-HMM [2]. One
limitation of that work, however, is that it required large amounts of data, collected from multiple
sessions across multiple days, to learn the IO-HMM parameters. Using our framework, it may be
possible to learn these parameters using data from only a single day, reducing the time and cost of
experiments and thereby speeding up scientific discovery.

Nevertheless, there are several limitations of our current work. First, we considered the output
observations y to be scalar. Extending to higher-dimensional outputs may require alternate methods
for computing information, given the difficulty of numerical integration in high dimensions. Second,
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in the experiments presented here, we selected maximally informative inputs from a discrete set of
candidate inputs on each trial. Future work may instead use optimization to find optimal inputs in
a continuous input space. A final direction for future work is to consider IO-HMMs in which state
transitions also dependent on the input. Despite these limitations, our method achieves substantial
advances for the learning of systems characterized by latent variable models, and we feel it will
be highly beneficial in neuroscience and other fields where experiments are time-consuming or
expensive.
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A Appendix

S1 Infomax Learning using samples

Infomax entails computing the input, x, which maximizes the conditional mutual information
between the outputs, y and model parameters, θ. One way to write mutual information is as follows:

I(θ; y | x,Dt) = H(y;x,Dt)−H(y | θ;x,Dt), (S1)

Since we follow a sampling-based strategy to compute the best input: x = maxx I(θ; y | x,Dt), we
can use the samples {θj}Mj=1 drawn from p(θ | Dt) to approximate eq. S1. Each sample, θj , leads to

a model-based likelihood p(y | θj ,x,Dt). We can then compute the marginal likelihood:

p(y | x,Dt) ≈
1

M

M∑
j=1

p(y | θj ,x,Dt) (S2)

This results in sample-based versions of the entropy terms such that:

H(y | θ;x,Dt) ≈
1

M

M∑
j=1

∫
p(y | θj ,x,Dt) log p(y | θj ,x,Dt)dy (S3)

H(y;x,Dt) =

∫
p(y | x,Dt) log p(y | x,Dt)dy (S4)

≈
∫  1

M

M∑
j=1

p(y | θj ,x,Dt)

 log

 1

M

M∑
j=1

p(y | θj ,x,Dt)

 dy (S5)

Substituting these into the mutual information (eq. S1) results in the sample-based form of mutual
information that we use in our experiments:

I(θ; y | x,Dt) ≈
1

M

M∑
j=1

DKL

(
p(y | θj ,x,Dt) || p(y | x,Dt)

)
(S6)

S2 Gibbs Sampling for MLRs

Here, we describe Gibbs Sampling algorithm for Mixture of Linear Regressions models. Given T
trials, for each input-output pair, xt ∈ RD and yt ∈ R, we sample class-belongings, zt ∈ {1, ..K},
from:

p(zt = k | yt,xt,w1:K , π, σ) =
N (yt;w

>
k xt, σ

2)πk∑
lN (yt;w>l xt, σ

2)πl
(S7)

Next, we sample new estimates of the mixing parameters from:

πk | z1:T ∼ Dir(nk + 1) (S8)

where nk =
∑T

t′=1 1(zt′ = k).

Finally, we assume a Gaussian prior, N (w0, σ
2
0I), over the weights associated with each latent class

and sample a new estimate for them as follows:

wk ∼ N (w′k,Σ
′
k) (S9)
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w′k = w0 + (σ20I +XkX
>
k )−1X>k (Yk −Xkw0) (S10)

Σ′k = I −X>k
(
σ20I +XkX

>
k

)−1
Xk. (S11)

Here, the rows of Xk ∈ Tk ×D and Yk ∈ Tk × 1 contain inputs and outputs at time points where
z = k, respectively. We fix w0 = 0 and σ20 = 10 in our experiments. We perform this procedure
M times in order to obtain M samples of the model parameters, {wj

1:K , π
j}Mj=1, where M = 500

(excluding 100 burn-in samples) in our experiments.

S3 Variational inference for MLRs

Here, we describe mean-field variational inference for MLRs, which we use to derive posterior distri-
butions over the model’s parameters. Following mean-field approximation, we assume independence
between all the model parameters and the latent variables.

Given T trials, for each input-output pair, xt ∈ RD and yt ∈ R, we assume that it’s mixture
assignment zt ∈ {1, ...K} is governed by an independent categorical distribution q(zt;φt), where
φt ∈ ∆K−1. We, further, assume that the weight wk ∈ RD of the k-th linear regression model has a
normal posterior distribution q(wk;µk,Σk), with mean µk ∈ RD and covariance Σk ∈ RD×D. Hence:

q(w1:K , z1:T ) =

T∏
t=1

q(zt;φt)

K∏
k=1

q(wk;µk,Σk) (S12)

Let us vertically stack φt for t ∈ 1 : T and denote this by a matrix φ if size T × K. Similarly,
let X ∈ RT×D represent the design matrix with all inputs stacked, and Y ∈ RT×1 contain all
observations. Also, we know that each of the linear regressions in the MLR model has Gaussian
noise with variance σ2.

We update the variational parameters φt, µ1:K and Σ1:K iteratively using the update rules described
below. For each t ∈ {1..T},

φtk ∝ exp{ytx>t E[µk]− E[(x>t µk)
2]/2} (S13)

Next, for each k ∈ {1...K}, we assume a Gaussian prior distribution over the weights: N (w0, σ
2
0I),

we update the variational parameters governing the weights as follows:

Σk =

(
σ20I +

1

σ2
((φ:,k1) ·X)>X

)−1
(S14)

µk =
1

σ2
ΣkX

>(φ:,kY ) (S15)

We fix w0 = 0 and σ2 = 10 in our experiments. We repeat these updates until either the log-likelihood
of the data arising from the model has converged or a limit of 500 iterations has reached.

Once the variational posteriors have been learned, we draw M samples each, for the weights w1:K

and the mixture assignments z1:T . Finally, using the mixture assignments, we obtain M samples
for the mixing probability π by computing the proportion of trials assigned to each state. We set
M = 500 in our experiments, thus obtaining {wj

1:K , π
j}500j=1.
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S4 Training details for Deep Adaptive Design (DAD)

We downloaded the code for DAD, and adapted it to perform input selection for MLRs (which we
attach with the supplement). The parameters of the MLR model were set to the same values as
described in sec. 4. Since the DAD model requires continuous inputs, rather than a discrete list
of inputs, we allow it to choose inputs from the unit circle in 2d and the unit hypersphere in 10d,
rather than restricting it to the discrete set of stimuli in sec. 4.

The DAD model has two components: the encoder network which takes in input-observation pairs
{x, y} and outputs an encoding for this. This is a feedforward neural network. We set this network
to have 3 layers: the input layer which has 3 nodes for the first MLR experiment (2d inputs and 1d
observations) and 11 nodes for the second experiment (10−d inputs and 1d observations), a hidden
layer with 256 nodes and ReLu activation function, and a linear output layer with 16 nodes.

Following this, the encoded history is taken as input by an emitter network. This network outputs the
input for the next trial: xt. The input layer of this feedforward network has the same dimensionality
as the output of the embedding layer, i.e. 16 nodes. It has one hidden layer with ReLu activation
and 256 nodes, followed by a linear output layer with as many nodes as the dimensionality of the
input to the MLR model. We normalize the output of this network, to ensure that the selected xt
lies on the unit circle/unit hypersphere.

We do a hyperparameter optimization to select the number of hidden layers and nodes from the range
of values used in the experiments (no. of hidden layers: 1–3, no. of nodes per layer: 16/128/256) in
the original DAD [23] paper.

To compute the sPCE loss that DAD uses to optimize the two neural networks, we use 500 samples
each to compute the inner and outer expectation in the loss function. Since our experiments involve
large number of trials (T = 200), we use score gradient estimator to compute the gradients that
are backpropagated while training. Finally, we train the model using Adam (with betas set to 0.8,
0.998), and use exponential learning rate annealing (where the initial learning rate is set to 1e-4
post a search over the range 1e-5–1e-3, and γ = 0.96) for a total of 50000 gradient steps.

S5 Inputs selected during active learning for MLRs

Fig. S1 shows the inputs selected by infomax learning and Deep Adaptive Design (DAD) on mixture
of linear regressions.

S6 Fisher Information for MLRs

Here we derive the Fisher information for the weights of the MLR model (shown in Fig.2B of the
main text).

We consider a model consisting of a mixture of K linear regression models in a D-dimensional input
space, defined by weights {w1,w2, . . . ,wK}. The full model weights take the form of a length-KD
vector formed by stacking the weights for each component:

w =

w1
...

wK

 . (S16)
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Figure S1: Histogram showing inputs selected by our active learning method (over the course of 200
trials) on mixture of linear regressions (MLRs), when inputs lie on a 2D circle (see Fig. 2). We find
a drop in probability at 90◦, this is also predicted by the Fisher Information analysis discussed in
text for infomax (using Gibbs sampling). However, we do not see such a trend while using DAD.
Inputs here are randomly distributed over the unit circle, with modes at multiple of 30◦. (DAD
requires a continuous range of inputs, hence we let is select inputs from all over the unit circle as
opposed to a discrete list, as in Fig. 2.)

The Fisher information J is a KD×KD matrix carrying the expectation for the product of partial
derivatives of the log-likelihood with respect to each element of w. We will derive the D×D blocks
of the Fisher information matrix for each pair of components in {1, . . . ,K}.
The block of partial derivatives for component j is given by:

∂

∂wj
log p(y | x, θ) =

1

σ2
(y − x>wj)x

(
πj exp

(
− 1

2σ2 (y − x>wj)
2
)

p(y | x, θ)

)

=
1

σ2
(y − x>wj)x

(
P (y | x, z = j, θ)P (z = j | π)

p(y | x, θ)

)
=

1

σ2
(y − x>wj)x

(
p(z = j | y,x, θ)

)
. (S17)

Plugging this into the formula for Fisher information, we obtain the following expression for the
i, j’th block of the Fisher information matrix:

J[i,j](x) =
1

σ4
E
[
(y − x>wi)(y − x>wj)p(z = i | y,x, θ)p(z = j | y,x, θ)

]
xx>, (S18)

where expectation is taken with respect to the marginal distribution p(y | x, θ). This expectation
cannot in general be computed in closed form (see [5]). However, we considered two special cases in
the text where an analytic expression is available.

Perfect identifiability

First, the case of “perfect identifiabilty” arises when the conditional distributions p(y | x, z = j, θ)
are well-separated for the different classes of latent variable z, or equivalently, the posterior class
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probabilities P (z = j | y,x, θ) are effectively 0 or 1 for virtually all output values y. In practice, this
arises for inputs x such that the conditional means {x>w1,x

>w2, . . . ,x
>wK} are well separated

relative to the noise standard deviation σ (e.g., more than 2σ apart). In this case, the off-diagonal
blocks of the Fisher information matrix are zero, since P (z = i | y,x, θ)P (z = j | y,x, θ) ≈ 0 for
i 6= j. The diagonal blocks, by contrast, can be computed in closed form:

J[j,j](x) =
1

σ4
E
[
(y − x>wj)

2p(z = j | y,x, θ)2
]
xx>

=
1

σ4

(∫ ∞
−∞

(y − x>wj)
2πjN (y | x>w, σ2)dy

)
xx>

=
1

σ2
πjxx

>. (S19)

We can write the Fisher information matrix efficiently as:

J(x) =
1

σ2
diag(π)⊗ xx>, (S20)

where ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. The trace of the Fisher information is

Tr[J ] =
1

σ2
Tr[diag(π)]Tr[xx>] =

1

σ2
x>x, (S21)

which is the trace of the Fisher information matrix in the standard linear-Gaussian regression model.
This confirms—as one might expect—that in the case of perfect identifiability we have the same
amount of Fisher information as in a model without latent variables.

Non-identifiability

Second, the case of “non-identifiabilty” arises when the conditional distributions p(y | x, z = j, θ) are
identical for the different classes of latent variable z, meaning the output y carries no information
about the model component that generated it. This arises when the linear projection of x onto
all of the weight vectors is identical, x>w1 = x>w2 = · · · = x>wK . This arises, for example,
when the stimulus is orthogonal to all of the weight vectors, which occurs with high probability in
high-dimensional settings.

In this case we can also compute the Fisher information in closed form. We obtain, for block i, j of
the Fisher information matrix:

J[i,j](x) =
1

σ4
E
[
(y − x>wi)

2πiπj

]
xx>

=
1

σ2
πiπjxx

>, (S22)

where we have used the fact that x>wi = x>wj and that the product of posterior probabilities
p(z = i|y,x, θ)p(z = j|y,x, θ) is equal to the product of prior probabilities πiπj in the setting where
the output y carries no information about the latent z.

The Fisher information matrix can be written in Kronecker form:

J =
1

σ2
(ππ>)⊗ xx>, (S23)

which has trace

Tr[J ] =
1

σ2
(π>π)x>x. (S24)

This expression is minimal when the prior probabilities are all equal to 1/K, in which case
π>π = 1/K, giving Tr[J ] = 1

Kσ2x
>x.
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S7 Gibbs Sampling For IO-HMMs

We provide a complete description of Gibbs sampling for IO-HMMs in Algorithm 1. It uses outputs
y1:T and inputs x1:T , along with the prior over model parameters to provide M samples of the
latent states {z1:T }j as well as of the model parameters {w1:K , A, π}j . We assume the model has
K distinct latent states. Sampling the latent states (Alg. 3) requires using backward messages,
Bt,k = p(yt+1:T | x1:T , zt = k), which can be obtained using standard forward-backward algorithm
[7]. To sample the weights of the GLMs per state, we use the Laplace approximation followed by an
acceptance-rejection step detailed in Alg. 2. We fix the Dirichlet prior α ∈ RK+1×K over the rows
of the transition matrix, A, and the initial state distribution, π to be a matrix of ones. The GLM
weights have an identical prior: N (0, 10). Further, we run Gibbs sampling for 500 iterations and
discard the first 100.

Algorithm 1 IO-HMM Gibbs Sampling

1: Input: Observations y1:T , Inputs x1:T , Prior hyperparameters: α, w0, σ0
2: Output: Samples {(z1:T , w1:K , A, π)(j)}
3: Initialize z1:T , w1:K , A, π
4: for j ← 1, ...M do
5: for k ← 1, ...K do
6: wj

k ← GLMsampleposterior ({yt,xt | zt = k}1:T ,w0, σ0,w
j−1
k )

7: Ajk,: ← sample Dir(αk,: + nk,:) {where nkl =
∑

t I(zt = k, zt+1 = l)}
8: end for
9: zj1:T ← IOHMMsamplestate (π,A,L) {s.t. Lt,k = p(yt | xt,wk)}

10: πj ← sample Dir(α0,: + Iz1)
11: end for

Algorithm 2 GLM sample weight from posterior

1: Input: Observations y1:T ′ , Inputs x1:T ′ , Prior: w0, σ0, Previous estimate of w: wold

2: Output: {w}
3: function GLMsampleposterior (y1:T ′ , x1:T ′ ,w0, σ0,w

old)

4: L(w) =
∑T ′

t=1 log p(y = yt | xt,w)
5: wMAP ← argmaxw

(
L(w) + logN (w;w0, σ

2
0I)
)

6: C ← −
(
∂2L(w)
dw2 − σ−20 I

)−1 ∣∣
wMAP

7: w∗ ← sample N (wMAP, C)

8: α(w∗,wold)← min
(

1,
p̃(w∗|y1:T ′ ,x1:T ′ )N (wold;wMAP,C)

p̃(wold|y1:T ′ ,x1:T ′ )N (w∗;wMAP,C)

)
{p̃: unnormalized posterior}

9: if α(w∗,wold) ≥ U(0, 1) then
10: w← w∗

11: else
12: w← wold

13: end if
14: end function
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Algorithm 3 IO-HMM State sequence sampling

Input: Initial state dist. π, Transition matrix A, Likelihood matrix L ∈ RT×K
Output: z1:T
function IOHMMsamplestate (π,A,L)
B ← HMM-Backwardmessages(A,L) {Bt,k = p(yt+1:T | x1:T , zt = k) [7]}
z1 ← sample πkB1,kL1,k over k ∈ {1, ...K}
for t← 2, ...T do
zt ← sample Azt−1,kBt,kLt,k over k ∈ {1, ...K}

end for
end function

S8 Variational inference for IO-HMMs

For an IO-HMM with K distinct states and Bernoulli-GLM observations, we want to learn variational
posteriors for the initial state distribution π0 ∈ ∆K−1, the transition matrix A ∈ RK×K and the
weights of the GLMs, w1:K ∈ RD. To do so, we use inputs to the model x1:T and their corresponding
observations y1:T . The unknown latent states corresponding to these trials are represented by z1:T .

Let’s first first define prior distributions over the model parameters:

π0 ∼ Dir(α0) (S25)

Aj,: = πj = ∼ Dir(αj) j = 1...K (S26)

wk ∼ N (w0, σ
2
0I) k = 1...K (S27)

where α0 ∈ RK and αj ∈ RK and contain positive real numbers only, w0 ∈ RD, σ0 ∈ R. Now, let
us define a variational posterior over the parameters and latent states of the IO-HMM as follows:

q(z1:T , A, π0, φ
K
k=1) = q(z1)

T∏
t=2

q(zt | zt−1)q(A)q(π0)
K∏
k=1

q(φk) (S28)

Here, we assume that the latents are independent of the model parameters, which reflects the
mean-field assumption. Next, we develop a coordinate ascent algorithm to iteratively learn the
variational posteriors.

We will initialize q(π0), q(A), q(wk) to their prior distributions. Then, in the first step, we compute
the following quantities:

π̃0 = exp{Eq(π0)[lnπ0]} (S29)

Ãj,: = exp{Eq(A)[lnAj,:]} (S30)

L̃t,k = exp{Eq(wk
)[ln p(yt | wk,xt)]} = exp

{ 1

N

N∑
i=1

ln p(yt | wi
k,xt)

}
(S31)

The Dirichlet distributions over π0 and Aj,: provide closed form updates for π̃0 and Ãj,: (in particular,
for a D−dimensional vector x ∼ Dir(γ), E[lnxi] = ψ(γi) − ψ(

∑
i γi), where ψ is the digamma

function). To compute L̃t,k, which is not available in closed form in the case of GLM observations,
we obtain a sample estimate of the expectations using 10 samples.

Next, using the quantities computed above, we run forward-backward algorithm for IO-HMMs
[7], and obtain the forward and backward messages F, B ∈ RT×K . This leads to the following
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distributions over the latent states.

q(zt = k) = Ft,kBt,k/

(∑
k′

BT,k′

)
(S32)

q(zt−1 = j, zt = k) = Ft−1,jÃj,kL̃t,kBt,k/

(∑
k′

BT,k′

)
(S33)

Now, we are ready to update the variational distributions over the model parameters:

q(π0) ∝
K∏
k=1

π
α0k+q(z1=k)−1
0k (S34)

q(A) ∝
K∏
k=1

π
αjk+

∑T
t=2 q(zt−1=j,zt=k)−1

jk (S35)

And finally, the variational approximation over the GLM weights is as follows:

q(wk) ∝ exp
{ T∑
t=1

q(zt = k) ln p(yt | wk,xt) + ln p(wk)
}

(S36)

Unlike typical Gaussian HMMs, this is not available in closed form because the likelihood of a
Bernoulli-GLM does not have a conjugate prior. To deal with this, we approximate q(wk) by a

Gaussian distribution using Laplace approximation. Let L(wk) = exp
{∑T

t=1 q(zt = k) ln p(yt |

wk,xt) + ln p(wk)
}

.

q(wk) ∼ N (w′k,Σ
′
k); w′k = argmaxwk

L(wk), Σ′k =

(
∂2L(wk)

∂w2
k

)−1 ∣∣
w′k

(S37)

We repeat the update equations from eq. S29 to eq. S37 iteratively until the log-likehood of the
data from the model converges or a maximum of 500 iterations is reached.

Once we have obtained a variational distribution for all the model parameters, we can draw M
samples of {πj0, A,w

j
1:K}Mj=1 from their variational posteriors. We set M = 500 for our experiments.

S9 Additional analyses for IO-HMMs

Here, we compare our infomax learning method using variants of Gibbs sampling. In all our
experiments in sec. 5, we run a single chain to obtain 500 samples of the model’s parameters,
discarding the initial 200 burn-in samples. If we instead run 5 parallel chains, each of length 140 and
discard the first 40 samples as burn-in, we would still be able to obtain 500 samples of the model
parameters to perform infomax learning, but this provides a 5X improvement in speed, leading to
∼ 4 secs per trial for input selection. We verify in Fig. S2 that the perform of infomax while using
parallel chains of Gibbs is comparable to that using a single long chain (compare the red and violet
traces).

Finally, in all our experiments, we use our Laplace-based Gibbs sampling approach for IO-HMMs
(detailed in sec. S7). We compared this to Polya-Gamma augmented Gibbs sampling [51, 54], an
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Figure S2: Infomax learning for IO-HMMs. Left panel shows the posterior entropy of model
parameters over the course of 1000 trials when performing infomax learning using our Laplace-based
Gibbs sampling approach with a single long chain (red), using parallel chains of our Laplace-based
Gibbs sampler (violet), using Polya-Gamma augmented Gibbs sampling (peach), and using random
sampling (blue). Middle and right panels show error in recovering the transition matrix and the
weights of the GLMs using the same set of methods.

established technique in the literature to sample from logistic models. In this case, weights of the
GLM are sampled using Polya-Gamma augmentation, while the strategy for sampling the latents
and the state transitions remain the same as in algorithm 1. We show in Fig. S2 that our approach
is comparable to Polya-Gamma augmentation in terms of both posterior entropy and error in
recovering the model parameters (compare the peach and red curves). This empirically verifies the
utility of our Laplace-based Gibbs sampling approach for IO-HMMs.

S10 Infomax for Mixture of GLMs (MGLMs)

We evaluate infomax on a special case of IO-HMMs: a mixture of Bernoulli-GLMs (MGLMs).
Compared to standard IO-HMMs, MGLMs assume that the probability that the system transitions
to state k at trial t+ 1 is independent of the system’s state at trial t. MGLMs arise in a number
of settings including in medicine, transport modeling and in marketing [20–22, 42, 62]. Formally,
MGLMs contain K distinct GLM observation models where the state of the model, z ∈ {1, ...K}, is
independently sampled at each time step from a distribution π ∈ ∆K−1. Similar to the IO-HMM
setup, observations are generated according to a Bernoulli GLM as in Eq. 6. Infomax learning using
Gibbs sampling for MGLMs involves similar steps to those required for IO-HMMs and is described
in S11.

We perform an experiment to assess the effectiveness of our active learning method in this setting.
Data was generated from a 2-state MGLM model (shown in Fig. S3A) with π = [0.6, 0.4] and the
GLM weights w1 = [3,−6], w2 = [3, 6]. We find that our active learning method isbetter than
random sampling at inferring the parameters of this model (Fig. S3B, C).
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Figure S3: Infomax learning for mixture of GLMs (MGLMs): (A) Data generation model. Example
settings for a 2-state MGLM along with the mixing weights for the two states. (B) Posterior entropy
of model parameters over the course of 2000 trials for random sampling (blue) and infomax learning
for MGLM (blue). (C) Root mean squared error for the recovered GLM weights and mixing weights
for each of the two input-selection schemes.

S11 Gibbs Sampling for MGLMS

Gibbs sampling for MGLMs is similar to that for IO-HMMs except that now the states can be
sampled independently of each other. Algorithm 4 provides full details. We set a Dirichlet prior over
the initial state distribution, with α0 = 1 ∈ RK , and that over the weights to be N (0, 10). Here, we
run Gibbs sampling for 700 iterations and discard the first 200 as burn-in (MGLMs require a longer
burn-in period).

Algorithm 4 MGLMs Gibbs Sampling

1: Input: Observations y1:T , Inputs x1:T , Priors: α0, w0, σ0
2: Output: Samples {(z1:T , w1:K , π)(j)}
3: Initialize z1:T , w1:K , A, π
4: for j ← 1, ...M do
5: for k ← 1, ...K do
6: wj

k ← GLMsampleposterior({yt,xt | zt = k}1:T ,w0, σ0,w
j−1
k )

7: end for
8: πj ← sample Dir(α0 + n) {where nk =

∑
t I(zt = k)}

9: zjt ← sample p(zt | yt,xt)∀ t = {1 : T} {s.t. p(zt = k | yt,xt) = p(y=yt|xt,wk)πk∑
k p(y=yt|xt,wk)πk

}
10: end for
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