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Abstract

Gaussian processes are cemented as the model of
choice in Bayesian optimization and active learn-
ing. Yet, they are severely dependent on clev-
erly chosen hyperparameters to reach their full
potential, and little effort is devoted to finding
the right hyperparameters in the literature. We
demonstrate the impact of selecting good hyper-
parameters for GPs and present two acquisition
functions that explicitly prioritize this goal. Statis-
tical distance-based Active Learning (SAL) con-
siders the average disagreement among samples
from the posterior, as measured by a statistical
distance. It is shown to outperform the state-of-
the-art in Bayesian active learning on a number of
test functions. We then introduce Self-Correcting
Bayesian Optimization (SCoreBO), which ex-
tends SAL to perform Bayesian optimization and
active hyperparameter learning simultaneously.
SCoreBO learns the model hyperparameters at
improved rates compared to vanilla BO, while
outperforming the latest Bayesian optimization
methods on traditional benchmarks. Moreover,
the importance of self-correction is demonstrated
on an array of exotic Bayesian optimization tasks.

1. Introduction
Bayesian Optimization (BO) is an elegant and powerful
paradigm to optimize black-box problems, i.e., problems
that can only be accessed by point-wise function evaluations.
This problem class encompasses a large number of real-life
optimization tasks, including drug discovery (Griffiths &
Hernández-Lobato, 2017), material design (Frazier & Wang,
2016; Zhang et al., 2020), configuration of combinatorial
problem solvers (Hutter et al., 2011; 2017), hardware de-
sign (Ejjeh et al., 2022; Nardi et al., 2019), hyperparameter
tuning (Hvarfner et al., 2022b; Kandasamy et al., 2018; Ru
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Figure 1. Simple regret using true hyperparameters (filled) versus
BOTorch (dotted) and a wide log-normal prior (dashed). The BO
results are averaged over 20 runs of different functions drawn from
a GP with fixed lengthscales and the EI acquisition function.

et al., 2020) including reinforcement learning agents such
as AlphaGo (Chen et al., 2018), and robotics (Berkenkamp
et al., 2021; Calandra et al., 2014; Mayr et al., 2022a;b).

Gaussian processes (GPs) with stationary kernels are a pop-
ular choice as surrogate models in BO applications. Given a
data set, the model hyperparameters are typically estimated
using either Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) or
Maximum a Posteriori estimation (MAP) (Rasmussen &
Williams, 2006). Alternatively, a fully Bayesian treatment
of the model hyperparameters (Osborne, 2010; Snoek et al.,
2012) removes the need to choose a particular set of val-
ues through Monte Carlo integration. However, little work
is dedicated to understanding the relationship between the
GP hyperparameters and the BO performance, and hyper-
parameter uncertainty is not considered by any prevalent
BO acquisition function. In contrast, the field of Bayesian
Active Learning (BAL) has a collection of acquisition func-
tions (Houlsby et al., 2011; Riis et al., 2022) based solely on
reducing hyperparameter-induced measures of uncertainty.

The importance of the GP hyperparameters in BO is illus-
trated in Fig. 1, where the average simple regret over 20
optimization runs of 8-dimensional functions drawn from a
Gaussian process prior is shown. The curves correspond to
the performance of the noisy EI (Jones et al., 1998; Letham
et al., 2018) acquisition function under fully Bayesian hy-
perparameter treatment for two prevalent hyperparameter
priors, as well as the performance when the correct model
hyperparameters are used. Clearly, good model hyperpa-
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rameters have substantial impact on BO performance under
a conventional setup, and BO methods could benefit from
estimating the model hyperparameters accurately. Further-
more, the hyperparameter estimation task can quickly be-
come insurmountable under exotic problem setups, includ-
ing heterogeneity in the objective function (Cowen-Rivers
et al., 2020; Eriksson et al., 2019; Snoek et al., 2014; Wan
et al., 2021), high-dimensional search spaces (Eriksson &
Jankowiak, 2021; Papenmeier et al., 2022), and additively
decomposable objectives (Gardner et al., 2017; Kandasamy
et al., 2015). The complexity of such problems warrants
the use of more complex, task-specific surrogate models.
Under these setups, the ultimate success of the optimiza-
tion increasingly hinges on the presumed accuracy of the
task-specific surrogate.

We proceed in two steps. We first introduce Statis-
tical distance-based Active Learning (SAL), which im-
proves Bayesian active learning by generalizing previous
work (Riis et al., 2022) and introducing a more holistic
measure of disagreement between the marginal posterior
predictive distribution and each conditional posterior pre-
dictive distribution. By considering the hyperparameter-
induced disagreement between models in the acquisition
function, the learning of model hyperparameters is accel-
erated. We then propose Self-Correcting Bayesian Opti-
mization (SCoreBO), which builds upon SAL by explic-
itly learning the location of the optimizer in conjunction
with conventional model hyperparameters. This achieves
accelerated hyperparameter learning and yields improved
optimization performance on both conventional and exotic
BO tasks. Moreover, SCoreBO demonstrates robustness to
suboptimal hyperparameter priors. Formally, We make the
following contributions:

1. We introduce SAL, a novel and efficient acquisition
function for Bayesian active learning based on statisti-
cal distances (Sec. 3.1)

2. We introduce SCoreBO, the first acquisition function
for joint BO and hyperparameter learning (Sec. 3.2).

3. We show competitive performance on an array of con-
ventional AL (Sec. 4.1) and BO tasks (Sec. 4.2).

4. We demonstrate SCoreBO on exotic BO settings (Sec.
4.3), highlighting the ability of the method to en-
hance SAASBO (Eriksson & Jankowiak, 2021) and
AddGP (Kandasamy et al., 2015).

2. Background
In this section, we introduce Gaussian processes, and
Bayesian treatment of hyperparameters through Monte
Carlo integration. Thereafter, we cover Bayesian optimiza-
tion, Bayesian active learning, and statistical distances.

2.1. Gaussian processes

Gaussian processes (GPs) has become the model class of
choice in most BO and active learning applications. It pro-
vides a distribution over functions f „ GPpmp¨q, kp¨, ¨qq
fully defined by the mean function mp¨q and the covariance
function kp¨, ¨q. Under this distribution, the value of the
function fpxq, at a given point x, is normally distributed
with a closed-form solution for the mean and variance. We
assume that observations are perturbed by Gaussian noise,
such that yx “ fpxq ` ε, ε2 „ Np0, σ2

εq. We also assume
the mean function to be constant, such that the dynamics
are fully determined by the covariance function kp¨, ¨q.

To account for differences in variable importance, each
dimension is individually scaled using lengthscale hy-
perparameters `i. For D-dimensional inputs x and x1,
the distance rpx,x1q is subsequently computed as r2 “
řD
i“1pxi ´ x

1
iq

2{`2i . Along with the outputscale σf , the set
θ “ t`, σε, σfu comprise the set of hyperparameters that
are conventionally learned.

2.2. Distributions over GP hyperparameters

The likelihood surface for the GP hyperparameters is typ-
ically highly multi-modal (Rasmussen & Williams, 2006;
Yao et al., 2020), where different modes represent different
bias-variance trade-offs (Rasmussen & Williams, 2006; Riis
et al., 2022). To avoid having to choose a single mode, one
can define a prior ppθq and then marginalize with respect
to the hyperparameters when performing predictions. The
posterior probability of observing a value yx for a point x
is given by (Lalchand & Rasmussen, 2020):

ppyx|Dq “
ż

θ

ż

f

ppyx|f,θqppf |θ,Dqppθ|Dqdfdθ, (1)

where D is the observed data. The inner integral is equal to
the GP predictive posterior,

ż

f

ppyx|f,θqppf |θ,Dqdf “ ppyx|θq “ N pµx,Σxq, (2)

where the predictive mean and covariance are computed as

µx “ K˚θ pKθ ` σ
2
nIq´1ȳ

Σx “ K˚˚θ ´K˚θ pKθ ` σ
2
nIq´1K˚θ ,

and where
„

Kθ K˚θ
K˚θ K˚˚θ



(3)

is the parameterized kernel matrix and y are the previously
observed values. However, the outer integral is intractable
and is estimated using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
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methods. The resulting posterior prediction

ppyx|Dq “
ż

θ

ppyx|D,θqppθ|Dqdθ (4)

«
1

M

M
ÿ

j“1

ppyx|D,θjq, θj „ ppθj |Dq, (5)

is a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM).

2.3. Bayesian Optimization

Bayesian Optimization (BO) is the problem of maximizing
a black-box function f over a compact domain X ,

max
xPX

fpxq, (6)

such that f can only be sampled point-wise through expen-
sive, noisy evaluations yx “ fpxq`ε, where ε „ N p0, ε2q.
New configurations are chosen by optimizing an acquisition
function, which uses the surrogate model to quantify the util-
ity of evaluating new points in the search space. Examples
of such heuristics are Expected Improvement (EI) (Jones
et al., 1998) and Upper Confidence Bound (UCB) (Srinivas
et al., 2012).More sophisticated look-ahead approaches in-
clude Knowledge Gradient (KG) (Frazier, 2018) as well as a
class of particular importance for our approach, which is the
information-theoretic acquisition function class. These ac-
quisition functions consider a mutual information objective
to select the next query,

αMIpxq “ Ipyx; ˚ |Dnq (7)

where ˚ can entail either the optimum x˚ as in (Predic-
tive) Entropy Search (ES/PES) (Hennig & Schuler, 2012b;
Hernández-Lobato et al., 2014), the optimal value f˚ as in
Max-value Entropy Search (MES) (Moss et al., 2021; Takeno
et al., 2020; Wang & Jegelka, 2017) or the tuple px˚, f˚q,
used in Joint Entropy Search (JES) (Hvarfner et al., 2022a;
Tu et al., 2022). FITBO (Ru et al., 2018) has similarities to
our work, in that it considers a MES-like objective, where
the optimal value is governed by a hyperparameter of a
transformed GP.

2.4. Bayesian Active Learning

In contrast to BO, which aims to find a maximizer to an
unknown function, Active Learning (AL) (Settles, 2009)
seeks to accurately learn the black-box function globally.
Thus, the objective is to minimize the expected prediction
loss. Typically, AL acquisition functions are either decision-
theoretic or information-theoretic. The former category min-
imizes the prediction loss over some validation set, whereas
the latter minimizes the space of plausible models given the
observed data (Houlsby et al., 2011; MacKay, 1992).

Among the decision theoretic acquisition functions, the most
common is the Intergrated Mean Squard Prediction Er-
ror (IMSPE) (Cohn, 1996), which for GP models equals
the integrated posterior variance (Binois et al., 2019). In
the information-theoretic category, Active Learning McKay
(ALM) (MacKay, 1992) is the most straight-forward. It se-
lects the point with the highest Shannon Entropy, which
for GPs amounts to selecting the point with the highest
variance. This can further be extended to Bayesian ALM
(BALM), where Monte Carlo integration is performed over
the hyperparameters.

Bayesian Active Learning by Disagreement (BALD)
(Houlsby et al., 2011) was among the first Bayesian ac-
tive learning approaches to focus on learning the model
hyperparameters. It approximates the reduction in entropy
over the GP hyperparameters from observing a new data
point and was later extended to work for deep Bayesian
active learning (Kirsch et al., 2019).

Lastly, Riis et al. (2022) propose a Bayesian Query-by-
Committee (BQBC) acquisition function. BQBC queries the
point where the variance V of the GP mean is the largest,
with respect to changing model hyperparameters:

αBQBCpxq “ Vθrµθpxqs (8)

“ Eθrpµθpxq ´ µ̄pxqq2s. (9)

where µ̄pxq is the marginal mean at pxq. As such, BQBC
queries at the location which maximizes the distance be-
tween the marginal posterior and the conditionals according
to some distance metric (the posterior mean), henceforth re-
ferred to as hyperparameter-induced posterior disagreement.
However, disagreement in mean alone does not incentivize
exploration. Thus, (Riis et al., 2022) also present Query-by-
Mixture of Gaussian Processes (QBMGP), adds the BALM
criterion to the BQBC acquisition function.

2.5. Statistical Distances

A statistical distance quantifies the distance between two
statistical objects. We focus on two proper metrics, which
have closed forms for Gaussian random variables.

The Hellinger distance is a similarity measure between
two probability distributions which has previously been
employed in the context of BO-driven automated model
selection by Malkomes et al. (2016). For two probability
distributions p and q, it is defined as

H2pp, qq “
1

2

ż

X

´

a

ppxq ´
a

qpxq
¯2

λdx, (10)

with some auxiliary measure λ with which both p and q
are absolutely continuous. Specifically, for two normally
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distributed variables z1 „ N pµ1, σ
2
1q, z2 „ N pµ2, σ

2
2q,

H2pz1, z2q “ 1´

d

2σ1σ2
σ2
1 ` σ

2
2

exp

„

´
1

4

pµ1 ´ µ2q
2

σ2
1 ` σ

2
2



.

(11)

The Wasserstein distance is the average distance needed
to move the probability mass of one distribution to morph
into the other. For the normal distributions z1 and z2, the
Wasserstein-2 distance is defined as

W pz1, z2q “
a

pµ1 ´ µ2q
2 ` pσ1 ´ σ2q2. (12)

The distances in Eq. (11) and Eq. (12) will be used in the
acquisition functions presented in Sec. 4.

3. Methodology
We now present our main contributions. In Sec. 3.1, we
introduce SAL, a novel family of metrics for Bayesian active
learning. In Sec. 3.2, we extend this to SCoreBO, the first
acquisition function for joint Bayesian optimization and
active learning of hyperparameters, inspired by information-
theoretic Bayesian optimization acquisition functions. In
Sec. 3.3, we demonstrate how to efficiently approximate
multiple types of statistical distances.

3.1. Statistical distance-based Active Learning

In active learning for GPs, it is important to efficiently learn
the correct model hyperparameters. By measuring where
the posterior hyperparameter uncertainty causes high dis-
agreement in model output, the search can be focused on
where the hyperparameter uncertainty has a high impact.
However, considering only the posterior disagreement in
mean, as in BQBC, is overly restrictive and does not fully
utilize the available distributions for the hyperparameters.
For example, it ignores uncertainty in the outputscale hy-
perparameter of the Gaussian process, which disincentives
exploration. As such, we propose to generalize the acqui-
sition function in Eq. (8) to instead consider the posterior
disagreement as measured by any metric that acts on statis-
tical distributions. Intuitively, locations where the posterior
distribution changes significantly as a result of model un-
certainty will qualify as good points to sample to quickly
learn the model hyperparameters. When an observation at
such a location is obtained, hyperparameters which yielded
an incorrect model prediction at the location will have a
substantially smaller likelihood, which in turn aids hyper-
parameter convergence. In Eq. (13), the SAL acquisition
function is displayed,

αSALpxq “ Eθrdpppyx|θ,Dq, ppyx|Dqqs (13)

«
1

M

M
ÿ

m“1

dpppyx|θm,Dq, ppyx|Dqq (14)

where M is the number of hyperparameter samples drawn
from its associated posterior, θm „ ppθ|Dq, θ “

t`, σf , σεu, and d is a statistical distance metric.

In Fig. 2, the SAL acquisition function is visualized. The
marginal posterior (left) is made up of three vastly different
conditional posteriors - one with high outputscale (blue),
one with very high noise (orange), and one with small out-
putscale (green). For each of the blue, orange and green
conditionals, the distance to the marginal posterior is com-
puted. Intuitively, disagreement in noise level σε can cause
large posterior disagreement at already queried locations.
Similarly, uncertainty in outputscale σf between posteriors
will yield disagreement in large-variance regions, which
will result in global variance reduction. Compared to other
active learning acquisition functions, SAL carries distinct
advantages: it has incentive to query the same location multi-
ple times to quickly estimate noise levels, and accomplishes
the typical active learning objectives of predictive accuracy
and global exploration by alleviating uncertainty over the
lengthscales and outputscale of the GP.

3.2. Self-Correcting Bayesian Optimization (SCoreBO)

Equipped with the active learning objective from Eq. (13),
we have an intuitive measure for the hyperparameter-
induced posterior disagreement, which incentivizes hyperpa-
rameter learning by querying locations where disagreement
is the largest. As we show in our experiments (Sec. 4.1),
the acquisition function in Eq. (13) performs well for active
learning tasks and reduces hyperparameter uncertainty at
improved rates. However, it does not inherently carry an
incentive to optimize the function at hand. To inject an
optimization objective into Eq. (13), we draw inspiration
from information-theoretic BO and further condition on
samples of the optimum which yields an additional source
of disagreement reserved for promising regions of the search
space.

We consider px˚, f˚q, representing the global optimal opti-
mum and optimal value considered in the JES acquisition
function (Hvarfner et al., 2022a; Tu et al., 2022), as hyper-
parameters. When conditioning on px˚, f˚q, we condition
on an additional (optimal) observation, and the posterior
over f becomes an upper truncated Gaussian, reducing the
variance and pushing the mean marginally downwards in
uncertain regions far away from the optimum as visualized
in Fig. 3. As such, sampling and conditioning on px˚, f˚q
introduces an additional source of disagreement between
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Figure 2. Marginal posterior (top left), αSAL using the Wasserstein distance (top left, grey), and the three conditional GPs (blue, orange,
green) and their marginal contribution to the total acquisition function (bottom row). The large disagreement in noise level and lengthscale,
primarily caused by the orange GP (large noise, long lengthscale), makes αSAL query the lowest-valued point for a second time (selected
location as vertical dashed line in the leftmost plot) to determine the mean and variance at that location.

the marginal posterior and the conditionals. The higher the
probability density fpxq ą f˚ under the unconditioned GP,
the more the distribution is skewed. The optimizer px˚, f˚q
is obtained through posterior sampling (Wilson et al., 2020)
and gradient-based optimization of the samples.

Utilizing the lower bound on the change in the posterior
induced by conditioning on px˚, f˚q, as derived in GIB-
BON (Moss et al., 2021), we approximate the posterior
ppyx|θ,x

˚, f˚,Dq conditioned on both hyperparameters
θ and optimizer px˚, f˚q, with a Gaussian distribution
p̂pyx|θ, f

˚,Dq by moment matching the two first moments
to the true posterior, which is an extended skew distribu-
tion (Nguyen et al., 2022). Denoting px˚, f˚q as ˚, the
SCoreBO acquisition function becomes

αSCpxq “ Eθ,˚rdpppyx|Dq, ppyx|θ,˚,Dqqs. (15)

The joint posterior ppθ,˚ |Dq “ pp˚ |θ,Dqppθ|Dq used
for the expection in Eq. (15) can be achieved by hierarchical
sampling. We first draw hyperparameters θ and thereafter
optimizers ˚ |θ. As such, the expression for the SCoreBO
acquisition function is:

αpxq «
1

NM

M
ÿ

m“1

N
ÿ

n“1

d pppyx|Dq, ppyx|θm,˚θm,n|Dqq ,

(16)
where N is the number of optimizers sampled per hyper-

parameter set. Notably, while the acquisition function in
(15) considers the optimizer px˚, f˚q, similarly to JES,
SCoreBO is not restricted to employing that quantity alone.
Drawing parallels to PES and MES, we can also choose to
condition on either x˚ or f˚ alone in place of px˚, f˚q.
Choosing to do so introduces a smaller disagreement in the
posterior at the conditioned location x˚, thus decreasing
the acquisition value there. This will in turn decrease the
emphasis that SCoreBO puts on optimization, relative to
hyperparameter learning. In Fig. 3, the SCoreBO acquisi-

Algorithm 1 SCoreBO iteration

1: Input: Number of hyperparameter sets M , number of
sampled optima N , current data D

2: Output: Next query location x1.
3: for m P t1, . . . ,Mu do
4: θm „ ppθ|Dq
5: for n P t1, . . . , Nu do
6: ˚θm,n Ð max fθm,n, fθm,n „ ppf |θmq
7: ppyx|θm,˚θm,nq Ð CondGPp˚θm,n,θm,Dq
8: end for
9: end for

10: x1 “ arg maxαpxq {defined in Eq. (16)}

tion function is displayed for the same situation as in Fig. 2.
By conditioning on M “ 2 optimizers per GP (display-
ing the resulting GP for one of them), the mean is pushed
upwards around the extra observation and the posterior pre-
dictive distribution over f is truncated as it is now upper
bounded by f˚. While the location that was most attractive
under the active learning objective is still attractive, the best
location to query is now a point that is more likely to be
optimal, but still attractive under the original active learning
objective.

Alg. 1 displays how the involved densities are formed for
one iteration of SCoreBO. For each hyperparameter set, a
number of optima are sampled and individually conditioned
on (CondGP) given the current data and hyperparameter set.
After this procedure is completed for all hyperparameter sets,
the statistical distance between each conditional posterior
and the marginal is computed.

3.3. Approximation of Statistical Distances

We consider two proper statistical distances, Wasserstein
distance and Hellinger distance, where the former is used
for SAL and the latter for SCoreBO. In contrast to BQBC,
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Figure 3. Approximate marginal posterior after having conditioned on px˚, f˚
q (top left), αSC using the Wasserstein distance (bottom

left), the three conditional truncated posteriors and their marginal contribution to the total acquisition function for the same iteration
as Fig. 2. Conditioning on px˚, f˚

q (marked as ˆ) pushes the posterior downwards, introducing additional disagreement between the
marginal posterior and the sampled GPs in promising regions as a result of conditioning. In the figure, we marginalize over M “ 3 sets
of hyperparameters and N “ 2 optimizers per GP, where each optimizer’s contribution to the acquisition function is visible under its
corresponding GP.

the statistical distance between the normally distributed
conditionals and the marginal posterior predictive distribu-
tion, which is a Gaussian mixture, is not generally avail-
able in closed-form. We propose two approaches: estimat-
ing the distances using sampling, which is more expensive
but asymptotically unbiased, and estimation using moment
matching, which emphasizes practicality and simplicity.

Approximation through sampling Using Monte Carlo,
different distances are most efficiently estimated in different
manners. To compute the Wasserstein distance, we utilize
quasi-Monte Carlo. From the definition of the distance in
one dimension, we obtain

W 2pp, qq “

ż 1

0

|Qpuq´P puq|2du «
L
ÿ

`“1

|Qpu`q´P pu`q|
2,

(17)
where u` „ Up0, 1q, and P pxq and Qpxq are the respective
cumulative distributions for ppxq and qpxq.

To compute the Hellinger distance, we obtain

H2pp, qq “ 1´

ż

X

d

qpxq

ppxq
ppxqdx « 1´

L
ÿ

`“1

d

qpx`q

ppx`q
,

(18)
where x` „ ppxq is sampled using MC. In SCoreBO, ppxq
is the marginal ppyx|Dq, and qpxq each of the various con-
ditionals ppyx|˚,θ,Dq.

Moment Matching of Marginal Posterior Secondly, we
propose to fully utilize the closed-form expressions of the
involved distances for Gaussians, and approximate the full
posterior mixture ppyx|Dq with a Gaussian distribution us-
ing moment matching (MM) for the first and second mo-
ment. While a Gaussian mixture is not generally well ap-
proximated by a Normal distribution, we show empirically

in App. D that the distance between the conditionals and the
approximate posterior is. Moment matching circumvents
a quadratic cost OpN2M2q in the number of samples of
each pass through the acquisition function, and yields com-
parable performance to the estimation procedures proposed
above. In App. D, we qualitatively assess the accuracy of
the MM approach for both distances, and display its ability
to preserve the shape of the acquisition function.

4. Experiments
In this section we showcase the performance of the SAL and
SCoreBO acquisition functions on a variety of tasks. For
active learning, SAL shows state-of-the-art performance on
a majority of benchmarks, and yields more reliably good
results than any of the baselines. For the optimization tasks,
SCoreBO more efficiently learns the model hyperparam-
eters, and outperforms prominent Bayesian optimization
acquisition functions on a variety of tasks. All experi-
ments are implemented in BOTorch (Balandat et al., 2020)1.
We use the same priors for the model hyperparameters as
Riis et al. (2022) for ease of comparison, which is a log-
normal distribution LN p0, 3q for all hyperparameters. The
complete experimental setup is presented in detail in Ap-
pendix A, and our code is publicly available at https:
//github.com/scorebo/scorebo.git.

For the active learning experiments, we use the Wasserstein
distance, and for the BO experiments, we use the Hellinger
distance. These two distance measures were observed to be
the most and least explorative of the search space among
the ones tested. The Hellinger distance of SCoreBO was
generally well calibrated for BO, whereas the Wasserstein
distance was deemed too exploratory. This trait, however,

1https://botorch.org/

https://github.com/scorebo/scorebo.git
https://github.com/scorebo/scorebo.git
https://botorch.org/
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made the Wasserstein distance a great candidate for active
learning. We display the active learning performance of all
the tested distance measures in App. B.2. Moreover, we dis-
play the performance of both the Hellinger and Wasserstein
variant of SCoreBO in Fig. 13.

4.1. Active Learning Tasks

To evaluate the performance of our statistical distance-based
active learning acquisition function, we compare it with the
3 baseline methods BALM, BQBC and QBMGP on the same
six functions used by Riis et al. (2022). The benchmarks are
chosen for their irregular shape: Gramacy1D has a subtle
periodicity that is hard to distinguish from noise, Higdon
and Gramacy2D varies significantly in characteristics in
different regions, and Branin, Hartmann-6 and Ishigami
have a generally nonlinear structure. We use the Wasserstein
distance, denoted as SAL-WS.

To compare the different baselines we compare their pre-
dictive power measured by the Root Mean Square Error
(RMSE) of the model predictions over a large set of vali-
dation points. In Fig. 4, we show how the RMSE changes
with increasing training data. SAL-WS shows consistent top
performance. Overall, SAL-WS and BQBC perform best,
outperforming the other baselines by a substantial margin on
half of all tasks. SAL-WS is, however, better on Gramacy-
1D and Gramacy-2D, and consistently among the best meth-
ods. Both BALM and QBMGP stagnate early on Hartmann-6,
and perform subpar for a long time on Ishigami. In App. B.2,
Fig. 10, we show the evolution of the average marginal log
likelihood (MLL) of the same set of validation points. MLL
emphasizes appropriate predictive uncertainty in addition
to accurate predictive mean. SAL-WS performs similarily
well on this metric, which further emphasizes its ability to
accurately model the function at hand. In App. B.2, Fig. 14,
we display the ability of the various acquisition functions
to learn the hyperparameters of the model. In particular,
SAL-HR prioritizes hyperparameter learning at the expense
of predictive accuracy.

4.2. Bayesian Optimization Tasks

For the Bayesian optimization tasks, we consider the joint
conditioning (JES-like) variant of SCoreBO, i.e., condi-
tioning on px˚, f˚q. We benchmark against a number of
state-of-the-art baselines from the BO literature: EI for
noisy experiments (Bull, 2011; Jones et al., 1998; Letham
et al., 2018), as well as JES (Hvarfner et al., 2022a; Tu
et al., 2022) and the MES approach GIBBON (Moss et al.,
2021; Wang & Jegelka, 2017).

Efficiently learning the hyperparameters To showcase
SCoreBO’s ability to find the correct model hyperparam-
eters, we run all relevant acquisition functions on samples
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Figure 4. Log RMSE on six active learning functions for BALM,
BQBC, QBMGP and SAL using Wasserstein distance. We plot mean
and one standard error for 25 repetitions.
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Figure 5. Regret for EI and SCoreBO on the 8-dimensional GP
sample for two different types of hyperparameter priors. Mean
and standard deviation are plotted for all hyperparameter samples
across 20 repetitions.

from the 8-dimensional GP in Fig. 1. We exploit that for GP
samples, the objectively true hyperparameters are known as
ground truth (in contrast to typical synthetic test functions).
We utilize the same priors as in Fig. 1 on all the hyperpa-
rameters and compare SCoreBO to EI to assess the ability
of each acquisition function to work independently of the
choice of starting hyperparameters. In Fig. 5, for each ac-
quisition function, we plot the log regret across 20 different
8-dimensional instances of this task. The tasks at hand have
lengthscales that vary substantially between dimensions,
with one dimension of very short lengthscale, two dimen-
sions of short lengthscales, two of moderate lengthscale,
and three dimensions that are effectively unimportant. As
such, identifying dimensions of substantial importance is
crucial to optimizing the functions.

The explanation for this good performance can be see in
Fig. 15 in App. C. Here, we show how the mean and un-
certainty of each hyperparameter evolve over time, with
the dashed line marking the true of each. We note that the
hyperparameters of SCoreBO converge faster towards the
correct values than those of EI, both in terms of accuracy
of the mean and the uncertainty, for all lengthscales and the
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outputscale. EI, however, is slightly more accurate in the
estimation of the noise variance, which can be explained
by its well-documented (Qin et al., 2017) greedy behavior.
Sampling points in very close vicinity to each other is ef-
ficient for estimating the noise. In App. C, we display the
hyperparameter convergence of SCoreBO and EI for both
types of priors.

Synthetic test functions We run SCoreBO on a num-
ber of synthetic test functions commonly used for BO, and
present how the log inference regret evolves over the itera-
tions in Fig. 6. All benchmarks are perturbed by Gaussian
noise. We evaluate inference regret, i.e., the current best
guess of the optimal location arg maxx µ̄pxq, which is con-
ventional for non-myopic acquisition functions (Hennig &
Schuler, 2012a; Hernández-Lobato et al., 2014; Hvarfner
et al., 2022a). SCoreBO yields the best inference regret on
four of the six tasks.
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Figure 6. Average log inference regret for SCoreBO, JES, GIB-
BON and noisy EI on six synthetic test functions.

4.3. A Practical Need for Self-correction

Lastly, we evaluate the performance of SCoreBO on tasks
which emphasize model correctness to a large degree. Such
tasks involve exotic assumptions on the model, and provide
enhanced optimization if satisfied. We focus on two do-
mains: (1) high-dimensional Bayesian optimization through
sparse adaptive axis-aligned priors (SAASBO) (Eriksson
& Jankowiak, 2021) and (2) Bayesian optimization with
additively decomposable structure (Gardner et al., 2017;
Kandasamy et al., 2015). Eriksson & Jankowiak (2021)
consider their proposed method for noiseless tasks, where
active variables easily distinguish from their non-active
counterparts. However, SAASBO is not inherently re-
stricted to noiseless problems. A similar argument can
be made for (Gardner et al., 2017), where parameter cross-
covariances (and the lack thereof) are substantially more
difficult to identify in the presence of noise.

In Fig. 7, we visualize the performance of SCoreBO with
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Figure 7. Final loss using SAASBO priors on the noisy embedded
Ackley-4, embedded Hartmann-6 and the DNA classification task,
mean and one standard error. SCoreBO identifies the important
dimensions rapidly, and successfully optimizes the tasks.

SAASBO priors on two noisy benchmarks, Ackley-4 and
Hartmann-6, with dummy dimensions added as well as
a real-world benchmark where a weighted Lasso model
in 180 dimensions is fitted (Šehić et al., 2021). We com-
pare it to NoisyEI, also with SAASBO priors. In such
benchmarks, where finding the correct hyperparamters is
of additional importance, we see that SCoreBO easily out-
performs traditional methods. To further exemplify how
SCoreBO identifies the relevant dimensions, in Fig. 8, we
show how the hyperparameters evolve on the Ackley-4 task.
SCoreBO quickly finds the correct lengthscales and out-
putscale with high certainty (l1, .., l4 « 10´1, l5, .., l25 «
101), whereas EI remains uncertain of which dimensions
are active throughout the optimization procedure.

Lastly, we demonstrate the ability of SCoreBO to self-
correct on kernel uncertainty, by considering tasks with ad-
ditive decompositions. We utilize the approach of (Gardner
et al., 2017), where additive decompositions are marginal-
ized over. Ideally, a sufficiently accurate decomposition is
found quickly, which rapidly speeds up optimization. In
Fig. 9, we demonstrate on two GP sample tasks (left, mid-
dle) and demonstrate the ability of SCoreBO to find the
correct additive decompositions (right). We observe that
SCoreBO makes substantially fewer incorrect splits at ear-
lier iterations than EI, and rarely proposes any incorrect
splits at later iterations.

5. Conclusion and Future Work
The Gaussian process hyperparameters play an integral role
in the efficiency of both Bayesian optimization and active
learning applications. In this paper, we propose Statistical
distance-based Active Learning (SAL) and Self-Correcting
Bayesian Optimization (SCoreBO), two acquisition func-
tions that explicitly consider hyperparameter-induced dis-
agreement in the posterior distribution when selecting which
points to query. By doing so, we achieve high-end perfor-
mance on both active learning and Bayesian optimization
tasks, and successfully learn hyperparameters at improved
rates compared to conventional Bayesian optimization. SAL
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Figure 9. Final value of using AddGPs on 6D and 10D GP sample
functions, fully decomposable in groups of two. SCoreBO achieves
better final performance (left, middle) with low uncertainty, and
successfully finds the additive components of the 6D task (right).

and SCoreBO establishes a new performance baseline for
both active learning and Bayesian optimization tasks, and
breaks ground for new methods in the space of joint active
learning and optimization of black-box functions.

For future work, we will investigate further how SAL’s
efficiency is affected by the choice of distance metric, and
how various distance metrics emphasize different aspects of
learning. In BO, SCoreBO can allow for increased model
complexity in BO applications. Moreover, global trends,
such as non-constant means (De Ath et al., 2020), is yet
another avenue in which SCoreBO can accelerate learning.
All of these approaches potentially stand to benefit from the
joint AL-BO framework that SCoreBO provides.
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the state of Baden-Württemberg through bwHPC and the
German Research Foundation (DFG) through grant no INST
39/963-1 FUGG, and by the European Research Council
(ERC) Consolidator Grant “Deep Learning 2.0” (grant no.
101045765). The computations were also enabled by re-
sources provided by the Swedish National Infrastructure
for Computing (SNIC) at LUNARC partially funded by
the Swedish Research Council through grant agreement no.
2018-05973. Funded by the European Union. Views and
opinions expressed are however those of the author(s) only
and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union
or the ERC. Neither the European Union nor the ERC can
be held responsible for them.

References
Balandat, M., Karrer, B., Jiang, D. R., Daulton, S., Letham,

B., Wilson, A. G., and Bakshy, E. Botorch: A framework
for efficient monte-carlo bayesian optimization. In Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2020.
URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.06403.

Berkenkamp, F., Krause, A., and Schoellig, A. Bayesian
optimization with safety constraints: Safe and automatic
parameter tuning in robotics. Machine Learning, 06 2021.
doi: 10.1007/s10994-021-06019-1.

Bingham, E., Chen, J. P., Jankowiak, M., Obermeyer, F.,
Pradhan, N., Karaletsos, T., Singh, R., Szerlip, P., Hors-
fall, P., and Goodman, N. D. Pyro: Deep Universal Prob-
abilistic Programming. Journal of Machine Learning
Research, 2018.

Binois, M., Huang, J., Gramacy, R. B., and Ludkovski,
M. Replication or exploration? sequential design for
stochastic simulation experiments. Technometrics, 61(1):
7–23, 2019.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.06403


SCoreBO 10

Bull, A. D. Convergence rates of efficient global optimiza-
tion algorithms. 12:2879–2904, 2011.

Calandra, R., Gopalan, N., Seyfarth, A., Peters, J., and
Deisenroth, M. Bayesian gait optimization for bipedal
locomotion. In Pardalos, P. and Resende, M. (eds.), Pro-
ceedings of the Eighth International Conference on Learn-
ing and Intelligent Optimization (LION’14), 2014.

Chen, Y., Huang, A., Wang, Z., Antonoglou, I., Schrit-
twieser, J., Silver, D., and de Freitas, N. Bayesian opti-
mization in alphago. CoRR, abs/1812.06855, 2018. URL
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.06855.

Cohn, D. A. Neural network exploration using optimal
experiment design. Neural networks, 9(6):1071–1083,
1996.

Cowen-Rivers, A. I., Lyu, W., Wang, Z., Tutunov, R.,
Hao, J., Wang, J., and Bou-Ammar, H. HEBO: het-
eroscedastic evolutionary bayesian optimisation. CoRR,
abs/2012.03826, 2020. URL https://arxiv.org/
abs/2012.03826.

De Ath, G., Fieldsend, J. E., and Everson, R. M. What do
you mean? the role of the mean function in bayesian opti-
misation. In Proceedings of the 2020 Genetic and Evolu-
tionary Computation Conference Companion, GECCO
’20, pp. 1623–1631, New York, NY, USA, 2020. Associa-
tion for Computing Machinery. ISBN 9781450371278.
doi: 10.1145/3377929.3398118. URL https://doi.
org/10.1145/3377929.3398118.

Ejjeh, A., Medvinsky, L., Councilman, A., Nehra, H.,
Sharma, S., Adve, V., Nardi, L., Nurvitadhi, E., and
Rutenbar, R. A. Hpvm2fpga: Enabling true hardware-
agnostic fpga programming. In Proceedings of the 33rd
IEEE International Conference on Application-specific
Systems, Architectures, and Processors, 2022.

Eriksson, D. and Jankowiak, M. High-dimensional Bayesian
optimization with sparse axis-aligned subspaces. In
de Campos, C. and Maathuis, M. H. (eds.), Proceed-
ings of the Thirty-Seventh Conference on Uncertainty in
Artificial Intelligence, volume 161 of Proceedings of Ma-
chine Learning Research, pp. 493–503. PMLR, 27–30 Jul
2021. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/
v161/eriksson21a.html.

Eriksson, D., Pearce, M., Gardner, J., Turner, R. D., and
Poloczek, M. Scalable global optimization via local
bayesian optimization. In Wallach, H., Larochelle,
H., Beygelzimer, A., d'Alché-Buc, F., Fox, E., and
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A. Experimental Setup
For the experimental setup, all the relevant methods are implemented as acquisition functions in BOTorch. For the active
learning and for the BO experiments, we run NUTS (Hoffman & Gelman, 2014) in Pyro (Bingham et al., 2018). Tab. 1
displays the parameters of the MCMC in detail.

SAASBO experiments For the SAASBO experiments, we utilize Ax 2 , which runs the BOTorch 3 implementation of
SAASBO with the deafult prior on the hyperparameters.

Additive Gaussian Process experiments The Additive GP setup closely resembles that of (Gardner et al., 2017). An
additive partitioning is sampled, and the marginal likelihood of the model is maximized with regard to θ “ t`, σf , σεu. We
utilize a slightly adapted sampling scheme, and fix a maximal number of additive partitions. At each iteration of the MCMC
scheme, two variables, sampled uniformly at random, are joined in a randomly assigned new group. We utilize the same
warm-starting mechanism as described in Gardner et al. (2017), where at each iteration, the final accepted sample from the
previous iteration acts as the initial proposal.

Task Warmup Thinning No. hyperparameter sets No. optima
Active Learning 256 16 100 N/A
BO - Synthetic 256 16 16 8

BO - GP samples 256 16 16 8
BO - SAASBO 128 8 16 8

BO - Additive GPs 32 8 12 8

Table 1. MCMC hyperparameters for all experiments.

A.1. GP Hyperparameters

Throughout the experiments, we primarily employed one prior: the LN p0, 3q prior on standardized inputs that was used
in Riis et al. (2022). Furthermore, we consider the mean constant c as a learnable parameter in the BO experiments, with a
conventional N p0, 1q prior on the standardized inputs.

A.2. Benchmarks

For the active learning benchmarks, we follow Riis et al. (2022) in the types of benchmarks and noise levels used. Each
benchmark, as well as its search space, dimensionality and noise level is described in Tab. 2 and Tab. 3 for AL and BO,
respectively. The noise level for all of the BO synthetic test functions were set to σε “ 0.5, except the Rosenbrock
benchmarks, where the noise was set to σε “ 2.5, since the normalized noise variance would otherwise become low (roughly
as low as 10´9 due to the extremely large output range of Rosenbrock) to the point of JES becoming unstable.

Task Dimensionality σε Search space
Gramacy 1 0.1 r0.5, 2.5s
Higdon 1 0.1 r0, 20s

Gramacy 2 0.05 r´2, 6sD

Branin 2 11.32 r´5, 10s ˆ r0, 15s
Ishigami 3 0.187 r´π, πsD

Hartmann-6 6 0.0192 r0, 1sD

Table 2. Benchmarks used for the active learning experiments.

Compute resources. All experiments are carried out on Intel Xeon Gold 6130 CPUs. Each repetition of the synthetic
tasks are run on 4 cores, and the MLP tasks on 8 cores. Approximately 5, 000 core hours each are used for the AL synthetic
tasks, 10000 for the BO synthetic tasks, and 10000 for each self-correcting practical task.

2https://github.com/facebook/Ax
3https://github.com/pytorch/botorch
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Task Dimensionality σε Search space
Branin 2 0.5 r´5, 10s ˆ r0, 15s

Rosenbrock-2 2 2.5 r´1.5, 1.5sD

Hartmann-3 6 0.5 r0, 1sD

Rosenbrock-4 4 2.5 r´1.5, 1.5sD

Hartmann-4 4 0.5 r0, 1sD

Hartmann-6 6 0.5 r0, 1sD

Table 3. Benchmarks used for the Bayesian optimization experiments.

B. Additional Experiments
B.1. Marginal Likelihood Performance

We display the MLL performance of the various active learning acquisition functions. The MLL provides a measure of
how accurate and calibrated, in terms of predictive uncertainty, the predictions of the model are. All acquisition functions
struggle to achieve stable predictions throughout, which indicates a difficulty in finding stable and correct hyperparameters.
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Figure 10. Negative marginal log likelihood (MLL) of the benchmarked active learning acquisition functions on the synthetic active
learning tasks. The MLL is very unstable for two tasks, primarily due to hyperparameter uncertainty, but SAL and BQBC maintain the
most consistent predictions throughout.

B.2. SAL Distance Measure Comparion

We show the performance of the statistical distance measures on the active learning tasks. These distances measures
appreciate different quantities when the divergence is computed, where WS leans more towards global variance reduction
- a generally good trait for active learning (MacKay & Neal, 1994). HS, however, emphasizes hyperparameter learning,
which leads to more stable predictions, but occasionally insufficient exploration. As such, the RMSE of SAL-HR is
non-competitive on many tasks. However, it substantially outperforms all other methods on MLL for Ishigami, which is
caused by substantially better hyperparameter learning, which is evidenced in Fig. 14.
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Figure 11. Log Regret of the Hellinger and Wasserstein MM-variants of SAL. SAL-HR is non-competitive on some benchmarks due to
insufficient exploration of the search space.
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Figure 12. Log Regret of the Hellinger and Wasserstein MM-variants of SAL. SAL-HR is non-competitive on some benchmarks, but
achieves drastically better and more stable predictions than all other benchmarks on Ishigami and Gramacy-2.
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B.3. SCoreBO Distance Measure Comparion

We compare the Hellinger and Wasserstein variants ofSCoreBO, both utilizing the MC approximation of the statistical
distance. We note that SCoreBO-WS outperforms SCoreBO-HR on two tasks, but SCoreBO-HR is the overall more
consistent approach. We hypothesize that the relative failure of SCoreBO-WS on Rosenbrock-4 is caused by its non-
stationary structure, which likely causes exceedingly large exploration of the hyperparameter space.
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Figure 13. Log Regret of the Hellinger and Wasserstein MC-variants of SCoreBO. Both variants are competitive on all benchmarks,
except for Wasserstein on Rosenbrock-4 which lags behind slightly. Overall, Hellinger is more constistent, and wins 4 out of 6 benchmarks.

C. Hyperparameter convergence
C.1. Active Learning Tasks

We display the hyperparameter convergence of SAL-WS, SAL-HR and the competing active learning acquisition functions.
Both variants display accelerated hyperparameter learning compared to BQBC. , SAL-HR in particular achieves low-variance
hyperparameter uncertainty on Ishigami and the higher-dimensional Hartmann-6, where other methods struggle. We obtain
approximately correct hyperparameters for these tasks by randomly sampling 500 points on the noiseless benchmark,
thereafter performing MCMC and averaging the sampled hyperparameter estimates in logspace. The noise level is known a
priori. and estimates the other hyperparameters with substantially greater certainty than other methods.
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Figure 14. Hyperparameter convergence on the Ishigami test function. SAL-HR displays substantially more stable hyperparameter
convergence than other approaches, and is the only acquisition function to accurately estimate the noise.
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C.2. GP sample tasks

We display the convergence of SCoreBO and EI with a wide lognormal and BOTorch prior on the GP sample task. We
observe that the lognormal prior is well-aligned for most hyperparameters, whereas BOTorch prior is misaligned. This
is evidenced by the unimportant dimensions `6, `7, and `8, which have suggested lengthscales that are incorrect by more
than an order of magnitude. Nevertheless, SCoreBO suggests lengthscales that are approximately twice as long p100.25q
as EIp10´0.05q, and thus avoids unneessary exploration along these dimensions. Moreover, SCoreBO correctly identifies
the most important dimensions `1, `2, and `3 with good accuracy quickly, whereas EI struggles to identify `1. SCoreBO
slightly overestimates the importance of dimensions 2 and 3, likely to compensate for the inability to accurately estimate the
importance of other hyperparameters.
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Figure 15. Hyperparameter convergence on the 8-dimensional GP sample for the broad log-normal prior. The black dashed line indicates
true hyperparameter values. Mean and standard deviation are plotted across 20 repetitions, and a 3 iteration moving average of the plotted
moments is applied to increase readability. Lengthscales `d ordered smallest (most important) to largest (least important). SCoreBO
finds accurate hyperparameters faster, has the most accurate values for all hyperparameters, and has substantially lower variance for all
important (i.e. not `6, `7, and `8) hyperparameters except for the noise variance.
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Figure 16. Hyperparameter convergence on the 8-dimensional GP sample for the BoTorch priors. The black dashed line indicates true
hyperparameter values. Mean and standard deviation are plotted across 20 repetitions, and a 3 iteration moving average of the plotted
moments is applied to increase readability. Lengthscales `d ordered smallest (most important) to largest (least important). SCoreBO
finds accurate hyperparameters faster, has the most accurate values for all hyperparameters, and has substantially lower variance for all
important (i.e. not `6, `7, and `8) hyperparameters except for the noise variance.

C.3. Hyperparameter Divergence on Synthetic BO tasks

We highlight additional examples on synthetic BO test functions where hyperparameters diverge. Due to the non-stationary
structure of Rosenbrock in particular (and to a lesser extent, Branin), hyperparameters values diverge as the number of
observations increase. In particular, the extreme steepness along the edges suggests an exceedingly large outputscale.
With increasing observations, a lengthscale-outputscale trade-off occurs, where both hyperparameters grow seemingly
indefinitely. Notably, this behavior is consistent regardless of the acquisition function (BO, AL, SOBOL). Due to the
restricted hyperparameter set employed in the AL tasks, this problem is distinct to the BO tasks.
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Figure 17. Hyperparameter divergence for SCoreBO and EI on Rosenbrock-4. The outputscale grows larger with increasing iterations,
and the lengthscales grow similarly large as a countermeasure.

D. Approximation Strategies
We display the quality of the moment matching approximation for both the Hellinger and Wasserstein distance. Moreover,
we compare the performances of the MM and MC approaches.

D.1. Performance of Monte Carlo

We display the performance of the MC variants of SAL-WS and SCoreBO-HR compared to their MM counterparts.
Overall, performances are comparable, as each variant slightly exceeds the other on a couple of benchmarks. On the most
complex benchmarks (Ishigami, Hartmann-4, Hartmann-6), the MC variant outperforms MM slightly, which suggests that
MC is increasingly justified as disagreement in the posterior gets larger.
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Figure 18. Log root mean squared error (RMSE) of the SAL MC (blue) and MM (red) variants on the active learning benchmarks. Overall
performance is comparable, with the variants effectively tying all benchmarks. MC notably outperforms slightly on the difficult Ishigami
test function.

D.2. Hellinger Distance Approximation

We display the accuracy of the moment matching approximation, and the sensitivity of the MC approximation to the number
of samples L. In Fig. 23 and Fig. 24, we highlight two examples of the moment matching approximation in comparison to a
large-scale, asymptotically exact variant of the MC approximation with 2048 samples. In Fig. 23, the MM approximation
struggles to capture the sharp, multimodal surfaces in (blue), and consistently overestimates the distance in (orange). In
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Figure 19. Negative marginal log likelihood (MLL) of the SAL MC (blue) and MM (red) variants on the active learning benchmarks.
Overall performance is comparable, with three effectively tied benchmarks. MC outperforms slightly Hartmann-4 and Hartmann-6, and
MM on Hartmann-3.
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Figure 20. Log regret of SCoreBO-MM and SCoreBO-MC on the synthetic BO benchmarks. Overall performance is comparable, with
MM outperforming marginally on 4 out of 6 tasks. MC notably outperforms slightly on the difficult Ishigami test function.
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Fig. 24, the included conditional posteriors are substantially more similar, and as such, the moment matching approximation
is more accurate. The shape of the acquisition function is captured almost perfectly, and the magnitude is only marginally
overestimated, most prominently in (green). We display the
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Figure 21. Example of the per-sample Hellinger distance computation using moment matching (solid lines) and large-scale, asymptotically
exact quasi-MC with 2048 samples. The moment matching approximation mostly retains the shape of the asymptotically exact variant.
However, it does not perfectly capture the multi.modality in (blue), and overestimates the distance in the low-variance region at the right
edge of (orange). The acquisition function y-axis is scaled individually per model to better highlight the difference in acquisition function
value.
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Figure 22. Example of the per-sample Hellinger distance computation using moment matching (solid lines) and large-scale, asymptotically
exact quasi-MC with 2048 samples. The moment matching approximation captures the shape of the asymptotically exact variant well, but
overestimates the distance slightly in (green). The acquisition function y-axis is scaled individually per model to better highlight the
difference in acquisition function value.

D.3. Wasserstein Distance Approximation
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Figure 23. Example of the per-sample Wasserstein distance computation using moment matching (solid lines) and large-scale, asymptoti-
cally exact quasi-MC with 2048 samples. The moment matching approximation mostly retains the shape of the asymptotically exact
variant. The shape of the acquisition function is generally well captured, but high-variance regions have their distance underestimated by
the moment matching approach, and low-variance regions have their distance over-estimated, leading to a biased approximation. The
acquisition function y-axis is scaled individually per model to better highlight the difference in acquisition function value.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
3

2

1

0

1

2

Fu
nc

tio
n 

va
lu

e

Posterior mean
Posterior uncertainty
Observed data

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

2

0

2

3

2

1

0

1

2

3

2

1

0

1

2

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

Ac
q.

 v
al

ue

Figure 24. Example of the per-sample Wasserstein distance computation using moment matching (solid lines) and large-scale, asymptoti-
cally exact quasi-MC with 2048 samples. The moment matching approximation captures the shape of the asymptotically exact variant
well, and only marginally over- and underestimates the distance. The acquisition function y-axis is scaled individually per model to better
highlight the difference in acquisition function value.


