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Abstract

We present variational sequential optimal experimental design (vsOED), a novel method
for optimally designing a finite sequence of experiments within a Bayesian framework with
information-theoretic criteria. vsOED employs a one-point reward formulation with varia-
tional posterior approximations, providing a provable lower bound to the expected information
gain. Numerical methods are developed following an actor-critic reinforcement learning ap-
proach, including derivation and estimation of variational and policy gradients to optimize the
design policy, and posterior approximation using Gaussian mixture models and normalizing
flows. vsOED accommodates nuisance parameters, implicit likelihoods, and multiple candi-
date models, while supporting flexible design criteria that can target designs for model dis-
crimination, parameter inference, goal-oriented prediction, and their weighted combinations.
We demonstrate vsOED across various engineering and science applications, illustrating its
superior sample efficiency compared to existing sequential experimental design algorithms.

Keywords: Bayesian adaptive design, actor-critic, policy gradient, expected information
gain, information lower bound, implicit likelihood

1. Introduction

Engineering and science revolve around the interplay between data and models: leveraging
data to develop, calibrate, and improve models, and using models to predict outcomes, control
processes, and guide decision-making. When data is expensive to acquire, carefully designing
experiments becomes crucial. Optimal experimental design (OED) (see [1] for a recent review)
is a field dedicated to systematically quantifying the value of experiments and identifying
the best conditions to conduct them. Bayesian OED [2, 3, 4, 5, 6] further incorporates the
effects of uncertainty, and optimizes experiments so that their data can maximize uncertainty
reduction, often measured as the expected information gain (EIG) or mutual information [7].

Sequential experimental design involves planning multiple experiments conducted in se-
quence, where the results of earlier experiments can inform the design of subsequent ones—i.e.,
it involves ‘feedback’. A straightforward approach is to design one experiment (or a subset) at
a time: plan the next experiment, perform it, use the resulting data to update the model and
its uncertainty, and repeat. This approach is known as greedy or myopic design since it focuses
on the immediate next experiment without considering future ones; i.e., it lacks ‘lookahead’.
Greedy design is advantageous for its simplicity and flexibility in accommodating an unknown
total number of experiments, and it has been studied extensively [8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16].

In this paper, we follow a sequential experimental design formulation (see, e.g., [17], [18,
VII.G], [19, Chapter 3]) that incorporates both (i) lookahead, where each design is selected
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while accounting for all remaining experiments, and (ii) feedback, where designs are given
by adaptive policies that determine the next experiment based on the current state of infor-
mation. This formulation, referred to as sequential OED (sOED) in [19, 20, 21], is general
but computationally challenging. Previous approaches [22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30]
have largely been limited to discrete settings or have not employed a Bayesian framework
with information-theoretic design criteria. Only recently have more efficient computational
techniques—often leveraging reinforcement learning—been developed to tackle sOED in more
general settings [19, 20, 31, 32, 33, 34].

Huan and Marzouk [19, 20] presented sOED as a finite-horizon Markov decision process
and proposed an approximate dynamic programming algorithm to solve it. However, their
approach relies on an implicit policy representation, where each policy evaluation involves
solving a stochastic optimization problem, making it computationally expensive for online
applications. To address this, Shen and Huan [31, 21] introduced policy-gradient sOED (PG-
sOED), an actor-critic method that trains an explicit parameterized policy network, signifi-
cantly reducing computational costs. Around the same time, Foster et al. [32] proposed Deep
Adaptive Design (DAD), which trains a policy network to maximize a lower bound estimator
of the EIG, known as the sequential prior contrastive estimator (PCE), using its gradients.
Unlike PG-sOED, DAD does not rely on an actor-critic framework but requires access to the
derivatives of the observation model (i.e., parameter-to-observable map). Blau et al. [34] fur-
ther proposed learning a stochastic policy to maximize the sequential PCE via randomized
ensembled double Q-learning [35], which sidestepped the need for model derivatives. Building
upon DAD, Ivanova et al. [33] developed implicit DAD (iDAD) to handle problems with im-
plicit likelihood, where the likelihood is intractable but data samples can still be generated.
iDAD constructs variational lower bounds of the EIG and tightens these bounds by simultane-
ously optimizing the policy and variational parameters, requiring only sample-based updates.
However, similar to DAD, iDAD also requires model derivatives.

EIG bounds [36] have proven to be effective for OED, as demonstrated by iDAD and related
works. For example, the tractable unnormalized Barber–Agakov (TUBA) lower bound [36]
incorporates the tuning of a ‘critic’ function (different from the ‘critic’ in ‘actor-critic’). The
Nguyen–Wainwright–Jordan (NWJ) bound [37], also known as the mutual information neural
estimation f-divergence (MINE-f) bound [38], is a special case of TUBA and has been applied
to OED by Kleinegesse and Gutmann [39]. The information noise-contrastive estimation (In-
foNCE) bound [40] mirrors the PCE, but replaces the likelihood with an exponentiated critic
function. Notably, all these bounds support implicit likelihoods. The Barber–Agakov (BA)
lower bound [41], in particular, approximates the posterior density directly. Its advantage
lies in enabling both density evaluation and posterior sampling. Foster et al. [42] first ap-
plied the BA bound to OED with simple variational distributions (e.g., Gaussian, Bernoulli,
Gamma). Dong et al. [43] later proposed variational OED (vOED) to expand the capacity of
the approximate posteriors by representing them with normalizing flows [44, 45].

The above OED efforts primarily focused on maximizing the EIG of unknown model pa-
rameters. However, the ultimate goals of the experiments often extend beyond parameter
inference to predicting other goal quantities that depend on the model parameters but dif-
fer from the observation quantities. For example, while observations such as temperature
and pressure facilitate the inference of a weather model’s parameters, the goal might not be
to learn these parameters, but to forecast future precipitation using the resulting parameter
distributions. A goal-oriented OED framework therefore directly targets the EIG for such
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goal quantities. This concept builds on classical I-, V-, and G-optimal designs that seek to
minimize predictive variance in linear regression models [46]. Attia et al. [47] demonstrated
gradient-based optimization techniques to solve linear Bayesian DA- and L-optimal design
problems, while Wu et al. [48] developed scalable offline-online decompositions and low-rank
approximations for high-dimensional linear settings. The theoretical formulation for nonlinear
goal-oriented OED was presented in [49]. Computationally, Butler et al. [50] proposed OED for
prediction (OED4P), a non-Bayesian approach based on matching push-forward distributions
to observed data distributions [51, 52]. Later, Smith et al. [53] introduced expected predictive
information gain (EPIG), a nested Monte Carlo estimator for predictive EIG under a greedy
sequential (i.e., active learning) setting, but requiring the goal quantities to be the same as ob-
servation quantities except at new designs. More recently, Zhong et al. [54] combined Markov
chain Monte Carlo with kernel density estimation to estimate the probability densities of goal
quantities directly. These studies highlight the challenge of intractable predictive densities
for the goal quantities, motivating the potential effectiveness of likelihood-free EIG bounds.
Kleinegesse and Gutmann [55] explored such bounds for various goal-oriented OED settings.
However, existing goal-oriented efforts all focused on batch (i.e., non-sequential) or greedy
OED, and integrating goal-oriented objectives into sOED has yet to be developed.

Building on these advances, we propose variational sequential optimal experimental design
(vsOED), a method to solve the sOED problem under an actor-critic reinforcement learning
framework powered by policy gradient and variational BA bound to the EIG. The key novelty
and contributions of this work are summarized as follows.

• Comprehensive formulation: vsOED accommodates nuisance parameters, implicit like-
lihoods, and multiple candidate models, while offering flexible design criterion that can
target designs for model discrimination, parameter inference, goal-oriented prediction,
or weighted combinations thereof.

• Theoretical guarantees: We prove the lower bound property of vsOED, and the equiv-
alence of various reward formulations for vsOED.

• Numerical methods: We develop techniques for solving vsOED, highlighted by esti-
mating the actor-critic policy gradient and approximating posteriors using Gaussian
mixture models and normalizing flows.

• Empirical demonstration: We illustrate the effectiveness of vsOED, particularly under
limited sample budgets, through comparisons with existing algorithms across diverse
numerical experiments.

The vsOED code is available at https://github.com/wgshen/vsOED.
The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 formulates the sOED and vsOED problem

statements, including key theorems on their relationships. Section 3 details the numerical
methods for solving vsOED, centering around deriving and computing the policy gradient
under an actor-critic framework. Section 4 evaluates vsOED through numerical experiments
and benchmarks against existing algorithms. Finally, Section 5 concludes with summarizing
remarks and a discussion of future work.

3

https://github.com/wgshen/vsOED


2. Problem formulation

2.1. Preliminaries

We focus on the design of a finite sequence of N experiments indexed by k ∈ {0, . . . , N−1}.
We assume N is known and fixed. Each experiment is associated with a real-valued design
vector ξk ∈ Ak ⊆ RNξ and observation vector Yk ∈ Yk ⊆ RNy . We adopt the convention to use
upper case for denoting a random variable or vector such as Yk, and lower case for its realized
value such as yk. For simplicity, we assume Nξ and Ny to be constant across k. At the kth
experiment, the information sequence of all completed experiments’ designs and observations
is denoted by Ik = {ξ0, Y0, . . . , ξk−1, Yk−1}, with I0 = ∅. Furthermore, let Mm be a countable
set of models indexed by m ∈ {1, 2, . . . } where each model has its own parameters of interest
(PoIs) Θm ∈ Θm ⊆ RNθm , nuisance parameters Ψm ∈ Ψm ⊆ RNψm , and predictive quantities
of interest (QoIs) Zm ∈ Zm ⊆ RNzm . The experiment observation is related to the parameters
via an observation model, for example often in the form

Yk = Gk(Θm,Ψm, ξk;m, Ik) + Ek, (1)

where Gk is a nonlinear observation forward operator and Ek is the observation noise. The
QoIs are related to the parameters via a predictive model

Zm = H(Θm,Ψm, EZ ;m), (2)

where H is a nonlinear predictive stochastic forward operator with EZ representing the predic-
tive stochastic source. If the predictive model is deterministic, we can write Zm = H(Θm,Ψm;m).
Gk and H often involve the most expensive computations (e.g., solving various differential
equations), hence the number of these forward solves is often used as the unit for computa-
tional cost.

Under a Bayesian approach, after the kth experiment, the joint probability density on M ,
Θm, and Ψm updates following Bayes’ rule:

p(m, θm, ψm|ik+1) = p(m, θm, ψm|ξk, yk, ik) =
p(yk|m, θm, ψm, ξk, ik) p(m, θm, ψm|ik)

p(yk|ξk, ik)
, (3)

where p(m, θm, ψm|ξk, yk, ik) is the posterior which can also be written as p(m, θm, ψm|ik+1),
p(m, θm, ψm|ik) is the prior, p(yk|m, θm, ψm, ξk, ik) is the likelihood, and p(yk|ξk, ik) is the
marginal likelihood. In order to simplify notation in the remainder of this paper, we adopt the
convention where when m is not explicitly mentioned, conditioning on m is implied through
other variables’ subscripts, e.g., p(θm, ψm|ik) = p(θm, ψm|m, ik). The posterior after the kth
experiment p(m, θm, ψm|ik+1) then serves as the prior for the (k+1)th experiment and is again
applied to Eq. (3). Bayes’ rule can be recursively applied for sequential experiments.

Upon propagating the parameter distributions throughH, the prior- and posterior-predictive
densities for Zm can be respectively written as:

p(zm) =

∫∫
p(θm, ψm) p(zm|θm, ψm) dθm dψm, (4)

p(zm|ik+1) =

∫∫
p(θm, ψm|ik+1) p(zm|θm, ψm) dθm dψm. (5)

If H is deterministic, p(zm|θm, ψm) collapses to a Dirac delta centered at zm = H(θm, ψm;m).
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2.2. Sequential optimal experimental design (sOED)

We present sOED following [21] and earlier works [19, 20] that modeled it through a Markov
decision process (MDP). The MDP is defined by a tuple

(
S, {Ak}k, s0, {rk(·)}k, {Tk(·)}k

)
con-

sisting of a state space S for the state variable Sk that can take values sk ∈ S, action spaces Ak

comprising possible actions (which here are designs) ξk ∈ Ak, an initial state s0, scalar-valued
reward functions rk(sk, ξk, yk) that evaluate the instantaneous reward when taking action ξk
and observing yk at state sk, and state transition kernels Tk(Sk+1|sk, ξk) that evaluate the
probability of transitioning to any set of states Sk+1 ⊆ S at stage k + 1 having taken action
ξk at state sk. In the context of experimental design, the action being taken is the selection
of a design; thus we use the terms ‘action’ and ‘design’ interchangeably.

State. The state before the kth experiment is described by Sk = {Sb
k, S

p
k}, a quantity that

summarizes all information deemed relevant to future design decisions. We split Sk into a
‘belief state’ Sb

k representing the state of knowledge/uncertainty in M , Θm, Ψm, and Zm, and
a ‘physical state’ Sp

k comprising any other deterministic variables that may be relevant to the
design process. A realization of the belief state, sbk, is simply the joint posterior distribu-
tion of M , Θm, Ψm, and Zm given all past experimental designs and realized observations,
ik. Numerically, it can be represented by, for example, a density or distribution function ap-
proximation, or an ensemble of particles, or by tracking ik directly. Tracking ik is easiest to
implement since it does not require additional calculations translating (ξi)i<k and (yi)i<k to
another representation, but the dimension of ik grows with k albiet bounded for finite N .

Maintaining only a belief state, in the form of the posterior, does not suffice to preserve the
Markov property of the system if the likelihood depends on the history of past experiments
ik, as in Eq. (3). This can be fixed by introducing a physical state. With regard to the ik-
dependence in p(yk|m, θ, ψk, ξk, ik), the physical state essentially extracts and tracks relevant
features from ik that allow the likelihood to be evaluated or the observations Yk simulated. If
Ik is adopted as the belief state, then information about the physical state is already contained
in Ik, even if only implicitly. We adopt Sk = Ik in this work and will use them interchangeably.

Action (design) and policy. Sequential experimental design is adaptive in nature, and looks
for a strategy, called a policy (or actor), describing how to choose the design depending on
the current state. The policy is a collection of functions π = {µk : S → Ak, k = 0, . . . , N − 1},
where the policy function µk returns the design for the kth experiment given the current state,
ξk = µk(sk).

State transition dynamics. When an experiment is performed, the state changes according to
a transition kernel Tk(Sk+1|sk, ξk) describing the probability of transitioning from the current
state sk, having chosen design ξk and observed the outcome of resulting experiment, to any
set of states at stage k + 1, Sk+1 ⊆ S. This kernel is generally intractable to evaluate, but
can be simulated by first sampling Yk given the design ξk, and then applying Bayes’ rule
Eq. (3). We denote the latter transition dynamics by sk+1 = Fk(sk, ξk, yk); the function Fk

encapsulates the transition from prior to posterior, given values of ξk and the realized data
yk, following Eq. (3). If adopting Ik as the state, then the transition is a simple concatenation
ik+1 = {ik, ξk, yk}.

Reward (utility). Here rk(sk, ξk, yk) ∈ R denotes the reward immediately obtained from the
kth experiment, and rN(sN) ∈ R is the terminal reward that can be computed only after all
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experiments are completed. Examples of information-theoretic rewards will be provided in
Sections 2.3 and 2.4.

sOED problem statement. The sOED problem seeks a design policy that maximizes the ex-
pected utility U(π):

π∗ ∈ argmax
π={µ0,...,µN−1}

{
U(π) := EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

rk(Sk, ξk, Yk) + rN(SN)

]}
(6)

subject to ξk = µk(Sk) ∈ Ak,

Sk+1 = Fk(Sk, ξk, Yk), for k = 0, . . . , N − 1.

Here Y0:N−1 = Y0, Y1, . . . , YN−1. The initial state s0 is assumed known; if it is not known, an-
other expectation can be taken over S0. While we strive to explicitly write out the conditioning
on s0, it should be interpreted that all terms in this paper are implicitly conditioning on s0 even
if not written. When adopting Sk = Ik, the constraints can be written as ξk = µk(Ik) ∈ Ak and
Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}. This sOED formulation generalizes both the batch and greedy designs [21,
Section 2.3].

2.3. Experimental design rewards

We propose two information gain (IG)-based [7, 56] reward formulations incorporating
multiple design objectives. Non-IG-based reward terms (i.e., those that do not depend on the
posteriors, such as a cost term of the experiment that depends only on ξk) may also be added
without affecting the results below, but we omit them for simplicity of presentation. We will
largely use Ik in place of Sk from hereon.

(1) Terminal-information-gain (TIG). TIG targets the overall IG (i.e., the Kullback–Leibler
[KL] divergence from prior to posterior) from all N experiments via the terminal reward:

rk(ik, ξk, yk) = 0, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (7)

rN(iN) = αMDKL

(
PM |iN ||PM

)
+ EM |iN

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm|iN || pΘm

)
+ αZDKL

(
pZm|iN || pZm

)]
, (8)

where in the KL divergence the upper case P denotes probability mass (for discrete random
variables), subscript indicates the random variable that corresponds to the probability mass
or density, and αM , αΘ, αZ ∈ [0, 1] are the weights for IG respectively coming from the model
indicator, PoIs, and QoIs. For example, setting αM = 1 and αΘ = αZ = 0 reduces to
‘OED for model indicator’ (i.e., design for model discrimination); αΘ = 1 and αM = αZ = 0
reduces to ‘OED for PoIs’ (i.e., design for parameter inference); αZ = 1 and αΘ = αM = 0
reduces to ‘OED for QoIs’ (i.e., design for goal-oriented prediction). In the special case
when αM = αΘ = 1 and αZ = 0, the terminal reward rN becomes DKL

(
pM,Θm|iN || pM,Θm

)
(Appendix A.1); when αM = αZ = 1 and αΘ = 0, it similarly becomesDKL

(
pM,Zm|iN || pM,Zm

)
(Appendix A.1). When nuisance parameters Ψm are absent, one should not set both αΘ and
αZ to 1 since the IG in Zm is already absorbed into the IG in Θm (Appendix A.2).
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(2) Incremental-information-gain (IIG). IIG adopts incremental IG as the immediate rewards:

rk(ik, ξk, yk) = αMDKL

(
PM |ik+1

||PM |ik
)

+ EM |ik+1

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm|ik+1

|| pΘm|ik
)

+ αZDKL

(
pZm|ik+1

|| pZm|ik
) ]
, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (9)

rN(iN) = 0. (10)

Note that ik+1 can be evaluated in Eq. (9) since ik+1 = {ik, ξk, yk}.
Let UT (π) denote the resulting sOED expected utility in Eq. (6) when adopting the TIG

rewards in Eqs. (7) and (8), and UI(π) denote that when adopting the IIG rewards in Eqs. (9)
and (10).

Theorem 1 (Terminal-incremental equivalence). UT (π) = UI(π) for any policy π.

A proof is provided in Appendix A.3. Hence, both formulations induce the same sOED
problem.

2.4. One-point formulation of rewards

To compute the sOED objective in Eq. (6) with the TIG or IIG rewards, an expectation
needs to be taken over Y0:N−1|π, s0. This requires sampling trajectories. For each trajec-
tory, a model indicator and corresponding PoIs and nuisance parameters are drawn from the
priors, m

(i)
0 ∼ PM , θ

(i)
m,0 ∼ p

(
θm,0|m(i)

0

)
, ψ

(i)
m,0 ∼ p

(
ψm,0|m(i)

0

)
, and a corresponding QoI sam-

ple is also drawn, z
(i)
m,0 ∼ p

(
zm,0|θ(i)m,0, ψ

(i)
m,0,m

(i)
0

)
(if Zm has a deterministic H, then simply

z
(i)
m,0 = H

(
θ
(i)
m,0, ψ

(i)
m,0;m

(i)
0

)
). Then, m

(i)
0 , θ

(i)
m,0, and ψ

(i)
m,0 generate a trajectory iN . For any such

trajectory, we substitute these ‘oracle’ values of the model indicator and model parameters
that generated iN into the integrands of the KL divergence terms to produce a ‘one-point’
approximation řk for each rk.

(1) One-point-TIG. One-point-TIG entails the following new reward terms:

řk(ik, ξk, yk) = 0, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (11)

řN(iN) = αM log
P (m0|iN)
P (m0)

+ αΘ log
p(θm,0|iN)
p(θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(zm,0|iN)
p(zm,0)

. (12)

(2) One-point-IIG. One-point-IIG entails the following new reward terms:

řk(ik, ξk, yk) = αM log
P (m0|ik+1)

P (m0|ik)
+ αΘ log

p(θm,0|ik+1)

p(θm,0|ik)

+ αZ log
p(zm,0|ik+1)

p(zm,0|ik)
, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (13)

řN(iN) = 0. (14)

More precisely, the one-point reward terms are now functions of the trajectory-generating
oracle model and parameter values, i.e., řk(ik, ξk, yk,m0, θm,0, zm,0) and řN(iN ,m0, θm,0, zm,0),
but with the constraint that the m0, θm,0, zm,0 arguments are those that generated the iN
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argument; we omitted the oracle arguments in the řk expressions above for simplicity. Thus,
we need to take expectation jointly over these inputs, to arrive at the one-point expected utility :

Ǔ(π) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0

[
EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
N−1∑
k=0

řk(Ik, ξk, Yk) + řN(IN)

]]
, (15)

where we switch to the notation with Sk = Ik to correspond to the Ik-based reward definitions,
use the equivalence of EY0:N−1|π,s0,... and EIN |π,s0,..., and follow the policy ξk = µk(Ik). Moreover,
the inner expectation’s conditioning on Zm,0 is dropped since the IN sequence (and the Yk’s
within IN) does not depend on Zm when π is given. Furthermore, the expectation over Zm,0

can be ignored altogether for Zm’s with deterministic H.
Let ǓT (π) denote the resulting sOED expected utility from Eq. (15) when adopting the

one-point-TIG rewards in Eqs. (11) and (12), and ǓI(π) denote that when adopting the one-
point-IIG rewards in Eqs. (13) and (14).

Theorem 2 (One-point equivalence). UT (π) = ǓT (π) = ǓI(π) = UI(π) for any policy π.

A proof is provided in Appendix A.4. Hence, both the original sOED and one-point
formulations, using either TIG or IIG, induce the same sOED problem.

Remark 1. For ǓI(π), under the summation, all intermediate posteriors cancel out and only
the prior terms p(·) and the final posterior terms p(·|IN) survive. However, working with
intermediate posteriors in the incremental rewards can lead to denser rewards that improves
numerical performance [34].

Remark 2. For any expected utility form, the prior terms p(·) may be omitted since they are
independent of π and would only shift the expected utility without affecting the maximizer
(Appendix A.5). Therefore, when the prior is difficult to compute (e.g., the prior-predictive
p(zm) in Eq. (4) that needs to marginalize out Θm and Ψm), we will drop that prior term
when optimizing the policy.

2.5. Variational sequential optimal experimental design (vsOED)

Evaluating the probability terms of the one-point formulations in Section 2.4 remains highly
challenging. To make the computation tractable, we replace all posterior terms p(·|ik) with
variational posterior approximations q(·|ik;ϕ(·)) parameterized by ϕ(·).

(1) Variational-one-point-TIG. Variational-one-point-TIG reward terms update to:

r̃k(ik, ξk, yk;ϕ) = 0, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (16)

r̃N(iN ;ϕ) = αM log
q(m0|iN ;ϕM)

P (m0)
+ αΘ log

q(θm,0|iN ;ϕΘm)

p(θm,0)
+ αZ log

q(zm,0|iN ;ϕZm)

p(zm,0)
, (17)

where ϕ = {ϕM , ϕΘm , ϕZm} is the full set of variational parameters.
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(2) Variational-one-point-IIG. Variational-one-point-IIG reward terms update to:

r̃k(ik, ξk, yk;ϕ) = αM log
q(m0|ik+1;ϕM)

q(m0|ik;ϕM)
+ αΘ log

q(θm,0|ik+1;ϕΘm)

q(θm,0|ik;ϕΘm)

+ αZ log
q(zm,0|ik+1;ϕZm)

q(zm,0|ik;ϕZm)
, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (18)

r̃N(iN ;ϕ) = 0, (19)

with the understanding that here q(·|i0;ϕ(·)) is simply the prior p(·) without any approxima-
tion. Similar to řk, the new r̃k expressions are also functions of the oracle variables, but we
omitted them in the expressions above for simplicity. Upon taking expectation over all random
variables, the corresponding variational one-point expected utility becomes:

Ũ(π, ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0

[
EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
N−1∑
k=0

r̃k(Ik, ξk, Yk;ϕ) + r̃N(IN ;ϕ)

]]
, (20)

where ξk = µk(Ik), and again the outer expectation over Zm,0 can be ignored for Zm’s with
deterministic H.

Let ŨT (π) denote the resulting sOED expected utility from Eq. (20) when adopting the
variational-one-point-TIG rewards in Eqs. (16) and (17), and ŨI(π) denote that when adopting
the variational-one-point-IIG rewards in Eqs. (18) and (19).

Theorem 3 (Variational lower bound). ŨI(π;ϕ) = ŨT (π;ϕ) ≤ ǓT (π) = ǓI(π) = UT (π) =
UI(π) for any policy π and variational parameters ϕ. The bound is tight if and only if all final
posteriors are perfectly approximated, i.e., q(·|iN ;ϕ(·)) = p(·|iN) (except the trivial case when
αM = αΘ = αZ = 0).

A proof is provided in Appendix A.6.

Remark 3. In batch OED and when αM = αZ = 0 and αΘ = 1, Eq. (20) becomes the BA
lower bound for mutual information between Θ and Y [41, 36, 42].

Remark 4. The results in all aforementioned theorems also hold when incorporating non-IG-
based reward terms (i.e., those that do not depend on the posteriors, such as a cost term of
the experiment that depends only on ξk).

Remark 5. The tightness of the bound does not depend on the quality of the intermediate
variational posteriors (i.e., q(·|ik;ϕ(·)) for k = 1, . . . , N − 1) due to their cancellations, similar
to Remark 1. Thus, low-quality intermediate posterior approximations may be used without
affecting the theoretical value of the bound (see the first part of Appendix A.6). In the special
case where all intermediate posteriors are approximated by the prior, variational-one-point-IIG
collapses to variational-one-point-TIG. As we will show through numerical examples, however,
good intermediate posterior approximations can lead to better computational performance.

Variational sOED problem statement. The vsOED problem seeks a design policy that maxi-
mizes the lower bound Ũ(π;ϕ):

{π∗, ϕ∗} ∈ argmax
π={µ0,...,µN−1},ϕ

Ũ(π;ϕ) (21)

subject to ξk = µk(Ik) ∈ Ak,

Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}, for k = 0, . . . , N − 1,

where we used the notation adopting Sk = Ik.
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3. Numerical methods for vsOED

Taking a similar approach as [21], we propose an actor-critic policy gradient method to solve
the vsOED problem in Eq. (21). The key to this method is to derive and compute gradients
of the expected utility lower bound Ũ defined in Eq. (20) with respect to the variational
parameters and the policy, and use the gradients to improve the policy via, for example,
gradient ascent.

To bring the policy (which entails functions) to a finite-dimensional space, we parameterize
the policy π by w ∈ RNw and denote the parameterized policy as πw. Forming the policy (i.e.,
the actor) explicitly in such a manner offers significantly faster online evaluation speeds [31,
32, 33, 34] compared to dynamic programming [20] and greedy design that require solving
optimization problems on the fly. Upon replacing π with πw, the vsOED problem from Eq. (21)
becomes:

{w∗, ϕ∗} ∈ argmax
w,ϕ

Ũ(w;ϕ) (22)

subject to ξk = µk,w(Ik) ∈ Ak,

Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}, for k = 0, . . . , N − 1.

The gradient of Ũ with respect to ϕ can be obtained trivially by applying the Leibniz rule:

∇ϕŨ(w;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0

[
EIN |w,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
N−1∑
k=0

∇ϕr̃k(Ik, ξk, Yk;ϕ) +∇ϕr̃N(IN ;ϕ)

]]
,

(23)

where ξk = µk,w(Ik). The actor-critic policy gradient can be derived near-identically as the
proof in Appendix B of [21] except that the expressions for vsOED now involve an additional
outer expectation jointly over M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0, Zm,0; therefore we do not repeat the derivation
in this paper. The final vsOED policy gradient expression is:

∇wŨ(w;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0

[
N−1∑
k=0

EIk|w,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
∇wµk,w(Ik)∇ξkQ̃

πw
k (Ik, ξk;ϕ)

]]
,

(24)

where ξk = µk,w(Ik), and Q̃πw
k is the action-value function (i.e., the critic) induced by the

variational one-point reward terms r̃k and r̃N and defined as:

Q̃πw
k (ik, ξk;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
r̃k(ik, ξk, Yk;ϕ)

+
N−1∑
t=k+1

r̃t(It, µt,w(It), Yt;ϕ) + r̃N(IN ;ϕ)

]]
(25)

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
r̃k(ik, ξk, Yk;ϕ)

+ Q̃πw
k+1(Ik+1, µk+1,w(Ik+1);ϕ)

]]
, (26)

Q̃πw
N (iN , ·;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|iN

[
r̃N(iN ;ϕ)

]
, (27)

10



for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}. The value of the critic Q̃πw
k (ik, ξk;ϕ) is

the expected remaining cumulative reward (i.e., the expected sum of all remaining rewards)
under variational parameters ϕ, for performing the kth experiment at design ξk from state ik
(i.e., from the lastest posterior that is conditioned on ik, as indicated by the outer conditional
expectation) and thereafter following policy πw. The critic can also be written in a recursive
manner in Eq. (26). To facilitate computing the∇ξkQ̃

πw
k term in Eq. (24), we also parameterize

the critic functions by ν ∈ RNν and denote the parameterized form as Q̃πw
k,ν .

In summary, the two main steps involve: (a) forming variational posterior approximations
q and estimating ∇ϕŨ in Eq. (23), and (b) forming approximate critic Q̃πw

k,ν and estimating

∇wŨ in Eq. (24). We detail these two steps below.

3.1. Variational gradient

Adopting the variational-one-point-TIG rewards into Eq. (23), it is easy to verify that

∇ϕŨ(w;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0

[
EIN |w,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
αM∇ϕM log q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

+ αΘ∇ϕΘm
log q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

+ αZ∇ϕZm
log q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

]]
, (28)

where the log-prior terms disappear under the gradient operation since they do not depend on
ϕ. The variational gradient for the variational-one-point IIG case is exactly the same, since
the intermediate variational posteriors all cancel per Appendix A.6 and the gradient to those
terms’ ϕ’s will always be zero. In order to obtain good intermediate posterior approximations
in the variational-one-point-IIG case, we first note that the variational ‘partial-length’ expected
utility up to stage k remains a lower bound to its non-variational counterpart for all k—that is,
the result in Appendix A.6 remains true if we replace IN with Ik, ∀k. Then, we can optimize
the intermediate posteriors’ ϕ’s by successively maximizing these partial-length lower bounds.

We can then form a Monte Carlo (MC) estimator for the variational gradient in Eq. (28):

∇ϕŨ(w;ϕ) ≈
1

n

n∑
i=1

[
αM∇ϕM log q(m

(i)
0 |i(i)N ;ϕM)

+ αΘ∇ϕΘm
log q(θ

(i)
m,0|i

(i)
N ;ϕΘm)

+ αZ∇ϕZm
log q(z

(i)
m,0|i

(i)
N ;ϕZm)

]
, (29)

where the samples m
(i)
0 , θ

(i)
m,0, ψ

(i)
m,0, z

(i)
m,0 and corresponding trajectories i

(i)
N are generated fol-

lowing the same procedure described at the beginning of Section 2.4. In practice, multiple
steps of gradient update can be applied to ϕ at a given w to more efficiently make use of the
trajectory samples.

3.2. Policy gradient

In order to compute the policy gradient ∇wŨ(w;ϕ) in Eq. (24), we need to first form the
approximate critic Q̃πw

k,ν . This can be achieved by training Q̃πw
k,ν , for any given ϕ, in a supervised
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learning manner to optimize ν towards the true Q̃πw
k by minimizing a loss function based on

the recursive definition in Eq. (26). Since the true Q̃πw
k+1 values would not be available, they

are replaced with the current approximations Q̃πw
k+1,ν :

ν∗ ∈ argmin
ν

{
Lϕ(ν) :=

1

n

n∑
i=1

N−1∑
k=0

[
Q̃πw

k,ν(i
(i)
k , ξ

(i)
k ;ϕ)

−
(
r̃k(i

(i)
k , ξ

(i)
k , y

(i)
k ;ϕ) + γQ̃πw

k+1,ν(i
(i)
k+1, ξ

(i)
k+1;ϕ)

)]2}
, (30)

where γ ∈ [0, 1] is a weighing factor inserted for regularization. In practice, we first sample

entire trajectories of i
(i)
N following the procedure described at the beginning of Section 2.4.

Then, we extract the partial sequences i
(i)
k and designs ξ

(i)
k resulting from the same sample

trajectory i
(i)
N to use for all k, instead of generating new i

(i)
k+1 from their latest posteriors

which would be much more expensive. The gradient ∇νLϕ(ν) can be obtained readily by
differentiating Q̃πw

k,ν with respect to ν, while the contribution from Q̃πw
k+1,ν is typically omitted

as it is a stand-in of the true Q̃πw
k+1 that does not depend on ν. The optimal value of ν∗ needs

not be precisely found, and often just a few steps of gradient update at this πw can already
lead to good performance.

The loss Lϕ from Eq. (30) can be used for both variational-one-point-TIG and -IIG. How-
ever, the TIG case has r̃k = 0 for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 (except for possible non-IG reward terms)
and as a result it would take many ν updates from Eq. (30)—especially when N is large—for
the non-zero r̃N to propagate to the Q̃πw

k,ν ’s at early k’s. This can lead to slow or even divergent
policy gradient updates. To mitigate this effect, we follow the REINFORCE algorithm [57]
and propose a modified loss as a more stable option for the TIG case:

Lϕ,T (ν) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

N−1∑
k=0

[
Q̃πw

k,ν(i
(i)
k , ξ

(i)
k ;ϕ)

− η
(
r̃k(i

(i)
k , ξ

(i)
k , y

(i)
k ;ϕ) + γQ̃πw

k+1,ν(i
(i)
k+1, ξ

(i)
k+1;ϕ)

)
− (1− η)

(
N−1∑
t=k

γt−kr̃t(i
(i)
t , ξ

(i)
t , y

(i)
t ;ϕ) + γN−kr̃N(i

(i)
N ;ϕ)

)]2
, (31)

where η linearly increases from 0 to 1 during the training process.
Once Q̃πw

k,ν is obtained, we finally form the MC estimator for the policy gradient in Eq. (24):

∇wŨ(w;ϕ) ≈
1

n

n∑
i=1

N−1∑
k=0

∇wµk,w(i
(i)
k )∇ξkQ̃

πw
k,ν(i

(i)
k , ξ

(i)
k ;ϕ), (32)

where i
(i)
N is generated following the same procedure described at the beginning of Section 2.4

using policy πw, and i
(i)
k and ξ

(i)
k are the partial sequences and designs, respectively, of the full

sample sequence i
(i)
N .

3.3. Implementation techniques and the overall algorithm

Variational posteriors. We use a neural network (NN) to represent the approximate poste-
rior of model indicator, q(m0|ik;ϕM); the NN takes ik as input and uses a softmax output
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activation to output model probability. For the approximate posteriors of PoIs and QoIs, re-
spectively q(θm,0|ik;ϕΘm) and q(zm,0|ik;ϕZm), we adopt independent Gaussian mixture models
(GMMs) with NNs predicting the GMM weights, means, and standard deviations. Truncated
normal is used for variables with compact support. We also explore the use of normalizing
flows (NFs) [43] for posterior approximations. More details can be found in Appendix B.1
and Appendix B.2.

Policy and critic networks. We employ NNs to represent both πw and Q̃πw
k,ν , therefore we also

refer to these NNs as the policy network and critic network, respectively. The optimizations
of the policy and critic networks are both carried out using Adam [58] with mini-batching.
More details about these networks can be found in Appendix B.3 and Appendix B.4.

Target networks. We adopt target networks for the actor and critic—i.e., secondary networks
updated less frequently and with a damping factor—in order to promote stability in the
training process by smoothing the learning target and mitigating drastic changes of Q-values
and designs across training iterations. Target networks have been shown to greatly improve
robustness and effectiveness of policy-gradient-based methods [59].

Replay buffer. We use a replay buffer to store past trajectory samples from previously en-
countered policies, and resample these stored samples for use during the policy optimization
process. Replay buffer permits off-policy learning, which entails optimizing the policy using
data generated from policies that differ from the current one [60]. This can help stabilize
the optimization and improve sample efficiency by allowing multiple uses of the simulation
data, for example those generated from policies in previous iterations and from exploration
policies [61].

Exploration policy. A balance of exploration and exploitation is important for the numerical
optimizer to identify a good policy. Insufficient exploration limits understanding of the objec-
tive function’s global landscape, while too much exploration can delay convergence. To inject
exploration, we make use of an exploration policy during the policy optimization (i.e., train-
ing) phase by adding perturbation to the deterministic base policy: ξk = µk,w(Ik) + Ek,explore,
where Ek,explore ∼ N (0,Σk,explore) and Σk,explore = Iσ2

k,explore is a diagonal covariance whose en-
tries reflect the exploration length scale for each dimension of Ak. A reasonable strategy is to
set larger exploration in the early training iterations and reduce it gradually; details will be
specified for each numerical case in Section 4. Once the final policy is obtained, its evaluation
(i.e., testing phase) will use the deterministic policy only.

Overall algorithm. Pseudocode for the overall vsOED algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.
While we write the simple gradient ascent update formulas in the pseudocode for illustration,
it can be replaced by any other gradient-based updates.

4. Numerical experiments

We demonstrate vsOED and compare it against other state-of-the-art sequential experi-
mental design methods across a number of problems with varying complexity and that illu-
minate different challenges. We first describe the demonstration setup in Section 4.1, and
then present results for four cases: Case 1—source location finding in Section 4.2; Case 2—
constant elasticity of substitution (CES) in Section 4.3; Case 3—SIR model for disease spread
in Section 4.4; and Case 4—convection-diffusion-reaction in Section 4.5.
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Algorithm 1: The vsOED algorithm.

1: Initialize variational parameters ϕ, actor (policy) parameters w, critic (action-value
function) parameters ν;

2: for l = 1, . . . , nupdates do

3: Simulate ntraj trajectories: for the ith trajectory, sample m
(i)
0 ∼ PM ,

θ
(i)
m,0 ∼ p

(
θm,0|m(i)

0

)
, ψ

(i)
m,0 ∼ p

(
ψm,0|m(i)

0

)
, z

(i)
m,0 ∼ p

(
zm,0|θ(i)m,0, ψ

(i)
m,0,m

(i)
0

)
, and then for

k = 0, . . . , N − 1 generate ξ
(i)
k = µk,wl(i

(i)
k ) + ϵ

(i)
k,explore and

y
(i)
k ∼ p(yk|m(i)

0 , θ
(i)
m,0, ψ

(i)
m,0, ξ

(i)
k , i

(i)
k );

4: Update newly generated information sequences
{
i
(i)
N

}ntraj

i=1
into replay buffer;

5: Sample nbatch trajectories from the replay buffer;
6: Use batch trajectories to estimate ∇ϕŨ following Eq. (29), update ϕl+1 = ϕl + aϕ,l∇ϕŨ

with learning rate aϕ,l (can be done multiple times per l-iteration), and calculate{
r̃
(i)
k

}nbatch

i=1
with the new ϕl+1;

7: Update ν towards the ν∗ in Eq. (30) (or Eq. (31)), e.g., through multiple steps of
gradient ascent;

8: Estimate ∇wŨ following Eq. (32), and then update wl+1 = wl + aw,l∇wŨ with learning
rate aw,l;

9: end for
10: Return final policy πw;

4.1. Demonstration setup

For vsOED, we employ GMMs and NFs for posterior approximation, and variational-
one-point-TIG and -IIG for reward formulation: we adopt the naming convention where, for
example, vsOED-G-I stands for GMM with IIG, and vsOED-N-T for NFs with TIG.
Other sequential experimental design algorithms being compared include Random design,
DAD [32], iDAD [33], and a stochastic policy based RL method [34]. RL can also be
combined with TIG and IIG, denoted by RL-T and RL-I respectively. DAD and iDAD
require the derivative of the forward model, vsOED and iDAD can accommodate implicit
likelihood, and vsOED can handle multiple models through the model indicator. Table 1
summarizes which of these aspects have been considered or studied with these algorithms. For
DAD, iDAD, and RL, we directly use code from their original publications’ Github repositories.

Table 1: Properties of different sequential experimental design methods.

Adaptive Implicit likelihood No model derivative Multiple models

Random ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

DAD [32] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗

iDAD [33] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗

RL [34] ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗

vsOED ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

In this work, we pay special attention to study algorithm efficiency in terms of trajectory
samples since they entail the majority of forward model runs (i.e., evaluating Gk and H). We
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make comparisons under two computational settings: (i) ‘fully trained’ where the policies are
trained using algorithms’ default (usually a conservatively large) number of trajectory samples
from their respective publications—8 trillion, 100 billion, and 200 million for RL, DAD, and
iDAD, respectively—and we will use 10 million for vsOED; and (ii) ‘limited budget’ where
we restrict to a significantly smaller total budget of 10 million training trajectories for all
algorithms and cases (except for Case 3—SIR model where the budget is set to 1 million).

To ensure fair comparisons, it is important to evaluate the final policies resulting from
different algorithms in a common manner. To this end, we adopt PCE [62, 32], specifically
its sequential version, to evaluate the final expected utilities for policies resulting from ‘OED
for model indicator’ and ‘OED for PoIs’ when likelihood is explicit and when there are no
nuisance parameters (see Appendix C.1 for details on PCE, including a new variant we derive
to handle ‘OED for model indicator’). PCE itself is intractable to compute due to its outer
expectation operator, and must be estimated numerically, for example by MC integration of
the expectation. The final MC estimation of PCE results in a nested loop structure; in our
numerical cases, we use 2000 trajectory samples for the outer loop and 106 samples for the
inner loop to achieve a high-quality estimation; when multiple models are involved, we split
the inner samples to 106/|M| for each model so that the total number of inner loop samples
remains the same overall. In the remainder of the paper, we will refer to ‘the MC estimate
of PCE’ simply as ‘PCE’ for brevity. PCE cannot be used for other OED scenarios involving
QoIs and nuisance parameters because the prior predictive densities and likelihood in those
scenarios are intractable; similarly, PCE cannot be used for cases where likelihood is implicit.
For those situations, we instead evaluate the policies by calculating a high-quality MC estimate
of Ũ using 106 trajectory samples (except for Case 3—SIR model where 3 × 105 samples are
used). In the remainder of the paper, we similarly refer to ‘the MC estimate of Ũ ’ simply as
‘Ũ ’ for brevity.

All numerical experiments are conducted on the University of Michigan Great Lakes Slurm
High Performance Computing Cluster nodes, where each node is equipped with a single Nvidia
Tesla A40 or V100 GPU. All experiments are implemented in Python using PyTorch.

4.2. Case 1: source location finding

We adapt the source location finding problem from [32]. We enlist three candidate models
with uniform model prior P (m) = 1/3 for m = 1, 2, 3. The mth model contains m sources ran-
domly located in a two-dimensional (2D) domain, each emitting a signal that decays inversely
with the square of the distance. The PoIs are the source locations Θm = {Θm,i}mi=1 where
Θm,i = [Θm,i,x,Θm,i,y] ∈ R2 denotes the location of the ith source and is endowed with inde-
pendent priors Θm,i,x,Θm,i,y ∼ N (0, 12). The total intensity at location [x, y] ∈ R2, aggregated
from all sources, is

G(Θm, x, y;m) = abg +
m∑
i=1

1

amax + ∥Θm,i − [x, y] ∥22
,

where abg = 10−1 is the background signal and amax = 10−4 is the maximum signal. The
design variables ξk = [ξk,x, ξk,y] ∈ [−4, 4]2 entail selecting the location of measurement within
the allowable design space. The observation model is then Yk = G(Θm, ξk,x, ξk,y;m) + Ek,
where Ek ∼ N (0, σ2

ϵ ) with σϵ = 0.5.
Additionally, we are also interested in a QoI that is the log of the total flux magnitude

over an infinite vertical wall located at x = 6. The flux vector J at a spatial location [x, y] is
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given by Fick’s law:

J(Θm, x, y;m) = −D∇(x,y)G(Θm, x, y;m),

where D = 1 is the scalar diffusivity. The total flux across the vertical wall at x = 6 is then

φ(Θm;m) =

∫ +∞

−∞
J(Θm, x = 6, y;m) dy =

m∑
i=1

− π(Θm,i,x − 6)

(amax + (Θm,i,x − 6)2)
3
2

. (33)

At last, the final QoI is Zm = log |φ(Θm;m)|.

4.2.1. Case 1a: single-model

Let us first consider the single-model case where m is fixed at 2.

OED for PoIs (design for inference). The first example entails design for inferring the source
location PoIs Θ, with αΘ = 1 and αZ = 0; this setup is identical to those from previous
literature [32, 33, 34]. Figure 1a presents the expected cumulative utility, evaluated using PCE,
at different experiment stages k for policies optimized for a horizon of N = 30 experiments
under the fully trained setting. The plot suggests vsOED with IIG to achieve noticeably higher
expected utilities throughout, while vsOED with TIG is lower in comparison but maintains a
similar level as other algorithms at later stage numbers while lower in earlier stages.

Figure 1b presents the average expected utility, averaged over four training replicates with
different random seeds where each replicate is again evaluated using PCE, for policies trained
under different design horizons N under the limited budget setting—that is, each point corre-
sponds to policies optimized specifically for that horizon. Here with limited budget, vsOED
outperforms other algorithms throughout. IIG again performs better than TIG, especially for
N > 15. The standard errors are plotted as shaded regions and illustrate general training
robustness with iDAD exhibiting some instability at longer horizons. Lastly, Fig. 2 provides
examples showing that GMMs and NFs can effectively approximate posteriors even when they
are highly non-Gaussian.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Experiment stage

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 u
til

ity
 (P

CE
) vsOED-G-T

vsOED-G-I
vsOED-N-T
vsOED-N-I
RL-T
RL-I
DAD
iDAD
Random

(a) Expected cumulative utility at different experi-
ment stage k for policies optimized for N = 30
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Figure 1: Case 1a. Expected utility comparisons using policies resulting from different algorithms. The shaded
regions represent the standard error.
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Figure 2: Case 1a. Examples of GMM and NFs approximate posterior and true posterior for PoIs. The red
stars indicate the true data-generating parameter values for these trajectory samples.

OED for QoIs (design for prediction). The second example involves goal-oriented design for
predicting the flux-based QoI Z introduced earlier, with αΘ = 0 and αZ = 1. Only vsOED
is used here since the other algorithms cannot accommodate ‘OED for QoIs’; furthermore,
only GMM version of vsOED is presented since the QoI Z is a scalar and unsuitable for the
particular architecture of NFs we adopt that requires at least two dimensions for decomposition
(see Appendix B.2.2). Figure 3 plots the average Ũ , averaged over four training replicates,
versus N . The standard errors are plotted as shaded regions illustrating training robustness
for vsOED. As observed in ‘OED for PoIs’, we again see higher expected utility estimates
reached by IIG over TIG. Figure 4 presents examples of trajectory using policies resulting
from ‘OED for PoIs’ and ‘OED for QoIs’ for N = 15: the former tends to move toward the
estimated source locations while the latter forms a roughly vertical design pattern. We can
explain this behavior through physics. In Eq. (33), since the integration is over the entire y,
the flux is solely dependent on the x-position of the source (i.e., Θm,i,x). Due to the isotropic
nature of source emission, spreading measurements along a vertical line is thus more sensitive
at detecting changes in θx. We see this effect in Fig. 5a, where a greater QoI posterior shrinkage
takes place under a vertical sensor design than a horizontal sensor design. Figure 5b supports
that GMMs can also capture well the QoI posteriors.
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Figure 3: Case 1a. Average Ũ over four training replicates for ‘OED for QoIs’. The shaded regions represent
the standard error.
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Figure 4: Case 1a. Examples of policy trajectory for N = 15. The contour background plots the true signal
strength, and the red stars indicate the true source locations.
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Figure 5: Case 1a. Design and posterior comparisons for ‘OED for QoIs’.

Hyperparameters and training stability. Hyperparameter settings and training stability results
can be found in Appendix C.2.

4.2.2. Case 1b: multi-model

We now consider a multi-model case for the source location finding problem, with three
candidate models. Five scenarios are considered: OED for model indicator (i.e., design for
model discrimination, αM = 1, αΘ = αZ = 0), OED for PoIs (i.e., design for parameter
inference, αΘ = 1, αM = αZ = 0), OED for QoIs (i.e., design for goal-oriented prediction,
αZ = 1, αM = αΘ = 0), OED for both model indicator and PoIs (‘model-PoIs’, αM = αΘ = 1,
αZ = 0), and OED for both model indicator and QoIs (‘model-QoIs’, αM = αZ = 1, αΘ = 0).

Results. Only vsOED is used in this case since the other algorithms cannot handle multiple
models. Only the GMM version of vsOED is presented for brevity as this example focuses
on vsOED capabilities across the five OED scenarios. Figure 6 presents the average expected
utilities or Ũ over two training replicates for the five OED scenarios. IIG again demonstrates
greater performance over TIG, especially for N ≥ 15. Figure 7 presents examples of trajectory
using policies resulting from the five OED scenarios for N = 30. Generally, trajectories
from ‘OED for model indicator’ tend to explore more and appear more diffuse, while those
from ‘OED for PoIs’ tend to be more exploitative and remain closer to the estimated source
location. Similar to the single-model case, ‘OED for QoIs’ promotes more vertically aligned
design locations. The model-PoIs and model-QoIs scenarios appear more diffuse than ‘OED
for PoIs’ and ‘OED for QoIs’, respectively, due to the addition of exploratory property from
‘OED for model indicator’.

Figure 8 shows examples of approximate posterior and true posterior for model indicator
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Figure 6: Case 1b. Average expected utility or Ũ over two training replicates versus design horizon N using
policies resulting from the five OED scenarios.

19



𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉"

𝜉 #

(a) OED for model indicator

𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉"

𝜉 #

(b) OED for PoIs

𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉"

𝜉 #

(c) OED for QoIs

𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉"

𝜉 #

(d) Model-PoIs OED

𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉" 𝜉"

𝜉 #

(e) Model-QoIs OED

Figure 7: Case 1b. Examples of policy trajectory for N = 30. The contour background plots the true signal
strength, and the red stars indicate the true source locations.
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using policy resulting from ‘OED for model indicator’ with vsOED-G-I for N = 30. The policy
appears effective in discriminating the candidate models with highly concentrated posteriors,
and the approximate model posteriors match well with the true model posteriors. Table 2
presents the PCE estimates of the EIG for model indicator and PoIs using policies resulting
from the five OED scenarios, all using vsOED-G-I. The model discrimination OED finds the
optimal policy in terms of maximizing the expected utility on model probability. Indeed, the
‘OED for model indicator’ policy achieves the highest EIG estimate for model indicator, while
model-PoIs and model-QoIs achieve higher values compared to their counterparts of ‘OED for
PoIs’ and ‘OED for QoIs’. Similarly, the policy from ‘OED for PoIs’ achieves the highest EIG
estimate on PoIs, with model-PoIs slightly lower.
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Figure 8: Case 1b. Examples of approximate posterior and true posterior for model indicator using policy
resulting from ‘OED for model indicator’, for N = 30.

Table 2: Case 1b. PCE estimate of the EIG on model indicator and PoIs using policies resulting from the five
OED scenarios. ± represents standard error.

EIG on model indicator EIG on PoIs

OED for model indicator 1.020± 0.003 5.956± 0.065
OED for PoIs 0.896± 0.005 10.567± 0.048
OED for QoIs 0.815± 0.005 6.999± 0.053
Model-PoIs OED 0.950± 0.005 10.330± 0.049
Model-QoIs OED 0.967± 0.004 7.830± 0.052

Hyperparameters and training stability. Hyperparameter settings and training stability results
can be found in Appendix C.2.

4.3. Case 2: constant elasticity of substitution

The CES case involves a single model and ‘OED for PoIs’ only, and has been previously
studied in [42, 62, 34]. CES originates from behavioral economics, where participants are
presented with two baskets of goods and asked to assess the subjective difference in utility
between the two baskets. The CES model [63] represents the underlying utility function with
latent PoIs Θ = {ρ, β, log u}, where β ∈ R3 while ρ and u are scalars. We adopt independent
priors ρ ∼ Beta (1, 1) , β ∼ Dirichlet ([1, 1, 1]) , log u ∼ N (1, 32). Note that the degree of
freedom for β is 2 since the sum of its components is constraint to β1 + β2 + β3 = 1; hence,
only β1 and β2 are included in Θ. The design variables are ξk = [ξk,x, ξk,x′ ] and constrained to
the design space ξk,x ∈ [0, 100]3 and ξk,x′ ∈ [0, 100]3. The observation model is

Yk = clip

(
sigmoid(φk), ϵ, 1− ϵ

)
, (34)
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where the clipping threshold parameter is set to ϵ = 2−22, and φk ∼ N
(
µφ, σ

2
φ

)
with

µφ = u

( 3∑
i=1

(ξk,x,i)
ρβi

) 1
ρ

−

(
3∑

j=1

(ξk,x′,j)
ρβj

) 1
ρ

 , σφ = τu

(
1 + ∥ ξk,x − ξk,x′ ∥2

)
,

and τ = 0.005. While the observation model in Eq. (34) differs from the form in Eq. (1),
the likelihood remains explicit and can be evaluated by applying a change of variable to the
sigmoid function and integrating the tail probabilities beyond the clipped thresholds; we do
not write the likelihood formula here for brevity, and refer interested readers to the associated
vsOED code implementation on Github.

Results. We use vsOED only with TIG since the horizons of this problem are relatively short,
at most N = 10, and Fig. 1b indicates that TIG and IIG perform similarly under those
horizons. Figure 9a presents the expected cumulative utility, evaluated using PCE, at different
experiment stages k for policies optimized for a horizon of N = 10 experiments under the fully
trained setting. The plot suggests that vsOED with GMM and TIG is slightly inferior to fully-
trained RL but significantly better than fully-trained DAD and iDAD. The lower values for
vsOED with GMM and TIG in the earlier stages suggest that the policy prioritizes long-term
expected utility accumulation over short-term rewards.

Figure 9b presents the average expected utility, averaged over four training replicates
where each replicate is again evaluated using PCE, for policies trained under different design
horizons N under the limited budget setting. Here vsOED with GMM and TIG outperforms
other approaches for all values of N . The standard errors are plotted as shaded regions and
illustrate a greater robustness of vsOED-G-T and RL over vsOED-N-T and DAD.

For this case, vsOED with NFs appears significantly worse compared to vsOED with GMM.
This is like due to NFs having more difficulty in representing distributions of random variables
with compact support, ρ and β in this case.

Figure 10 provides examples comparing the GMM approximate posterior and the true
posterior. GMM performs well for log u, but tends to produce wider posteriors for ρ and β.
This is likely due to that many observations are clipped at the two ends per Eq. (34) which
leads to numerous observations with identical values, and the non-uniqueness makes it difficult
for GMM to learn the mapping from designs and observations to the posterior. Despite this
challenge, vsOED with GMM is still able to find good policies.

Hyperparameters and training stability. Hyperparameter settings and training stability results
can be found in Appendix C.3.

4.4. Case 3: SIR model for disease spread

The SIR case involves a single model and ‘OED for PoIs’ only, and has been previously
studied in [33]. As the model involves solving a stochastic differential equation (SDE), the
case tests the ability of vsOED to handle an expensive forward model and implicit likelihood.
SIR is a stochastic model [55, 64] describing the spread of infectious diseases in a population.
Individuals in the population are divided into three categories: susceptible, infected, and
recovered. The number of individuals in these categories at any given time t are respectively
represented by S(t), I(t), and R(t), which always sum to a fixed population size S(t) + I(t) +
R(t) = Np,∀t. Thus, the population state vector is defined to be X(t) = [S(t), I(t)], where
R(t) is implied by the population constraint and can be ignored.
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Figure 9: Case 2. Expected utility comparisons using policies resulting from different algorithms. The shaded
regions represent the standard error.
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Figure 10: Case 2. Examples of GMM approximate posterior and true posterior at N = 10. The red stars
indicate the true data-generating parameter values for these trajectory samples.
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An individual at time t in the susceptible category has a probability to become infected
controlled by rate parameter β, an individual who is infected has a probability to recover
controlled by rate parameter ρ, and an individual who is already recovered remains recovered.
The PoIs Θ = {log β, log ρ} entail the logarithm of the rates to ensure their non-negativity.
We adopt independent priors log β ∼ N (log 0.5, 0.52) , log ρ ∼ N (log 0.1, 0.52). The design
variable for the kth experiment is ξk ∈ [0, 100], which is the time chosen for observing the
number of infected I(t = ξk). The designs are also constrained by ξk ≤ ξk+1. The overall SIR
model is often defined by a continuous-time Markov chain and can be sampled via the Gillespie
algorithm [65], but it generally yields discrete population states that have undefined gradients.
To circumvent these limitations, we follow [33] and adopt a continuous-state alternative (i.e.,
where X(t) can be real-valued) form based on an SDE formulation.

In this SIR model formulation, the state dynamics follows the Itô SDE:

dX(t) = f(X(t)) dt+D(X(t)) dW (t), (35)

where W (t) is a vector of independent Wiener processes (i.e., Brownian motion), and f and
D are the state-dependent drift vector and diffusion matrix, respectively, defined as [55]

f(X(t)) =

[
−β S(t)I(t)

Np

β S(t)I(t)
Np

− ρI(t)

]
, D(X(t)) =

−√β S(t)I(t)
Np

0√
β S(t)I(t)

Np
−
√
ρI(t)

 . (36)

Given Eqs. (35) and (36), we can simulate stateX(t) by solving the SDE via finite-differencing,
such as the Euler–Maruyama method; here we directly adopt the solver from [33]. For a fair
comparison, we follow [33] and use the solutions of Eq. (35) as data and do not consider an
additional Poisson observational model that increases the noise in simulated data as suggested
in [55]—that is, Yk = I(ξk). The likelihood is implicit for this case, since computing the
probability of all stochastic transitions leading to the observed value would be intractable.
Hence, we can sample from the observation model, but not evaluate its probability density.

Solving the SDE is quite computationally expensive, we thus limit the computational
budget to 1 million trajectory samples for both vsOED and iDAD. To accelerate the training
process, we pre-generate and store 1 million simulations and the access the stored simulations
during the training. A new set of 3× 105 simulations are used as evaluation data.

Results. Only vsOED and iDAD are used in this case since the other algorithms cannot handle
implicit likelihood. We use vsOED only with TIG since the horizons of this problem are
relatively short, at most N = 10, and Fig. 1b indicates that TIG and IIG perform similarly
under those horizons. Figure 11 presents the average Ũ , averaged over four training replicates,
for policies trained under different design horizons N . vsOED and iDAD appear to perform
similarly, with vsOED slightly better at some spots. However, we note that the comparison
is not entirely commensurable since iDAD is trained based on a different EIG lower bound
estimator than Ũ (which vsOED uses and is also used here for evaluation), and that iDAD
additionally uses the forward model derivatives. The absence of requiring model derivatives
in vsOED can be potentially valuable in situations where model derivatives are inaccessible.

Figure 12 presents examples of infected state trajectory I(t) and corresponding designs
(observation times) ξk for N = 10 with three realizations of (β, ρ) and different ratios r = β/ρ.
We observe that smaller r corresponds to a more spread out design of observation times, which
aligns with the results in [33].
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Figure 11: Case 3. Average Ũ over four training replicates versus design horizon N . The shaded regions
represent the standard error.
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Figure 12: Case 3. Examples of infected state trajectory I(t) and corresponding designs (observation times)
ξk for N = 10 with three realizations of (β, ρ) and different ratios r = β/ρ.
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Hyperparameters and training stability. Hyperparameter settings and training stability results
can be found in Appendix C.4.

4.5. Case 4: convection-diffusion-reaction

The convection-diffusion-reaction case involves nuisance parameters and physical state, and
has been previously studied in [31] under the single-model setting. The case entails designing
mobile sensor movements within a contaminant plume whose dynamics are governed by a 2D
convection-diffusion-reaction partial differential equation (PDE). In this paper, we consider
three candidate models with uniform model prior P (m) = 1/3 for m = 1, 2, 3. The mth model
contains m Gaussian-profiled contaminant sources randomly located in a 2D domain. The
PoIs are the source locations Θm = {Θm,i}mi=1 where Θm,i = [Θm,i,x,Θm,i,y] ∈ R2 denotes the
location of the ith source and is endowed with independent priors Θm,i,x,Θm,i,y ∼ U(0, 12).
For the mth model, the contaminant concentration G at location [x, y] and time t is governed
by

∂G(Θm,Ψm, x, y, t;m)

∂t
= ∇2

(x,y)G− u(Ψm) · ∇(x,y)G+ S(Θm, x, y, t;m),

for [x, y] ∈ [−1, 2]2 and 0 < t ≤ 0.2. Here u = [v cos β, v sin β]⊤ ∈ R2 is a time-invariant
convection velocity that is described by nuisance parameters Ψm = {v, β} with independent
priors on the convection speed (magnitude) v ∼ U(0, 20) and convection angle β ∼ U(0, 2π).
The source function is

S(Θm, x, y, t;m) =
m∑
i=1

s

2πh2
exp

(
−
∥Θm,i − [x, y] ∥22

2h2

)
,

where s = 2 is the known source strength and h = 0.05 is the known source width. The ini-
tial condition is G(Θm,Ψm, x, y, 0;m) = 0 and homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions
are applied to all sides of the computational domain. The design variables ξk = [ξk,x, ξk,y] ∈
[0, 1]2 entail selecting the location of concentration measurement within the allowable de-
sign space at prescribed time intervals tk = 0.01(k + 1). The observation model is then
Yk = G(Θm,Ψm, ξk,x, ξk,y, tk;m) + Ek where Ek ∼ N (0, σ2

ϵ ) with σϵ = 0.05. Moreover, the
measurement sensor is initially located at [x0, y0] = [0.5, 0.5], and a sensor movement penalty
of −0.1 ∥ ξk − ξk−1 ∥2 for k = 1, . . . , N − 1 (and −0.1 ∥ ξk − [x0, y0] ∥2 for k = 0) is incurred in
the immediate rewards to reflect the cost of moving the sensor.

Similar to Section 4.2, we are interested in a QoI that is the log of the integrated flux
magnitude crossing the right boundary x = 1 of the design space (i.e., spanning from y = 0
to y = 1) at a future time t = 0.2. The QoI is Zm = log (|φ(Θm,Ψm;m)|), where

φ(Θm,Ψm;m) =

∫ 1

0

−∂G(Θm,Ψm, x = 1, y, t = 0.2;m)

∂x
dy.

We apply a second-order finite volume method to solve the PDE numerically. The computa-
tional domain [−1, 2]2 is discretized into a uniform grid with cell size ∆x = ∆y = 0.01. Second-
order fractional step method is used for time integration, with a step size ∆t = 5.0×10−4. The
integrated flux φ is computed by first estimating the derivative term using finite difference on
the grid values at the target boundary, and then numerically integrated using midpoint rule.

While we can directly use the finite volume solver as the forward model, it can be expensive
and inefficient since each solve calculates the concentrations for all [x, y] and all t, while in
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the OED problem only a small subset of these values are needed for each forward model eval-
uation. Therefore, to accelerate computations, we pre-build NN surrogate models to replace
G(Θm,Ψm, ξ, tk;m) and φ(Θm,Ψm;m), one for each m and tk. The architectures of these NN
surrogates can be found in Appendix C.5.

A separate G surrogate is built for each m and tk, and a separate φ surrogate is built
for each m. For each m, 20,000 simulations are generated with random samples of Θm and
Ψm, with 18,000 used for training and 2,000 for testing. The testing mean squared errors
(MSE) are shown in Table 3 for G surrogates at the end time t = 0.2 and the three φ surro-
gates, illustrating excellent accuracy. Figure 13 presents examples of the true and surrogate
concentration fields G at the end time t = 0.2; they demonstrate excellent agreement.

Table 3: Case 4. Testing MSE of the surrogate models.

Model Surrogate G at t = 0.2 Surrogate φ

m = 1 3.094× 10−5 4.141× 10−5

m = 2 3.284× 10−4 4.986× 10−4

m = 3 1.650× 10−3 2.080× 10−3
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Figure 13: Case 4. Examples of the true and surrogate concentration fields G at t = 0.2.

Results. Only vsOED is used in this case since the other algorithms cannot handle nuisance
parameters and multiple models. We use vsOED only with TIG since the horizons of this
problem are relatively short, at most N = 15, and Fig. 1b indicates that TIG and IIG perform
similarly under those horizons. Only the GMM version of vsOED is presented for brevity.
Similar to Case 1b, we consider five OED scenarios: OED for model indicator (i.e., design
for model discrimination, αM = 1, αΘ = αZ = 0), OED for PoIs (i.e., design for parameter
inference, αΘ = 1, αM = αZ = 0), OED for QoIs (i.e., design for goal-oriented prediction,
αZ = 1, αM = αΘ = 0), OED for both model indicator and PoIs (‘model-PoIs’, αM = αΘ = 1,
αZ = 0), and OED for both model indicator and QoIs (‘model-QoIs’, αM = αZ = 1, αΘ = 0).

Figure 14 presents examples comparing the GMM approximate posterior and true posterior
for model indicator and PoIs (from m = 1) using policies respectively resulting from ‘OED for
model indicator’ and ‘OED for PoIs’ for N = 10; the GMMs again approximate the posteriors
well for this case. Notably, an example PoI posterior and the corresponding nuisance parameter
posterior are shown in Fig. 14b, both plotted over the full support of their respective uniform
priors. We see that the PoI posterior has shrunk more substantially than that for the nuisance
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parameter, which is consistent with the expected behavior of ‘OED for PoIs’ that targets to
reduce the PoI uncertainty. Figure 15 presents examples of trajectory using policies from the
five OED scenarios for N = 10. The overall policy behavior is similar to the multi-model
source location finding problem of Case 1b. Trajectories from ‘OED for model indicator’ tend
to explore more and appear more diffuse compared to the other scenarios, often extending
to the boundaries of the design space and leading to narrow posteriors of model indicator as
shown in Fig. 14a. Trajectories from ‘OED for PoIs’ tend to be more exploitative, remaining
closer to the estimated sources while leveraging the background convection. Trajectories from
‘OED for QoIs’ exhibit a vertical design tendency, due to the same effects as explained in Case
1b.
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(a) Posteriors for model indicator from ‘OED for model indicator’.
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(b) Posteriors for PoIs from ‘OED for PoIs’ for m = 1, along with the true posterior for the nuisance
parameters.

Figure 14: Case 4. Examples of approximate posterior and true posterior for model indicator and PoIs using
policy resulting from ‘OED for model indicator’ and ‘OED for PoIs’, respectively, for N = 10.

Hyperparameters, training stability, and surrogate architectures. Hyperparameter settings,
training stability, and surrogate architectures can be found in Appendix C.5.

5. Conclusions

We introduced vsOED, a novel method for solving Bayesian sequential OED problem
using an actor-critic reinforcement learning framework powered by policy gradient techniques
and the variational Barber–Agakov bound to the EIG. vsOED is capable of accommodating
nuisance parameters, implicit likelihoods, and multiple candidate models, while supporting a
flexible design criterion that can target designs for model discrimination, parameter inference,
goal-oriented prediction, or their weighted combinations.

We provided key theoretical results including theorems proving the equivalence between in-
cremental and terminal information gain rewards, equivalence between EIG and its one-point
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Figure 15: Case 4. Examples of policy trajectory for N = 10. The background contour plots the true
contaminant concentration at the end time t = 0.2, and the red stars indicate the true source locations.
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reward formulations, and the lower bound property of vsOED when posteriors are approxi-
mated. We then developed numerical methods under an actor-critic framework, deriving and
estimating the policy gradient and utilizing Gaussian mixture models and normalizing flows
to approximate the posteriors.

Finally, we demonstrated vsOED across four numerical cases—source location finding,
constant elasticity of substitution, SIR model for disease spread, and convection-diffusion-
reaction. These scenarios involved challenges of multiple models, implicit likelihoods, and
nuisance parameters. Comparisons with existing algorithms (DAD, iDAD, and RL) showed
that vsOED achieves superior sample efficiency under limited budgets and avoids reliance on
model derivatives.

Despite its strengths, vsOED has limitations. Its performance is sensitivity to inaccurate
posterior approximations, especially for posteriors with compact support, multiple modes, and
highly non-Gaussian features. Developing more accurate and adaptive posterior representa-
tions, particularly in high-dimensional spaces, will be highly valuable. Additionally, vsOED
currently does not handle discrete designs or stochastic policies, which could expand its ap-
plicability, as demonstrated by [34]. Further enhancements could also stem from advanced
reinforcement learning techniques, such as proximal policy optimization, trust region policy
optimization, and soft actor-critic [66, 67, 68, 69].
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Appendix A. Proofs

Appendix A.1. Information gain jointly with model indicator

Akin to the total entropy in [70], the IG jointly on the model indicator and PoIs is:

DKL

(
PM,Θm|ik2 ||PM,Θm|ik1

)
=

|Mm|∑
m=1

∫
p(m, θm|ik2) log

p(m, θm|ik2)
p(m, θm|ik1)

dθm

=

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|ik2)
∫
p(θm|m, ik2) log

P (m|ik2) p(θm|m, ik2)
P (m|ik1) p(θm|m, ik1)

dθm

=

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|ik2) log
P (m|ik2)
P (m|ik1)

+

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|ik2)
∫
p(θm|m, ik2) log

p(θm|m, ik2)
p(θm|m, ik1)

dθm

= DKL

(
PM |ik2 ||PM |ik1

)
+ EM |ik2

[
DKL

(
pΘm|ik2 || pΘm|ik1

)]
,

where 0 ≤ k1 ≤ k2 ≤ N , and p(θm|m, ik) = p(θm|ik) per our notation convention. When
setting k1 = 0 and k2 = N , we recover the terminal reward in Eq. (8) under the special case
of αM = αΘ = 1 and αZ = 0. Similarly, the IG jointly on the model indicator and QoIs is:

DKL

(
pM,Zm|ik2 || pM,Zm|ik1

)
=

|Mm|∑
m=1

∫
p(m, zm|ik2) log

p(m, zm|ik2)
p(m, zm|ik1)

dzm

=

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|ik2)
∫
p(zm|m, ik2) log

P (m|ik2) p(zm|m, ik2)
P (m|ik1) p(zm|m, ik1)

dzm

=

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|ik2)
P (m|ik2)
P (m|ik1)

+

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|ik2)
∫
p(zm|m, ik2) log

p(zm|m, ik2)
p(zm|m, ik1)

dzm

= DKL

(
PM |ik2 ||PM |ik1

)
+ EM |ik2

[
DKL

(
pZm|ik2 || pZm|ik1

)]
,

where 0 ≤ k1 ≤ k2 ≤ N , and p(zm|m, ik) = p(zm|ik) per our notation convention. When
setting k1 = 0 and k2 = N , we recover the terminal reward in Eq. (8) under the special case
of αM = αZ = 1 and αΘ = 0.
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Appendix A.2. Information gain jointly on PoIs and QoIs

When nuisance parameters Ψm are absent, the IG jointly on the PoIs and QoIs given model
m is:

DKL

(
pΘm,Zm|ik2 || pΘm,Zm|ik1

)
=

∫∫
p(θm, zm|ik2) log

p(θm, zm|ik2)
p(θm, zm|ik1)

dzm dθm

=

∫∫
p(θm, zm|ik2) log

p(θm|ik2) p(zm|θm, ik2)
p(θm|ik1) p(zm|θm, ik1)

dzm dθm

=

∫∫
p(θm, zm|ik2) log

p(θm|ik2) p(zm|θm)
p(θm|ik1) p(zm|θm)

dzm dθm

=

∫∫
p(θm, zm|ik2) log

p(θm|ik2)
p(θm|ik1)

dzm dθm

=

∫
p(θm|ik2) log

p(θm|ik2)
p(θm|ik1)

dθm

= DKL

(
pΘm|ik2 || pΘm|ik1

)
,

where 0 ≤ k1 ≤ k2 ≤ N , and the third equality is due to Zm only depending on Θm when Ψm

is absent (see Eq. (2)). Hence, the IG on the QoIs is fully absorbed into the IG on the PoIs
when nuisance parameters are absent.

Appendix A.3. Proof of Theorem 1 (Terminal-incremental equivalence)

Proof. We first decompose UT (π) into four summing parts:

UT (π) = UT,NIG(π) + UT,M(π) + UT,Θ(π) + UT,Z(π),

where UT,NIG(π) captures any non-IG reward contributions, and the other three parts are (with
the conditioning on I0 written out explicitly for the prior terms)

UT,M(π) = αMEY0:N−1|π,s0
[
DKL

(
PM |IN ||PM |I0

)]
,

UT,Θ(π) = αΘEY0:N−1|π,s0EM |IN
[
DKL

(
pΘm|IN || pΘm|I0

)]
,

UT,Z(π) = αZEY0:N−1|π,s0EM |IN
[
DKL

(
pZm|IN || pZm|I0

)]
.

Similarly, UI(π) is also decomposed into four summing parts:

UI(π) = UI,NIG(π) + UI,M(π) + UI,Θ(π) + UI,Z(π),

where UI,NIG(π) captures any non-IG reward contributions, and the other three parts are

UI,M(π) = αMEY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

DKL

(
PM |Ik+1

||PM |Ik
)]

UI,Θ(π) = αΘEY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

EM |Ik+1

[
DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)]]

UI,Z(π) = αZEY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

EM |Ik+1

[
DKL

(
pZm|Ik+1

|| pZm|Ik
)]]

.
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Since TIG and IIG formulations only entail the IG contributions, the non-IG reward contri-
butions are not affected by this choice, and hence

UT,NIG(π) = UI,NIG(π).

For the part corresponding to the IG contribution from model indicator:

UI,M(π)− UT,M(π)

= αMEY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

DKL

(
PM |Ik+1

||PM |Ik
)
−DKL

(
PM |IN ||PM |I0

)]

= αMEY0:N−1|π,s0

N−1∑
k=0

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|Ik+1) log
P (m|Ik+1)

P (m|Ik)
−

|Mm|∑
m=1

P (m|IN) log
P (m|IN)
P (m|I0)


= αM

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1) log
P (m|Ik+1)

P (m|Ik)
− P (m|IN) log

P (m|IN)
P (m|I0)

]

= αM

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1) log
P (m|Ik+1)

P (m|Ik)
+ P (m|IN) log

P (m|IN)
P (m|IN−1)

− P (m|IN) log
P (m|IN)
P (m|I0)

]

= αM

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1) log
P (m|Ik+1)

P (m|Ik)
− P (m|IN) log

P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)

]

= αM

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−2|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1) log
P (m|Ik+1)

P (m|Ik)

− EYN−1|Y0:N−2,π,s0

[
P (m|IN) log

P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)

]]

= αM

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−2|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1) log
P (m|Ik+1)

P (m|Ik)
− P (m|IN−1) log

P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)

]
...

= αM

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0|π,s0

[
0∑

k=0

P (m|Ik+1) log
P (m|Ik+1)

P (m|Ik)
− P (m|I1) log

P (m|I1)
P (m|I0)

]
= 0,
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where the seventh equality is due to

EYN−1|Y0:N−2,π,s0

[
P (m|IN) log

P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)

]
=

∫
p(yN−1|Y0:N−2, π, s0)P (m|IN) log

P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)
dyN−1

=

∫
p(yN−1|π, IN−1)P (m|yN−1, π, IN−1) log

P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)
dyN−1

=

∫
p(yN−1,m|π, IN−1) log

P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)
dyN−1

= P (m|IN−1) log
P (m|IN−1)

P (m|I0)
,

and the eighth equality results from repeatedly applying the steps between the third and
seventh equalities N − 1 times.
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For the part corresponding to the IG contribution from PoIs:

UI,Θ(π)− UT,Θ(π)

= αΘEY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

EM |Ik+1
DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)
− EM |INDKL

(
pΘm|IN || pΘm|I0

)]

= αΘ

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1)DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)

− P (m|IN)DKL

(
pΘm|IN || pΘm|I0

) ]

= αΘ

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1)DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)

+ P (m|IN)DKL

(
pΘm|IN || pΘm|IN−1

)
− P (m|IN)DKL

(
pΘm|IN || pΘm|I0

) ]

= αΘ

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1)DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)

+ P (m|IN)
∫
p(θm|IN) log

p(θm|I0)
p(θm|IN−1)

dθm

]

= αΘ

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−2|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1)DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)

+ EYN−1|Y0:N−2,π,s0

[
P (m|IN)

∫
p(θm|IN) log

p(θm|I0)
p(θm|IN−1)

dθm

]]

= αΘ

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0:N−2|π,s0

[
N−2∑
k=0

P (m|Ik+1)DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)

− P (m|IN−1)DKL

(
pΘm|IN−1

|| pΘm|I0
) ]

...

= αΘ

|Mm|∑
m=1

EY0|π,s0

[
0∑

k=0

P (m|Ik+1)DKL

(
pΘm|Ik+1

|| pΘm|Ik
)
− P (m|I1)DKL

(
pΘm|I1 || pΘm|I0

) ]
= 0,
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where the sixth equality is due to

EYN−1|Y0:N−2,π,s0

[
P (m|IN)

∫
p(θm|IN) log

p(θm|I0)
p(θm|IN−1)

dθm

]
=

∫
P (yN−1|Y0:N−2, π, s0)P (m|IN)

∫
p(θm|IN) log

p(θm|I0)
p(θm|IN−1)

dθm dyN−1

=

∫
P (yN−1|π, IN−1)P (m|yN−1, π, IN−1)

∫
p(θm|m, yN−1, π, IN−1) log

p(θm|I0)
p(θm|IN−1)

dθm dyN−1

=

∫∫
P (yN−1,m, θm|π, IN−1) log

p(θm|I0)
p(θm|IN−1)

dθm dyN−1

= P (m|IN−1)

∫
P (θm|IN−1) log

p(θm|I0)
p(θm|IN−1)

dθm

= −P (m|IN−1)DKL

(
pΘm|IN−1

|| pΘm|I0
)
,

and the seventh equality results from repeatedly applying the steps between the second and
sixth equalities N − 1 times.

For the part corresponding to the IG contribution from QoIs, the derivation is identical as
above for the PoIs except Θ is replaced with Z, to arrive at

UI,Z(π)− UT,Z(π) = 0.

Combining the equivalence results from all four parts, we obtain

UI(π) = UT (π)

for any policy π.
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Appendix A.4. Proof of Theorem 2 (One-point equivalence)

Proof. We begin by proving the equivalence of expected utility under TIG and one-point-TIG:

UT (π) = EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
N−1∑
k=0

rk(Sk, ξk, yk) + rN(SN)

]

= EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
αMDKL(PM |IN ||PM )

+ EM |IN

[
αΘDKL( pΘm|IN || pΘm ) + αZDKL( pZm|IN || pZm )

]

= EY0:N−1|π,s0

[
αMEM |IN log

P (M |IN)
P (M)

+ EM |IN

[
αΘEΘm|IN log

p(Θm|IN)
p(Θm)

+ αZEZm|IN log
p(Zm|IN)
p(Zm)

]]

= EM,Y0:N−1|π,s0

[
αM log

P (M |IN)
P (M)

+ αΘEΘm|IN log
p(Θm|IN)
p(Θm)

+ αZEZm|IN log
p(Zm|IN)
p(Zm)

]

= EM,Y0:N−1|π,s0

[
αMEΘm,Zm|IN log

P (M |IN)
P (M)

+ αΘEΘm,Zm|IN log
p(Θm|IN)
p(Θm)

+ αZEΘm,Zm|IN log
p(Zm|IN)
p(Zm)

]

= EM,Θm,Zm,Y0:N−1|π,s0

[
αM log

P (M |IN)
P (M)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm|IN)
p(Θm)

+ αZ log
p(Zm|IN)
p(Zm)

]
= EM,Θm,Ψm,Zm,Y0:N−1|π,s0

[
αM log

P (M |IN)
P (M)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm|IN)
p(Θm)

+ αZ log
p(Zm|IN)
p(Zm)

]
= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EY0:N−1|π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0

[
αM log

P (M0|IN)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|IN)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)
p(Zm,0)

]

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
αM log

P (M0|IN)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|IN)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)
p(Zm,0)

]
= ǓT (π),

where at several occasions we use the equivalence between EY0:k−1|π,s0,... and EIk|π,s0,..., and
between E...|Ik and E...|Y0:k−1,π,s0 , in the eighth equality the random variables M , Θm, Ψm, Zm
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are replaced with their oracle versionsM0, Θm,0, Ψm,0, Zm,0 which have identical distributions,
and the ninth equality omits the conditioning on Zm,0 in the inner expectation since IN does
not depend on Zm,0.

Next, we have UT (π) = UI(π) through Theorem 1 and its proof in Appendix A.3. Finally,
we show the equivalence between ǓI(π) and ǓT (π) by cancelling out all intermediate posteriors:

ǓI(π)

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

N−1∑
k=0

[
αM log

P (M0|Ik+1)

P (M0|Ik)
+ αΘ log

p(Θm,0|Ik+1)

p(Θm,0|Ik)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|Ik+1)

p(Zm,0|Ik)

]

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
αM log

P (M0|IN)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|IN)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)
p(Zm,0)

]
= ǓT (π).

Combining the above equivalence results together, we arrive at

UT (π) = ǓT (π) = ǓI(π) = UI(π)

for any policy π.

Appendix A.5. Omitting prior terms in the expected utility

When the prior terms p(·) are omitted, the expected utility is shifted by the amount:

EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0 [αM logP (M0) + αΘ log p(Θm,0) + αZ log p(Zm,0)]

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0 [αM logP (M0) + αΘ log p(Θm,0) + αZ log p(Zm,0)] ,

which does not depend on the policy π. In other words, the expected utility is shifted by a
constant. Hence, whether including or omitting the prior terms will not affect the optimized
policy. The same result holds for both TIG and IIG rewards, and their one-point versions and
variational one-point versions.
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Appendix A.6. Proof of Theorem 3 (Variational lower bound)

Proof. First, we prove the equivalence between the expected utility under variational-one-
point-TIG and variational-one-point-IIG:

ŨI(π;ϕ)

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

N−1∑
k=0

[
αM log

q(M0|Ik+1;ϕM)

q(M0|Ik;ϕM)

+ αΘ log
q(Θm,0|Ik+1;ϕΘm)

q(Θm,0|Ik;ϕΘm)
+ αZ log

q(Zm,0|Ik+1;ϕZm)

q(Zm,0|Ik;ϕZm)

]

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM

(
log

q(M0|I1;ϕM)

P (M0)
+ log

q(M0|I2;ϕM)

q(M0|I1;ϕM)
+ · · ·+ log

q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

q(M0|IN−1;ϕM)

)
+ αΘ

(
log

q(Θm,0|I1;ϕΘm)

p(Θm,0)
+ log

q(Θm,0|I2;ϕΘm)

q(Θm,0|I1;ϕΘm)
+ · · ·+ log

q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

q(Θm,0|IN−1;ϕΘm)

)
+ αZ

(
log

q(Zm,0|I1;ϕZm)

p(Zm,0)
+ log

q(Zm,0|I2;ϕZm)

q(Zm,0|I1;ϕZm)
+ · · ·+ log

q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

q(Zm,0|IN−1;ϕZm)

)]

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
αM log

q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

P (M0)

+ αΘ log
q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

p(Θm,0)
+ αZ log

q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

p(Zm,0)

]
= ŨT (π;ϕ).

Due to the cancellation of all intermediate variational posteriors, only the prior and final
variational posterior terms survive. Since the prior density is usually accessible analytically
or omitted per Appendix A.5, the accuracy of the variational expected utility only depends
on the quality of the final variational posterior approximations, q(·|IN ;ϕ(·)).
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Next, we prove the lower bound for variational-one-point-TIG:

UT (π)− ŨT (π;ϕ)

= ǓT (π)− ŨT (π;ϕ)

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
αM log

P (M0|IN)
q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|IN)

q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)

q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

]

= αMEM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
log

P (M0|IN)
q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

]

+ αΘEM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
log

p(Θm,0|IN)
q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

]

+ αZEM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0EIN |π,s0,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
log

p(Zm,0|IN)
q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

]

= αMEM0,IN |π,s0

[
log

P (M0|IN)
q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

]

+ αΘEM0,Θm,0,IN |π,s0

[
log

p(Θm,0|IN)
q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

]

+ αZEM0,Zm,0,IN |π,s0

[
log

p(Zm,0|IN)
q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

]

= αMEIN |π,s0EM0|IN

[
log

P (M0|IN)
q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

]

+ αΘEM0,IN |π,s0EΘm,0|M0,IN

[
log

p(Θm,0|IN)
q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

]

+ αZEM0,IN |π,s0EZm,0|M0,IN

[
log

p(Zm,0|IN)
q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

]

= αMEIN |π,s0

[
DKL

(
PM0|IN || qM0|IN ;ϕM

) ]

+ αΘEM0,IN |π,s0

[
DKL

(
pΘm,0|IN || qΘm,0|IN ;ϕΘm

) ]

+ αZEM0,IN |π,s0

[
DKL

(
pZm,0|IN || qZm,0|IN ;ϕZm

) ]
≥ 0,

where the first equality invokes Theorem 2, the sixth equality is due to p(Θm,0|IN) being
equivalent to p(Θm,0|M0, IN) and p(Zm,0|IN) being equivalent to p(Zm,0|M0, IN), and the
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final inequality is due to the non-negativity of KL divergence terms and that we require
αM , αΘ, αZ ∈ [0, 1]. The bound is tight if and only if q(·|IN ;ϕ(·)) = p(·|IN) and so all the KL
divergence terms become zero; (except the trivial case when αM = αΘ = αZ = 0, under which
U , Ǔ , and Ũ will always be identically zero).

Putting everything together, we arrive at

ŨI(π;ϕ) = ŨT (π;ϕ) ≤ ǓT (π) = ǓI(π) = UT (π) = UI(π),

for any π and ϕ, where the last three equalities result from Theorem 2.

Appendix B. Algorithm details

Appendix B.1. Neural network architecture for approximate posteriors of model indicator

The overall architecture for a NN-based approximate posterior of model indicator, q(m|ik;ϕM),
is shown in Table B.4; the same architecture is used for all numerical cases in this pa-
per. The NN takes ik as input, and outputs the log-probabilities of each candidate model,
log q(m|ik;ϕM). Separate NNs are trained for each stage k when the IIG formulation is used.
As shown in the first part of Appendix A.6, the quality of the intermediate approximate pos-
teriors does not directly contribute to the accuracy of the overall variational expected utility,
and thus one may train these intermediate approximate posteriors more ‘roughly’, for example,
by using simpler NN architectures and with shared weights among the NNs.

Table B.4: Architecture for the NN-based approximate posteriors of model indicator.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input ik k(Nξ +Ny) -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 ReLU
Output Dense |Mm| LogSoftmax

Appendix B.2. Neural network architectures for approximate posteriors of PoIs and QoIs

We use GMMs and NFs as approximate posteriors for PoIs, q(θm|ik;ϕΘm), and for QoIs,
q(zm|ik;ϕZm)

1. The same architecture is used for both PoI and QoI cases, and we introduce
below only in the context of PoIs for simplicity. Separate GMMs/NFs are trained for each
stage k when the IIG formulation is used.

Appendix B.2.1. Independent Gaussian mixture models

An independent GMM approximates a complex distribution through a weighted sum of
multiple independent Gaussians:

q(θm|ik;ϕΘm) =

nmix∑
i=1

wi(ik;ϕΘm)N (θm;µi(ik;ϕΘm),Σi(ik;ϕΘm)), (B.1)

1In this section, we have dropped the oracle subscript 0 (from θm,0 and zm,0) to simplify notation.
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where for the ith Gaussian, wi(ik;ϕΘm) is its mixture weight, µi(ik;ϕΘm) ∈ RNθm is its mean,
and Σi(ik;ϕΘm) ∈ RNθm×Nθm is its diagonal covariance matrix with square root of the diagonal
terms being the standard deviations. The weights, means, and standard deviations of the
GMM are predicted using NNs, together referred to as the GMM net. These NNs share a
common backend network that learns shared features. The architectures for the feature net,
weight net, mean net and standard deviation net are provided in Tables B.5 to B.7. The ‘Linear
mapping’ in Table B.7 refers to the process of mapping the output to a specific range that is
problem dependent. This mapping ensures that the predicted means and standard deviations
fall within the desired range. Additionally, a ‘nugget’ of 10−27 is added to Eq. (B.1) to prevent
numerical underflow. When certain PoIs have compact support, independent truncated normal
distributions [71] are used for the dimensions corresponding to those PoIs. The specific ranges
of the linear mapping and the usage of truncated normal will be stated in each numerical case.
The same GMM net architecture is used across all numerical cases.

Table B.5: Architecture for the feature net within the GMM net.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input ik k(Nξ +Ny) -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Output Dense 256 ReLU

Table B.6: Architecture for the weight net within the GMM net.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input Feature(ik) 256 -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 ReLU
Output Dense nmix Softmax

Table B.7: Architecture for the mean net and standard deviation net within the GMM net.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input Feature(ik) 256 -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense nmixNθm Sigmoid
Output Identity nmixNθm Linear mapping

Appendix B.2.2. Normalizing flows

An NF is an invertible mapping from a target random variable Θm ∼ pΘm(θm)
2 to a

standard normal random variable, Zm ∼ pZm(zm)= N (0, I)3, of the same dimension: Zm

2While we use the prior as the target distribution here for the purpose of introducing NFs, generally we
will target posteriors such as p(θm|ik).

3Z denotes the standard normal random variable, not to be confused with the QoIs Z.
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=f(Θm) and Θm = g(Zm) where g := f−1. In practice, we approximate f via a mapping

parameterized with ϕΘm , which produces an approximate transformation Z̃m = f(Θm;ϕΘm)

and its inverse g( · ;ϕΘm) := f( · ;ϕΘm)
−1 produces Θm = g(Z̃m;ϕΘm). If acting on the exact

standard normal Zm, then Θ̃m = g(Zm;ϕΘm) and also Zm = f(Θ̃m;ϕΘm).
In general, the approximate mappings used in NFs are often structured as composi-

tions of successive simple invertible mappings: f(Θ̃m;ϕΘm) = fn ◦ fn−1 ◦ ... ◦ f1(Θ̃m) =

fn(fn−1(...(f1(Θ̃m))...)) and g(Zm;ϕΘm) = g1 ◦ ...gn−1 ◦ gn(Zm) = g1(g2(...(gn(Zm))...)) with
gi = f−1

i and n ≥ 1. Note that all intermediate mappings fi and gi depend on ϕΘm , but

we omit their subscripts to simplify notation. The log density of Θ̃m can be tracked via the
change-of-variable formula:

log qΘ̃m(Θ̃m = θm;ϕΘm) = log pZm(fn ◦ fn−1 ◦ ... ◦ f1(Θ̃m = θm))

+
n∑

i=1

log

∣∣∣∣∣det∂fi ◦ fi−1 ◦ ...f1(Θ̃m)

∂Θ̃m

∣∣∣∣∣
Θ̃m=θm

, (B.2)

where ∂fi(Θ̃m)

∂Θ̃m
is the Jacobian of fi. By applying successive transformations on Zm, the density

of the resulting variable can be highly expressive [72, 73] and effective for multi-modal, skewed,
or other non-standard distribution shapes.

Among a range of choices for the architecture of invertible mappings [44, 45], we adopt the
coupling layers [74] as a special type of invertible neural network (INN) [75, 76] for its efficient
density evaluations and sampling in both forward (f) and inverse (g) directions. Several
papers have shown that composing coupling layers can create flexible flows [77, 78, 75], and
recent work by Draxler et al. [79] shows that coupling layers form a distributional universal
approximator. The basic form of the coupling layer that completes one full transformation
starts by partitioning Zm = [Zm1 , Zm2 ]

⊤ into two parts of approximately equal dimension—
that is, Zm1 ∈ RNθm,1 , Zm2 ∈ RNθm,2 , and Nθm,1 +Nθm,2 = Nθm—and then composes together
n = 2 transformations that transform one part at a time. This maps Zm to an approximate
target Θ̃m, i.e., g(Zm;ϕΘm) = g1 ◦ g2(Zm) = Θ̃m, and is defined as:

g2(Zm) =

[
Θ̃m1 = [Zm1 − t2(Zm2)]⊙ exp[−s2(Zm2)]

Zm2

]
,

g1(g2(Zm)) =

[
Θ̃m1

Θ̃m2 = [Zm2 − t1(Θ̃m1))]⊙ exp(−s1(Θ̃m1))

]
,

where ⊙ denotes element-wise product, and s1, t1 : RNθm,1 → RNθm,2 and s2, t2 : RNθm,2 →
RNθm,1 are arbitrary functions. The parameterizations of these functions make up ϕΘm ; for
instance, if these functions are represented by NNs, then ϕΘm encompasses all NNs’ weight
and bias parameters.

The inverse of g( · ;ϕΘm), which is f(Θ̃m;ϕΘm) = f2 ◦ f1(Θ̃m) = Zm, similarly involves

partitioning Θ̃m = [Θ̃m1 , Θ̃m2 ] and can be shown to be:

f1(Θ̃m) =

[
Θ̃m1

Zm2 = Θ̃m2 ⊙ exp(s1(Θ̃m1)) + t1(Θ̃m1)

]
,

f2(f1(Θ̃m)) =

[
Zm1 = Θ̃m1 ⊙ exp(s2(Zm2)) + t2(Zm2)

Zm2

]
.
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The Jacobians of f1 and f2 are triangular matrices:

∂f1(Θ̃m)

∂Θ̃m

=

[
INθm,1 0
∂Zm2

∂Θ̃m1

diag(exp(s1(Θ̃m1)))

]
,

∂f2(f1(Θ̃m))

∂(f1(Θ̃m))
=

[
diag(exp(s2(Zm2)))

∂Zm1

∂Zm2

0 INθm,2

]
,

and have respective determinants exp(
∑Nθm,2

j=1 s1(Θ̃m1)j) and exp(
∑Nθm,1

j=1 s2(Zm2)j).
Multiple such complete transformations can be composed together for greater expressive-

ness. For example, adopting NFs with ntrans = 3 sets of complete transformations entails
f(Θ̃m;ϕΘm) = (f2 ◦ f1)T3 ◦ (f2 ◦ f1)T2 ◦ (f2 ◦ f1)T1(Θ̃m) and g(Zm;ϕΘm) = (g1 ◦ g2)T3 ◦ (g1 ◦
g2)

T2 ◦ (g1 ◦ g2)T1(Zm).
To incorporate the ik-dependence into the approximate posteriors q(θm|ik;ϕΘm), the s and

t functions are designed to additionally take ik as input, leading to a form of conditional INNs
(cINNs) [80]. Similar to the GMM setup, ik is first fed into a feature network whose output
has the same dimension as ik. The architectures of the feature network, and the s1, t1, s2, t2
networks in NFs are provided in Tables B.8 to B.10. Mirroring the GMM net, a nugget of
10−27 is added to Eq. (B.2) to prevent numerical underflow.

Table B.8: Architecture for the feature net within the NFs. The first value under the ‘Dimension’ column is
used for the source location problem in Section 4.2 and the CES problem in Section 4.3; the second value is
used for the SIR problem in Section 4.4.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input ik k(Nξ +Ny) -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 / None ReLU
Output Dense k(Nξ +Ny) -

Table B.9: Architecture for the s1 and t1 nets within the NFs. The first value under the ‘Dimension’ column
is used for the source location problem in Section 4.2 and the CES problem in Section 4.3; the second value is
used for the SIR problem in Section 4.4.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input Feature(ik) + θ1 k(Nξ +Ny) +NΘm,1 -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Output Dense NΘm,2 -

Appendix B.3. Neural network architectures for actor and critic

The architectures for the actor (policy) and critic (action-value function) networks from [31]
are adopted in this work. The actor µk,w is a mapping from ik to design ξk. Instead of learning
separate actor networks for each stage k, we combine them into a single actor. The overall
input to the actor network takes the form

iactork = [ek, ĩk],
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Table B.10: Architecture for the s2 and t2 nets within the NFs. The first value under the ‘Dimension’ column
is used for the source location problem in Section 4.2 and the CES problem in Section 4.3; the second value is
used for the SIR problem in Section 4.4.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input Feature(ik) + θ̃2 k(Nξ +Ny) +NΘm,2 -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 / 128 ReLU
Output Dense NΘm,1 -

where ek is an 0-indexed one-hot encoding vector of size N that represents the current exper-
iment stage:

ek = [0, . . . , 0, 1︸︷︷︸
kth

, 0, . . . , 0],

and ĩk is a vector of fixed size (N − 1)(Nξ +Ny) obtained by extending ik with zero-padding:

ĩk = [

Nξ︷︸︸︷
ξ0 , . . . , ξk−1, 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸

Nξ(N−1−k)

,

Ny︷︸︸︷
y0 , . . . , yk−1, 0, . . . , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ny(N−1−k)

].

The total dimension of iactork is N +(N − 1)(Nξ +Ny). Similarly, the overall input to the critic
network is

icritick = [iactork , ξk],

with total dimension N +(N − 1)(Nξ +Ny)+Nξ. The output of the critic network is a scalar.
We note that without the presence of ek, it would not be possible for the actor or the critic
to distinguish between whether the state is at stage k, or at a later stage but with ξk and yk
actually being zero (i.e., whether zero values are padding or actual results). The architectures
for the actor and critic networks are presented in Tables B.11 and B.12, respectively, with
‘Linear mapping’ in Table B.11 indicating the mapping of the output value to be within the
design bounds. The same actor and critic architectures are used across all numerical cases.

Table B.11: Architecture for the actor network.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input iactork N + (N − 1)(Nξ +Ny) -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 4 Dense Nξ Sigmoid
Output Identity Nξ Linear mapping
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Table B.12: Architecture for the critic network.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input icritick N + (N − 1)(Nξ +Ny) +Nξ -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 ReLU
Output Dense 1 -

Appendix B.4. More about the critic

While we introduced the critic Q̃πw
k (ik, ξk;ϕ) in Eqs. (25) to (27) for the variational one-

point reward terms r̃k and r̃N from Section 2.5, a corresponding critic can be formed for the
one-point reward terms řk and řN from Section 2.4:

Q̌πw
k (ik, ξk) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
řk(ik, ξk, Yk)

+
N−1∑
t=k+1

řt(It, µt,w(It), Yt) + řN(IN)

]]

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[
řk(ik, ξk, Yk)

+ Q̌πw
k+1(Ik+1, µk+1,w(Ik+1))

]]
,

Q̌πw
N (iN , ·) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|iN

[
řN(iN)

]
,

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}.
When using the TIG formulation, these critics become

Q̌πw
T,k(ik, ξk) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
P (M0|IN)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|IN)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)
p(Zm,0)

]]

Q̌πw
T,N(iN , ·) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|iN

[
αM log

P (M0|iN)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|iN)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|iN)
p(Zm,0)

]
,
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for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subect to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}, and

Q̃πw
T,k(ik, ξk;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

P (M0)
+ αΘ log

q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

p(Θm,0)
+ αZ log

q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

p(Zm,0)

]]
,

Q̃πw
T,N(iN , ·;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|iN

[
αM log

q(M0|iN ;ϕM)

P (M0)

+ αΘ log
q(Θm,0|iN ;ϕΘm)

p(Θm,0)
+ αZ log

q(Zm,0|iN ;ϕZm)

p(Zm,0)

]
,

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}.
Similarly, when using the IIG formulation, these critics become

Q̌πw
I,k(ik, ξk) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
P (M0|Ik+1)

P (M0|ik)
+ αΘ log

p(Θm,0|Ik+1)

p(Θm,0|ik)
+ αZ log

p(Zm,0|Ik+1)

p(Zm,0|ik)

+
N−1∑
t=k+1

αM log
P (M0|It+1)

P (M0|It)
+ αΘ log

p(Θm,0|It+1)

p(Θm,0|It)
+ αZ log

p(Zm,0|It+1)

p(Zm,0|It)

]]
,

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
P (M0|IN)
P (M0|ik)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|IN)
p(Θm,0|ik)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)
p(Zm,0|ik)

]]
,

Q̌πw
I,N(ik, ·) = 0,

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}, and

Q̃πw
I,k(ik, ξk;ϕ) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
q(M0|Ik+1;ϕM)

q(M0|ik;ϕM)
+ αΘ log

q(Θm,0|Ik+1;ϕΘm)

q(Θm,0|ik;ϕΘm,0)
+ αZ log

q(Zm,0|Ik+1;ϕZm)

q(Zm,0|ik;ϕZm)

+
N−1∑
t=k+1

αM log
q(M0|It+1;ϕM)

q(M0|It;ϕM)
+ αΘ log

q(Θm,0|It+1;ϕΘm)

q(Θm,0|It;ϕΘm)
+ αZ log

q(Zm,0|It+1;ϕZm)

q(Zm,0|It;ϕZm)

]]
,

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
q(M0|IN ;ϕM)

q(M0|ik;ϕM)
+ αΘ log

q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

q(Θm,0|ik;ϕΘm,0)
+ αZ log

q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

q(Zm,0|ik;ϕZm)

]]
,

Q̃πw
I,N(ik, ·;ϕ) = 0,
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for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}.

Remark 6. The differences between the one-point-TIG and one-point-IIG critics are

Q̌πw
T,k(ik, ξk)− Q̌πw

I,k(ik, ξk) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
P (M0|ik)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|ik)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|ik)
p(Zm,0)

]]

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[

αM log
P (M0|ik)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|ik)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|ik)
p(Zm,0)

]
,

Q̌πw
T,N(iN , ·)− Q̌πw

I,N(iN , ·) = EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|iN

[

αM log
P (M0|iN)
P (M0)

+ αΘ log
p(Θm,0|iN)
p(Θm,0)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|iN)
p(Zm,0)

]
,

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}. Notably, all difference expressions are
independent of ξk. When using the one-point reward formulations, the same policy gradient
expression as Eq. (24) will emerge but with ∇ξkQ̌

πw
k (ik, ξk). Since the difference of the above

critics do not depend on ξk, ∇ξkQ̌
πw
k (ik, ξk) will be identical for one-point-TIG and one-point-

IIG, and hence their policy gradients will also be identical.

Remark 7. The differences between the one-point-TIG and variational one-point-TIG critics
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are

Q̌πw
T,k(ik, ξk)− Q̃πw

T,k(ik, ξk;ϕ)

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
P (M0|IN)

q(M0|IN ;ϕM)
+ αΘ log

p(Θm,0|IN)
q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)

q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

]]

= EIN |w,s0,ik,ξk

[
αMDKL

(
PM0|IN || qM0|IN ;ϕM

)
+ EM0|IN

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm,0|IN || qΘm,0|IN ;ϕΘm

)
+ αZDKL

(
pZm,0|IN || qZm,0|IN ;ϕZm

) ]]
,

Q̌πw
T,N(iN , ·)− Q̃πw

T,N(iN , ·;ϕ)

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|iN

[

αM log
P (M0|iN)

q(M0|iN ;ϕM)
+ αΘ log

p(Θm,0|iN)
q(Θm,0|iN ;ϕΘm)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|iN)

q(Zm,0|iN ;ϕZm)

]
= αMDKL

(
PM0|iN || qM0|iN ;ϕM

)
+ EM0|iN

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm,0|iN || qΘm,0|iN ;ϕΘm

)
+ αZDKL

(
pZm,0|iN || qZm,0|iN ;ϕZm

) ]
,

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}. Notably, all difference expressions are
expectations of weighted sum of KL divergence terms with non-negative weights. The differ-
ence expressions are zero if and only if the variational posterior approximations q(·|IN ;ϕ(·))
are equal to the true posteriors p(·|IN) (except the trivial case when αM = αΘ = αZ = 0).
Hence, Q̃πw

T,k(ik, ξk;ϕ) forms a lower bound to Q̌πw
T,k(ik, ξk) for all k, and learning an accurate

variational posterior approximation would help reduce the error in the critic.

Remark 8. The differences between the one-point-IIG and variational one-point-IIG critics
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are

Q̌πw
I,k(ik, ξk)− Q̃πw

I,k(ik, ξk;ϕ)

= EM0,Θm,0,Ψm,0,Zm,0|ik

[
EYk:N−1|w,s0,ik,ξk,M0,Θm,0,Ψm,0

[

αM log
P (M0|IN)

q(M0|IN ;ϕM)
+ αΘ log

p(Θm,0|IN)
q(Θm,0|IN ;ϕΘm)

+ αZ log
p(Zm,0|IN)

q(Zm,0|IN ;ϕZm)

− αM log
P (M0|ik)

q(M0|ik;ϕM)
− αΘ log

p(Θm,0|ik)
q(Θm,0|ik;ϕΘm)

− αZ log
p(Zm,0|ik)

q(Zm,0|ik;ϕZm)

]]

= EIN |w,s0,ik,ξk

[
αMDKL

(
PM0|IN || qM0|IN ;ϕM

)
+ EM0|IN

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm,0|IN || qΘm,0|IN ;ϕΘm

)
+ αZDKL

(
pZm,0|IN || qZm,0|IN ;ϕZm

) ]
− αMDKL

(
PM0|ik || qM0|ik;ϕM

)
− EM0|ik

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm,0|ik || qΘm,0|ik;ϕΘm

)
+ αZDKL

(
pZm,0|ik || qZm,0|ik;ϕZm

) ]
,

Q̌πw
I,N(iN , ·)− Q̃πw

I,N(iN , ·;ϕ) = 0,

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}. Applying triangle inequality, these
difference expressions become bounded by∣∣∣Q̌πw

I,k(ik, ξk)− Q̃πw
I,k(ik, ξk;ϕ)

∣∣∣
≤ EIN |w,s0,ik,ξk

[
αMDKL

(
PM0|IN || qM0|IN ;ϕM

)
+ EM0|IN

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm,0|IN || qΘm,0|IN ;ϕΘm

)
+ αZDKL

(
pZm,0|IN || qZm,0|IN ;ϕZm

) ]]
+ αMDKL

(
PM0|ik || qM0|ik;ϕM

)
+ EM0|ik

[
αΘDKL

(
pΘm,0|ik || qΘm,0|ik;ϕΘm

)
+ αZDKL

(
pZm,0|ik || qZm,0|ik;ϕZm

) ]
,∣∣∣Q̌πw

I,N(iN , ·)− Q̃πw
I,N(iN , ·;ϕ)

∣∣∣ = 0,

for k = 0, . . . , N − 1 and subject to Ik+1 = {Ik, ξk, Yk}. Therefore, the error of the critic is
contributed from both the error in the final variational posterior q(·|IN ;ϕ(·)) and the errors
in the intermediate variational posteriors q(·|Ik;ϕ(·)). The critic errors become zero if all the
variational posteriors equal their corresponding true posteriors (except the trivial case when
αM = αΘ = αZ = 0).

Appendix B.4.1. Hyperparameter tuning

Our main strategy for hyperparameter tuning is to start with a relatively large hyperpa-
rameter value and gradually decrease it.
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For optimizing the GMM and NFs approximate posteriors for model indicator and PoIs,
we start with the initial learning rate of 10−3 and an exponential learning rate decay rate
0.9999. For optimizing the critic network, we use an initial learning rate of 10−3 and a
learning rate decay rate of 0.9999 across all numerical cases. Both posterior approximation
and critic network optimizations are updated 5 steps (i.e., applying gradient ascent 5 times)
within each outer iteration. Making too many update steps within each outer iteration may
result in overestimation of the value function and adversely affect the policy search [81].

For optimizing the actor network, we use a learning rate decay rate of 0.9999. However,
the choice of the initial learning rate is more problem-dependent. Typically, we start with an
initial learning rate of 10−3 and gradually decrease it to 5 × 10−4 or 2 × 10−4 if divergence
occurs. For the IIG formulation, an initial learning rate of 10−3 works well. For TIG, a smaller
learning rate is generally required. This is likely due to the slower propagation of critic values
from N to the earlier k stages under TIG, and a large learning rate may induce divergence in
the early iterations of training.

For other hyperparameters including the number of updates nupdate, number of sample
trajectories ntraj, batch size nbatch, and replay buffer size nbuffer, a number of combinations are
tested to identify the optimal setting. Their values are specified for each numerical case in
Appendix C.

Appendix C. Numerical experiment details

Appendix C.1. Prior contrastive estimator

The PCE for batch (non-sequential) OED is introduced in [62]:

UPCE(ξ) = EY0|Θ0,ξEΘ0EΘ1:L

[
log

p(Y0|Θ0, ξ)
1

L+1

∑L+1
j=1 p(Y0|Θj, ξ)

]
,

where the expectation is over Θ0, Y0|ξ ∼ p(Θ, Y |ξ) and Θ1:L
iid∼ p(Θ), and the subscripts here

in the non-sequential setting represent multi-sample indexing. One can show that UPCE(ξ) is
a lower bound to the mutual information between Y and Θ, I(Y ; Θ|ξ), (i.e., the EIG of Θ)—
that is, UPCE(ξ) ≤ I(Y ; Θ|ξ)—for any L > 0, and the bound becomes tight as L → ∞ [62,
Theorem 1]. However, the expectation in UPCE is generally intractable to evaluate, and UPCE

needs to be estimated numerically, for example through MC:

UPCE(ξ) ≈ 1

nout

nout∑
i=1

log
p(y

(i)
0 |θ(i)0 , ξ)

1
L+1

∑L+1
j=1 p(y

(i)
0 |θ(i)j , ξ)

,

where (y
(i)
0 , θ

(i)
0 , θ

(i)
1:L) are nout independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) realizations of

(Y0,Θ0,Θ1:L).
For sequential OED, the PCE becomes [32]:

U sPCE(π) = EY0:N−1|π,Θ0EΘ0EΘ1:L

[
log

p(Y0:N−1|Θ0, ξ0:N−1)
1

L+1

∑L+1
j=1 p(Y0:N−1|Θj, ξ0:N−1)

]

where Θ0 is the data-generating parameter for ξ0:N−1, Y0:N−1 with ξk = µk(Ik) following the
given policy π; the subscripts for Y and ξ refer to the experiment (stage) index, while those
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for Θ refer to the multi-sample index. One can show that U sPCE(π) ≤ I(Y0:N−1; Θ|π) for any
π and L > 0, and the bound becomes tight as L → ∞ [32, Theorem 1]. Similarly, U sPCE can
be estimated using MC:

U sPCE(π) ≈ 1

nout

nout∑
i=1

log
p(y

(i)
0:N−1|θ

(i)
0 , ξ0:N−1)

1
L+1

∑L+1
j=1 p(y

(i)
0:N−1|θ

(i)
j , ξ0:N−1)

,

where (y
(i)
0:N−1, θ

(i)
0 , θ

(i)
1:L) are nout i.i.d. realizations of (Y0:N−1,Θ0,Θ1:L). We use this estimator

for evaluating policies from ‘OED for PoIs’ in this paper when applicable.
From the expressions above, we can see that PCE cannot be used when nuisance parameters

Ψ are present since the term p(y0:N−1|θ0, ξ0:N−1) would be intractable as it needs to marginalize
out Ψ. Similarly, PCE cannot be used for ‘OED for QoIs’ since in that scenario, the role of
Θ is replaced by Z and p(y0:N−1|θ0, ξ0:N−1) becomes p(y0:N−1|z0, ξ0:N−1), which is intractable
to evaluate. Lastly, PCE cannot be used for implicit likelihood cases since p(y0:N−1|θ0, ξ0:N−1)
would not be accessible.

We can write an analogous PCE expression for model indicator by replacing Θ with M
and use the exact expression for the ‘marginal-likelihood’ term in the denominator:

U sPCE,M(π) = EY0:N−1|π,M0EM0

[
log

p(Y0:N−1|M0, ξ0:N−1)
1

|Mm|
∑|Mm|

j=1 P (mj)p(Y0:N−1|mj, ξ0:N−1)

]

≈ 1

nout

nout∑
i=1

log
p(y

(i)
0:N−1|m

(i)
0 , ξ0:N−1)

1
|Mm|

∑|Mm|
j=1 P (mj)p(y

(i)
0:N−1|mj, ξ0:N−1)

,

where M0 is the data-generating parameter for ξ0:N−1, Y0:N−1 with ξk = µk(Ik) following the

given policy π, and (y
(i)
0:N−1,m

(i)
0 ) are nout i.i.d. realizations of (Y0:N−1,M0). The ‘likelihood’

term can be estimated, for example, via

p(y0:N−1|m, ξ0:N−1) =

∫∫
p(θm, ψm|m) p(y0:N−1|m, θm, ψm, ξ0:N−1) dθm dψm

≈ 1

L

L∑
l=1

p(y0:N−1|m, θ(l)m , ψ
(l)
m , ξ0:N−1),

where θ
(l)
m , ψ

(l)
m ∼ p(θm, ψm|m). We use this estimator for evaluating policies from ‘OED for

model indicator’ in this paper.

Appendix C.2. Case 1: source location finding

Hyperparameters. Tables C.13 and C.14 present the hyperparameter settings for Case 1a and
1b, respectively. In both cases, for the ‘Linear mapping’ in the GMM net, we map the PoI
GMM mean to [−6, 6], PoI GMM standard deviation to [10−5, 1], QoI GMM mean to [−6, 6],
and QoI GMM standard deviation to [10−5, 2]. The truncated normal distribution is not used.

Training stability. For Case 1b, we only illustrate training stability results for ‘OED for PoIs’
for brevity. Figures C.16 and C.17 present the training history of average Ũ over four training
replicates for Case 1a and 1b, respectively, for N = 30. The shaded regions represent the
standard error. Tables C.15 and C.16 present the expected utility and standard error (±)
for four training replicates for ‘OED for PoIs’, evaluated using PCE, for N = 30. The last
columns display the average of the four replicates along with its standard error. The results
indicate a good level of training robustness.
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Table C.13: Case 1a. Hyperparameter settings. In the table, ‘lr’ stands for ‘learning rate’.

vsOED-G-T vsOED-G-I vsOED-N-T vsOED-N-I

nupdates 10001 10001 10001 10001
ntraj 1000 1000 1000 1000
nbatch 10000 10000 10000 10000
aϕ,0 10−3 10−3 10−3 10−3

aϕ decay 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999
# of ϕ updates per l-iteration 5 5 5 5

nmixture 8 8 N/A N/A
ntrans N/A N/A 4 4
aw,0 5× 10−4 10−3 10−3 10−3

aw decay 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999
Initial critic lr 10−3 10−3 10−3 10−3

Critic lr decay 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999
# of ν updates per l-iteration 5 5 5 5

Max buffer size 106 106 106 106

γ 1 0.9 1 0.9
Initial σk,explore 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
σk,explore decay 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999

Target network lr 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Table C.14: Case 1b. Hyperparameter settings. In the table, ‘lr’ stands for ‘learning rate’.

vsOED-G-T vsOED-G-I

nupdate 10001 10001
ntraj 1000 1000
nbatch 10000 10000
aϕ,0 10−3 10−3

aϕ decay 0.9999 0.9999
# of ϕ updates per l-iteration 5 5

nmixture 8 8
aw,0 2× 10−4 10−3

aw decay 0.9999 0.9999
Initial critic lr 10−3 10−3

Critic lr decay 0.9999 0.9999
# of ν updates per l-iteration 5 5

Max buffer size 106 106

γ 1 0.9
Initial σk,explore 0.5 0.5
σk,explore decay 0.9999 0.9999

Target network lr 0.1 0.1
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(b) OED for QoIs

Figure C.16: Case 1a. Training history of average Ũ over four training replicates for N = 30. The shaded
regions represent standard error.
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Figure C.17: Case 1b. Training history of average Ũ over four training replicates for ‘OED for PoIs’ and
N = 30. The shaded regions represent standard error.

Table C.15: Case 1a. Expected utility and standard error (±) for four training replicates for ‘OED for PoIs’,
evaluated using PCE, for N = 30.

Replicate 1 Replicate 2 Replicate 3 Replicate 4 Average

vsOED-G-T 11.26± 0.05 11.09± 0.05 11.24± 0.05 11.02± 0.04 11.15± 0.05
vsOED-G-I 12.50± 0.04 12.31± 0.04 12.58± 0.04 11.90± 0.04 12.32± 0.13
vsOED-N-T 11.24± 0.05 11.67± 0.05 11.15± 0.05 11.59± 0.05 11.42± 0.11
vsOED-N-I 12.39± 0.04 12.34± 0.04 12.16± 0.04 12.54± 0.04 12.36± 0.07

Table C.16: Case 1b. Expected utility and standard error (±) for four training replicates for ‘OED for PoIs’,
evaluated using PCE, for N = 30.

Replicate 1 Replicate 2 Replicate 3 Replicate 4 Average

vsOED-G-T 9.67± 0.06 9.26± 0.06 9.06± 0.06 8.83± 0.06 9.21± 0.15
vsOED-G-I 10.57± 0.05 10.09± 0.05 10.46± 0.05 10.43± 0.05 10.39± 0.09
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Appendix C.3. Case 2: constant elasticity of substitution

Hyperparameters. Table C.17 presents the hyperparameter settings for this case. For the
‘Linear mapping’ in the GMM net, we map the PoI GMM mean to [−1, 2] for ρ and β and
to [−17, 19] for log u, and PoI GMM standard deviation to [10−5, 3] for all variables. The
truncated normal distribution is used on ρ and β with support [0, 1].

Table C.17: Case 2. Hyperparameter settings. In the table, ‘lr’ stands for ‘learning rate’.

vsOED-G-T vsOED-N-T

nupdate 10001 10001
ntraj 1000 1000
nbatch 10000 10000
aϕ,0 10−3 10−3

aϕ decay 0.9999 0.9999
# of ϕ updates per l-iteration 5 5

nmixture 8 N/A
ntrans N/A 4
aw,0 10−3 10−3

aw decay 0.9999 0.9999
Initial critic lr 10−3 10−3

Critic lr decay 0.9999 0.9999
# of ν updates per l-iteration 5 5

Max buffer size 106 106

γ 1 1
Initial σk,explore 5 5
σk,explore decay 0.9998 0.9998

Target network lr 0.1 0.1

Training stability. Figure C.18 presents the training history of average Ũ over four training
replicates for N = 10, with the shaded regions representing the standard error. Table C.18
presents the expected utility and standard error (±) for four training replicates, evaluated
using PCE, for N = 10. The last column displays the average of the four replicates along
with its standard error. The results exhibits slightly more variation compared to Case 1, but
overall remains robust.

Table C.18: Case 2. Expected utility and standard error (±) for four training replicates, evaluated using PCE,
for N = 10.

Replicate 1 Replicate 2 Replicate 3 Replicate 4 Average

vsOED-G-T 11.79± 0.07 12.34± 0.06 12.29± 0.06 11.13± 0.08 11.89± 0.25
vsOED-N-T 8.40± 0.10 9.51± 0.09 8.91± 0.09 10.30± 0.08 9.28± 0.35

Appendix C.4. Case 3: SIR model for disease spread

Hyperparameters. Table C.19 presents the hyperparameter settings for this case. For the
‘Linear mapping’ in the GMM net, we map the PoI GMM mean to [−6, 4], and PoI GMM
standard deviation to [10−5, 0.5]. The truncated normal distribution is not used.
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Figure C.18: Case 2. Training history of average Ũ over four training replicates for N = 10. The shaded
regions represent the standard error.

Table C.19: Case 3. Hyperparameter settings. In the table, ‘lr’ stands for ‘learning rate’.

vsOED-G-T vsOED-N-T

nupdate 10001 10001
ntraj 1000 1000
nbatch 10000 10000
aϕ,0 5× 10−4 10−3

aϕ decay 0.9999 0.9999
# of ϕ updates per l-iteration 5 5

nmixture 8 N/A
ntrans N/A 4
aw,0 5× 10−4 5× 10−4

aw decay 0.9999 0.9999
Initial critic lr 10−3 10−3

Critic lr decay 0.9999 0.9999
# of ν updates per l-iteration 5 5

Max buffer size 106 106

γ 1 1
Initial σk,explore 5 5
σk,explore decay 0.9999 0.9999

Target network lr 0.1 0.1
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Training stability. Figure C.19 presents the training history of average Ũ over four training
replicates for N = 10, with the shaded regions representing the standard error. Table C.20
presents the expected utility and standard error (±) for four training replicates, evaluated
using PCE, for N = 10. The last column displays the average of the four replicates along with
its standard error. The training appears highly stable in this case with consistent performance
across different random seeds, except for a dip in the training history for vsOED-G-T.
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Figure C.19: Case 3. Training history of average Ũ over four training replicates for N = 10. The shaded
regions represent the standard error.

Table C.20: Case 3. Expected utility and standard error (±) for four training replicates, evaluated using PCE,
for N = 10.

Replicate 1 Replicate 2 Replicate 3 Replicate 4 Average

vsOED-G-T 4.091± 0.002 4.093± 0.002 4.090± 0.001 4.092± 0.001 4.092± 0.001
vsOED-N-T 4.097± 0.002 4.100± 0.002 4.091± 0.002 4.106± 0.002 4.099± 0.003

Appendix C.5. Case 4: convection-diffusion-reaction

Hyperparameters. Table C.21 presents the hyperparameter settings for this case. this case.
For the ‘Linear mapping’ in the GMM net, we map the PoI GMM mean to [−1, 2], PoI GMM
standard deviation to [10−5, 1], QoI GMM mean to [−15, 3], and QoI standard deviation net
to [10−5, 4]. The truncated normal distribution is used on all PoIs with support [0, 1].

Training stability. We only illustrate training stability results for ‘OED for PoIs’ for brevity.
Figure C.20 presents the training history of average Ũ (but with the prior term omitted due
to the presence of nuisance parameters, per Appendix A.5) over four training replicates, with
the shaded regions representing standard error. Table C.22 presents the prior-omitted Ũ and
standard error (±) for four training replicates for N = 10. The last column displays the
average of the four replicates along with its standard error. These results indicate vsOED to
have excellent training robustness.

Neural network architectures for surrogate models. The architecture for the NN-based surro-
gate models of G and φ are provided in Tables C.23 and C.24.
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Table C.21: Case 4. Hyperparameter settings. In the table, ‘lr’ stands for ‘learning rate’.

vsOED-G-T

nupdate 10001
ntraj 1000
nbatch 10000
aϕ,0 10−3

aϕ decay 0.9999
# of ϕ updates per l-iteration 5

nmixture 8
aw,0 5× 10−4

aw decay 0.9999
Initial critic lr 10−3

Critic lr decay 0.9999
# of ν updates per l-iteration 5

Max buffer size 106

γ 1
Initial σk,explore 0.05
σk,explore decay 0.9999

Target network lr 0.1
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Figure C.20: Case 4. Training history of average Ũ over four training replicates for N = 10. The shaded
regions represent the standard error.

Table C.22: Case 4. Prior-omitted Ũ and standard error (±) for four training replicates and N = 10.

Replicate 1 Replicate 2 Replicate 3 Replicate 4 Average

vsOED-G-T 2.998± 0.002 3.057± 0.002 2.857± 0.002 3.039± 0.002 2.99± 0.04
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Table C.23: Case 4. Architecture for the surrogate model of G.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input [θm, ψm, x, y] 2m+ 4 -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 4 Dense 256 ReLU
Output Dense 1 -

Table C.24: Case 4. Architecture for the surrogate model of φ.

Layer Description Dimension Activation

Input [θm, ψm] 2m+ 2 -
Hidden 1 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 2 Dense 256 ReLU
Hidden 3 Dense 256 ReLU
Output Dense 1 -
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