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Abstract. Rapid discovery and synthesis of new materials requires intelligent
data acquisition strategies to navigate large design spaces. A popular strategy
is Bayesian optimization, which aims to find candidates that maximize material
properties; however, materials design often requires finding specific subsets of the
design space which meet more complex or specialized goals. We present a framework
that captures experimental goals through straightforward user-defined filtering al-
gorithms. These algorithms are automatically translated into one of three intelli-
gent, parameter-free, sequential data acquisition strategies (SwitchBAX, InfoBAX,
and MeanBAX). Our framework is tailored for typical discrete search spaces involv-
ing multiple measured physical properties and short time-horizon decision making.
We evaluate this approach on datasets for TiO2 nanoparticle synthesis and mag-
netic materials characterization, and show that our methods are significantly more
efficient than state-of-the-art approaches.

Keywords: Autonomous Experimentation, Design of Experiments, Machine Learn-
ing, Materials Science, Materials Discovery, Bayesian Optimization

INTRODUCTION

Modern materials discovery involves searching large regions of multi-dimensional pro-
cessing or synthesis conditions to find candidate materials that achieve specific desired
properties. For example, the lithium-ion batteries that have enabled both the per-
sonal electronics and clean mobility revolutions started out using simple LiCoO2 as the
cathode active material, but this has given way to numerous formulations of the form
Li(Ni1/3+xCo1/3-2xMn1/3+x)O2 where each metal contributes to various aspects of stability
and electrochemistry [1]. Another example is in the development of high temperature
superconducting materials where the trade-off between different quantum phenomena (e.g.,
charge density waves and the superconducting state) needs to be addressed via iterative
synthesis and characterization of tailored materials [2]. Often, the rate of discovery is
naturally limited by the speed at which experiments can be performed; this is particu-
larly true for materials applications involving low levels of automation, complex multi-step
synthesis protocols, and slow/expensive characterization modalities. For these important
situations, developing algorithms which can quickly identify desirable conditions under
limited experimental budgets is critical to furthering materials discovery [3, 4].
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Intelligent sequential experimental design has emerged as a promising approach to rapidly
search large design spaces. Compared to classical techniques such as factorial design of
experiments, sequential methods use new data collected at each step to reduce the total
number of experiments needed to find optimal designs [5, 6]. Current methods typically
involve two components: 1) a probabilistic statistical model trained to predict both the
value and the uncertainty of a measurable property at any point in the design space (here,
defined as a discrete set of all possible measurement or synthesis conditions) and 2) an
‘acquisition function’ which assigns a relative numerical score to each point in the design
space. Under this paradigm, measurements are made at the design point which has the
highest acquisition value.

No matter the accuracy of the model, intelligent data acquisition strategies will be limited
by the relevance of the acquisition function, i.e. how closely the acquisition function aligns
with the user’s experimental goal. In this work, we focus on the problem of automatically
creating custom acquisition functions to target specific experimental goals. This
is an important problem, as materials applications often involve precise requirements that
are not well addressed by existing sequential design of experiment techniques. Specifically,
we will consider the task of finding the ‘target subset’ of the design space that satisfies
user-defined criteria on measured properties. An example of a custom experimental goal,
the corresponding target subset of the design space and data acquisition scheme is shown
in Figure 1.

Most prior work in adaptive decision making has focused on the goal of single objective
optimization: finding the design point corresponding to the global optimum for a property
of interest [7]. An example of this type of goal is the task of developing novel electrolyte
formulations with the largest electrochemical windows of stability [8]. For single objective
optimization, the framework of Bayesian optimization (BO) applies, and has a variety of
relevant acquisition functions including Upper Confidence Bound (UCB), Probability of
Improvement (PI), and Expected Improvement (EI) [7, 9]. For multi-property optimization,
typically there does not exist a single design condition that is optimal with respect to all
properties. Instead, the goal is to obtain the set of design points which optimally trade-
off between objectives (Pareto optimal designs) [9]. Common multi-objective Bayesian
optimization acquisition functions include Expected Hypervolume Improvement (EHVI)
[10, 11], Noisy Hypervolume Improvement (NEHVI) [12], and ParEGO [13]. Single and
multi-objective Bayesian optimization have been applied in a number of materials settings
[8, 14–29]. For further details on materials-focused Bayesian optimization, see [30].

Another well-studied experimental goal is mapping (full-function estimation). Instead of
finding global optima, the task is instead to learn the relationship between the design space
and the property space. Uncertainty Sampling (US) is a typical acquisition function for
this purpose. Such strategies have been used to achieve higher image resolutions in shorter
collection times and have found application in fields such as X-ray scattering [31–33] and
microscopy [34, 35]. Generally, mapping tasks are useful in helping elucidate insights about
the entire system but come with the downside of needing to perform a large number of
(potentially slow) experiments across the entire design space.

The primary subject of this manuscript addresses the larger goal of finding specific
target regions of the design space which conform to specific conditions on the
properties, which subsumes the aforementioned goals of optimization and full-function
estimation, as well as other more complex tasks including level-set estimation [36, 37].
In this more general setting, the goal is to isolate the set of specific design points which
achieve precise user-specified property criteria. For subsets that do not involve optimization
or mapping, either custom acquisition functions need to be developed or users are forced
to use existing acquisition functions which are not necessarily aligned (and thus inefficient)
for their specific experimental task. Developing new acquisition functions is possible [6, 38,
39], but this often requires significant time and mathematical insight. These limitations
restrict accessibility to the broader materials community and hinders the pace of materials
innovation.

Various important scientific problems fall into the category of subset estimation, includ-
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Example experimental goal
Find the subset of all design points which corresponds to either 

Property 1 or Property 2 being within the top 5% of their best possible values.
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FIG. 1. Specification of an example experimental goal and translation into an automated data-
acquisition strategy. (A) Visualization of the design space and corresponding measurement space
for an example materials system. Samples from the design space (a discrete set of design points)
map directly to a set of measured properties (measured property space). The set of all possible
design points and measurable properties are shown in blue. The ground-truth target subset of
the design space corresponding to the user-goal is shown in orange. Importantly, the ground-
truth subset which achieves the experimental goal is unknown prior to experimentation. (B) New
data is acquired intelligently based on both previously collected measurements and the specific
experimental goal. The method for achieving this recommendation strategy is the focus of the
manuscript.

ing: determining synthesis conditions targeting varying ranges of monodisperse colloidal
nanoparticle sizes for heterogeneous catalysis [40] or plasmonics [41], enumerating process-
ing conditions corresponding to wide stability windows [42], accurately mapping specific
portions of phase boundaries [6, 38, 39], charting transition state pathways between distant
structural minima in a potential energy landscape [43, 44], and finding chemically diverse
sets of ligands that are strong, non-toxic binders [45]. The ability to obtain sets of design
points which meet user-specifications is particularly important from a practical adoption
standpoint. Many novel materials do not achieve widespread industrial application due
to long-term failure modes. Common failure modes include degradation mechanisms in
batteries [46], catalysts [47], and solar cells [48], and toxicity of various bio-compatible
materials and medical therapeutics [49]. Obtaining a large pool of plausible designs can
mitigate against the risk of long term failure, improving the odds of discovering transfor-
mative materials. It is worth mentioning that these problems involve identifying a larger
set of design points than optimization (which is typically only a few design points) and a
substantially smaller region than full-function estimation (the entire domain). Note, while
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multi-objective optimization does aim to locate a set of design points, this procedure only
returns a specific set called the Pareto front, corresponding to the optimal trade-off between
measured properties.
In this manuscript, we present a framework for building acquisition functions that can

precisely target a subset of the design space corresponding to an experimental goal. The
user defines their goal via an algorithmic procedure that would return the correct subset
of the design space if the underlying mapping were known. This algorithm undergoes an
automatic conversion into an acquisition function that can guide future experimentation,
bypassing the need to devise complex acquisition functions for specific applications.
Our work presents both methodological development and showcases first application to

the domain of materials research. Specifically, we adapt information-based Bayesian Al-
gorithm Execution (InfoBAX) [50] and Multipoint-BAX [51] to handle materials science
scenarios, characterized by discrete design spaces and multi-property measurements. Sec-
ond, we develop a multi-property generalization of an exploration strategy that uses model
posteriors [39, 52–54], which we call MeanBAX. We observe that MeanBAX and InfoBAX
exhibit complementary performance in the small-data and medium-data regimes, respec-
tively. For this reason, we additionally design a parameter-free strategy, named SwitchBAX,
which is able to dynamically switch between InfoBAX and MeanBAX, that performs well
across the full dataset size range.
For all three approaches, we provide scientists with a simple open-source interface to

cleanly and simply express complex experimental goals, implement a variety of custom user-
defined algorithms tailored to materials estimation problems, and significantly, evaluate the
suitability of the BAX framework to guide practical materials experiments. We highlight
the applicability of the multi-property BAX strategies by targeting a series of user-defined
regions in two datasets from the domains of nanomaterials synthesis and high-throughput
magnetic materials characterization. We anticipate that this method will enable the ability
to target important non-trivial experimental goals, paving the way for the accelerated design
of advanced materials.

SEQUENTIAL EXPERIMENTATION DESIGN APPROACH

Expressing an Experimental Goal via Algorithm Execution

We first consider a design space: a discrete set of N possible synthesis or measurement
conditions, each with dimensionality d corresponding to different changeable parameters.
Here, X ∈ RN×d is the discrete design space and x ∈ Rd is a single point in the design space
with d features. For each design point, it is possible to perform a costly or time-consuming
experiment to obtain a set of m measured properties (y ∈ Rm). The total set of measured
properties (measured property space) across the entire design space is denoted Y ∈ RN×m.
The design space (X) and corresponding measurement space (Y ) are linked through some
true noiseless underlying function, f∗ which is assumed to be unknown (or black-box) prior
to any experimentation (Equation 1). Real measurements have an additional term, ϵ,
corresponding to ‘measurement noise’, which we assume can be modeled by independent
and identically distributed normal random variables:

y = f∗(x) + ϵ , ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2). (1)

Within the full design space, there are often specific portions which are particularly desirable
to measure. For the purposes of this manuscript, achieving a custom experimental goal is
equivalent to finding a specific ground-truth target subset of the design space. We define
the ground-truth target subset as T∗ = {T x

∗ , f∗(T x
∗ )}. Here, T x

∗ corresponds to the design
points which achieve the experimental goal (T x

∗ ⊆ X) and f∗(T x
∗ ) corresponds to the

corresponding underlying property values. Note, in this framework, the experimental goal
dictates the underlying target subset. As an example, one specific goal is that of single-
property optimization. Here, T x

∗ would refer to the point (or degenerate sets of points) in
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FIG. 2. (A) Example of a user specified algorithm (Level Band) executed on a true and unknown
measured property. Here, the target subset of the design space are the specific set of design points
which have measured property values which fall within the specified level band. (B) An illustration
of using a Gaussian Process model (GP), a model that predicts a mean value (red line) and an
uncertainty (blue band) for every point in the design space, to fit measured data sampled from the
true function. (C) Posterior function samples ({fi}ni=1) are obtained from this probabilistic model
via sampling and represent statistically consistent guesses of the true function based on measured
training data. The user algorithm can be executed on either the posterior samples or the posterior
mean to build the (D) BAX acquisition functions (InfoBAX and MeanBAX). The next suggested
point to measure corresponds to the design point with the highest acquisition value.

the design space with the optimal property value; this is the setting of classical Bayesian
optimization. However, the subset can also be more complex. In Figure 2A, we consider
a simple experiment of a single property and single design feature (one-dimensional Y and
X). In this scenario, the experimental goal is to find the set of points in the design space
for which the material property falls within a band between two specified property value
thresholds.

Having defined the ground-truth target subset, we now turn to the concept of defining
this subset via an algorithm. First, let us assume that f∗ is known throughout the design
space. If this were the case, we could execute an algorithmic procedure (A) to obtain
the region, T∗, of interest as

A(f∗, X) → T∗.

Figure 2A shows the correspondence between the experimental goal and target subset using
the Level Band algorithm. Here the algorithm A simply scans through every point in the
design space and returns the subset for which the property value falls within the level band.

Of course, the catch is that clearly the underlying mapping, f∗, is unknown. However, it
turns out that framing an experimental goal as an algorithm that would correctly yield the
ground-truth target subset if the true mapping were known is a powerful concept. It allows
the user to precisely state their desired outcome and in the next section, we will see how to
sequentially acquire data to estimate the result of the algorithm running on f∗.
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Obtaining a Target Subset Using BAX

Bayesian algorithm execution (BAX) is the idea that one may instead execute an algo-
rithm on approximate fitting models (surrogate models) that are designed to mimic the true
function but are trained on measurements at only a small number design points. Unlike f∗,
these models are fast and inexpensive to evaluate. Data is then acquired in a sequential
manner to help estimate the true algorithm output (i.e. the result if the algorithm were to
be executed on the true, unknown function). We denote Dt = {xk, yk}tk=1 as the measured
dataset at iteration t; Dx

t ∈ Rt×d and Dy
t ∈ Rt×m refer to the x and y components of the

dataset.
The surrogate models are ‘probabilistic models’ which predict both an average response

and an uncertainty estimate for every point in the design space. Specifically, in this work, we
use a machine learning model known as a Gaussian process (GP). In the case that multiple
properties are measured for a given point in the design space, multiple independent single-
property GP models are used. A GP is best conceptualized as a probability distribution over
plausible functions. In the absence of data, we can define a prior distribution over functions
(Equation 2). The mean of the prior distribution is assigned the value 0 everywhere in the
domain and the prior covariance function is denoted K and is derived from the squared
exponential kernel (See Methods):

p(f) = GP(f ;0,K). (2)

As data are collected, the prior distribution is updated to the posterior distribution,
p(f |Dt). The mean and marginal standard deviation of this new distribution are termed
the posterior mean function (f̄) and posterior standard deviation function (fσ), respectively.
An example of the posterior mean function (shown in red) and posterior standard deviation
function (shown as blue band) is shown in Figure 2B based on a training dataset of five
design points and corresponding measured properties. Note, that the GP model estimates
low uncertainties near measured points.
It is possible to sample from a GP to yield a series of statistically consistent plausible

fitting functions (termed posterior function samples), {fi}ni=1 (Equation 3), and displayed
as blue curves in Figure 2B. We denote these as

fi ∼ p(f |Dt) . (3)

Given a trained GP model, an algorithm (such as the Level Band algorithm) can be
executed on the posterior mean function or on a posterior function sample (Equation 4 and
Figure 2C):

A(f̄ , X) → T̄ , A(fi, X) → Ti. (4)

Note that the algorithm execution step is both fast and inexpensive, as it does not require
any additional measurements to be performed. The subsets returned by the algorithm are
two different types of predictions of the identity of the ground-truth (and unknown) target
subset T∗.

The information obtained from the execution of the algorithms can be used to build a
guiding function, termed the acquisition function. Each point in the design space is assigned
an acquisition value quantifying the relative importance for subsequent measurement. The
next design point to measure is the one with the highest acquisition value (Figure 2D).
Specific acquisition functions for the task of BAX are described in the next section. Overall,
the data acquisition pipeline follows these steps:

1. Construct an algorithm, A(f,X), corresponding to a stated experimental goal.

2. Approximate f∗ using a set of independent GP models trained on limited measure-
ments.
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3. Execute the algorithm on either the GP posterior mean, f̄ , or its posterior samples,
{fi}ni=1, over the full design space (Equation 4). This yields a set of design points
that are predicted to conform to the experimental goal.

4. Use the algorithm outputs to build a goal-aware acquisition function.

5. Perform an experiment on the design point with the highest acquisition function and
repeat from step 2.

Multi-property BAX Acquisition Functions

We present three acquisition functions for the task of BAX: MeanBAX (based on the pos-
terior mean function), InfoBAX (based on the posterior function samples) and SwitchBAX,
which dynamically combines the two. In MeanBAX, the user-algorithm, A, is executed on
the posterior mean of the GP model. Here, the output of the algorithm corresponds to the
set of points in the design space that are predicted to satisfy the experimental goal. For
MeanBAX, the acquisition function is equal to the average (across the different measured
properties) output marginal standard deviation of the GP models for points in the design
space that are predicted to be part of the target subset (Equation 5). The acquisition func-
tion is zero for all other points in the design space (Figure 2D, bottom panel). Similar
single-property variants of this acquisition function have been proposed in other works for
specialized applications [39, 52–54]. For the MeanBAX algorithm as presented above, two
situations often occur that lead to pathological sampling behavior. The first is when no de-
sign points are predicted to be in the target subset (i.e. when T̄ x = ∅); under this condition,
the acquisition function is zero across the entire domain. In the second case, the predicted
target set may have already been collected (i.e. when T̄ x ⊆ Dx

t ); under this condition,
the algorithm is forced to repeat queries. Therefore, if either condition is met, we use a
default strategy of 1

m

∑m
j=1 f

σ(x)j across the entire domain (i.e., Uncertainty Sampling).
We therefore define

MeanBAX(x) =

{
1
m

∑m
j=1 f

σ(x)j if x ∈ T̄ x

0 else
(5)

For the InfoBAX strategy, the user-algorithm is executed on a series of GP posterior
function samples, each yielding a different set of predicted target points (Figure 2D, top
panel). Since the algorithm output for each posterior function sample may yield a different
number of design points, this is not a trivial extension of MeanBAX and requires combining
the outputs in a statistically reasonable manner. The InfoBAX acquisition function is
defined as

InfoBAX(x) =
1

m

m∑
j

(
H [p(yj |x,Dt)]−

1

n

n∑
i

H [p(yj |x,Dt ∪ Ti)]

)
(6)

The first term in the InfoBAX acquisition function (Equation 6) is the entropy (spread)
of the posterior predictive distribution. The posterior predictive distribution, p(y|Dt), is
closely related to the posterior distribution, p(f |Dt), and includes the effect of measurement
noise: p(y|Dt) =

∫
p(f |Dt)p(y|f)dy. This term essentially performs Uncertainty Sampling

and aims to suggest the design point with highest predicted average uncertainty.
The second term captures the experimental goal through the output of a user-algorithm.

For each of the n posterior function samples, a new GP model is trained with the mea-
sured dataset plus a predicted dataset corresponding to algorithm execution (i.e. Dt ∪ Ti).
Importantly, the predicted datasets and corresponding updated GP models are only used
to calculate the acquisition function and are discarded after selecting the next real design
point to measure. The entropy of each model is calculated across the design space and then
averaged over the number of posterior samples. Finally, to account for the multi-property
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case, an average is taken over the m properties. Conceptually, InfoBAX relates variance
in the GP posterior samples to variance in the algorithm outputs; the acquisition function
selects points in the design space where both the models are uncertain AND where that
uncertainty influences the algorithm output. For further details, refer to Neiswanger et al.
(2021) [50].
Finally, the SwitchBAX strategy is a modification to the MeanBAX strategy which

changes the default behavior to InfoBAX rather than US under the condition that either 1)
no points are predicted to be in the target subset or 2) all predicted points have already been
measured. Based on these conditions, the method dynamically switches between InfoBAX
and MeanBAX to guide decision making.
We refer to the BAX strategies (InfoBAX, MeanBAX, and SwitchBAX) as ‘goal-aware’

because the acquisition function incorporates the user goal directly via algorithm specifi-
cation. We can compare these approaches to typical acquisition functions for searching a
multi-property design space: Random Sampling (RS), Uncertainty Sampling (US), and Ex-
pected Hypervolume Improvement (EHVI). RS selects a design point uniformly at random
(here, without replacement) from the discrete design space at each iteration. For US, the
acquisition function is simply the predicted average standard deviation of the GP models,
1
m

∑m
j=1 f

σ(x)j . Intuitively, this corresponds to making measurements where the model
is most uncertain about the average value of the measured properties. These two acqui-
sition functions are often used for mapping, in which the goal is to estimate the value of
the measured properties over the full design space. EHVI is a specialized multi-objective
Bayesian optimization acquisition function that is designed for the specific goal of Pareto
front estimation.
The utility of our multi-property BAX framework is that acquisition functions can be

aligned to arbitrarily complex questions about an experimental system. As long as an
algorithm that could be executed on the true function can be written, the BAX strategies
circumvent the lack of knowledge of the true function by running the algorithm on function
samples or the mean of a surrogate model (Figure 2).

Metrics for Sequential Experimental Design

To assess the performance of the various adaptive sampling strategies (RS, US, EHVI,
MeanBAX, InfoBAX and SwitchBAX), we introduce two metrics: Number Obtained and
Posterior Jaccard Index. Number Obtained quantifies the number of measured data points
that achieve the experimental goal (Equation 7 and Figure 3A), defined as

Number Obtained = |Dx
t ∩ T x

∗ |. (7)

The Posterior Jaccard Index quantifies how accurately the GP model knows the ground-
truth target subset. To compute this metric, we execute the user-specified algorithm on f̄
to obtain the set of points that are predicted to be in the target subset. This set of points
can be compared with the set of points that are actually in the target subset (using the
true function). Here, we use the Posterior Jaccard Index (intersection over union), a metric
between 0 and 1 which quantifies the degree of set overlap, to compare sets (Equation 8
and Figure 3B). We define this as

Posterior Jaccard Index =
|T x

∗ ∩ T̄ x|
|T x

∗ ∪ T̄ x|
. (8)

Note that computing the Posterior Jaccard Index assumes that the true target subset of
the design space is already known. This information is unknown during a real experiment,
and therefore the Posterior Jaccard Index is most useful in a benchmarking context to judge
the performance of different acquisition schemes on previously collected data.
To aid in metric evaluation, we also present upper bounds for the two metrics as a function

of the amount of data collected. Under optimal sampling, at each iteration. Number
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Obtained increases by one until all the target subset points have been measured. The
Posterior Jaccard Index upper bound, in contrast, is 1.0 for each iteration. This would
correspond to the exceeding unlikely scenario in which a model initialized with no data
perfectly predicts which design points are in the target subset.

D1

D2 D3

D1

D2 D3

A B

Number obtained = Posterior Jaccard Index  = = 11 = 14/36

Target points Measured design points Predicted target pointsAll design points

FIG. 3. Example calculation of the Number Obtained and Posterior Jaccard Index metrics. The
true target subset (gold triangles) of the design space is defined with respect to a specific user
goal. (A) Definition of Number Obtained as the number of measured points (shown in red) that
are ground-truth target points. (B) Definition of Posterior Jaccard Index as the intersection over
the union of the design points that are predicted to be targets (shown in purple) and the ground
truth target points.

RESULTS

We use two datasets from the fields of nanoparticle synthesis and magnetic materials
to benchmark the performance of various acquisition functions (RS, US, EHVI, InfoBAX,
MeanBAX, and SwitchBAX) for the task of targeted subset estimation. The following sub-
sections describe three user-defined algorithms (denoted Library, Multiband and Wishlist
Algorithms) relevant to materials application. In Supplementary Section A and Figures S4-
S5 we present two additional flavors of algorithms: conditional algorithms which safe-guard
against unachievable goals, and percentile-based algorithms which avoid needing explicit
property thresholds.

Nanoparticle Synthesis

The nanoparticle synthesis dataset consists of discrete samples (pairs of design points
and measured properties) from an empirically fit model of the mapping from synthesis
conditions (pH, Temperature, Ti(Teoa)2 concentration, TeoaH3 concentration, Teoa = tri-
ethanolamine) to TiO2 nanoparticle size (in nm) and polydispersity (%) [55]. We added 1%
noise to each measurement to simulate noisy acquisition (See Methods).
We consider the experimental goal of preparing a library of monodisperse nanoparticles

with a series of precisely specified radii; specifically, our aim is to estimate the subset
of synthesis conditions that yield nanoparticles with polydispersity < 5% and where the
radius falls into an arbitrarily chosen set of disjoint buckets [6.5, 10, 15, 17.5, 20, 30] ±
0.5 nm. Such tasks are important as monodisperse nanoparticles of different sizes can be
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Multiband Algorithm

Wishlist AlgorithmB

A

A

Performance of data acquisition strategies

Performance of data acquisition strategies

Design Space Sampling

Design Space Sampling Property Space Sampling

Performance of data acquisition strategies Uncertainty Sampling

Property Space Sampling

Ni Co

Fe

Ni Co

Fe

Performance of data acquisition strategies Uncertainty Sampling SwitchBAX

SwitchBAX

Library Algorithm (1% noise)

B Library Algorithm (5% noise)

FIG. 4. Designing an acquisition strategy for the specific goal of finding a library of monodisperse
nanoparticles corresponding to the precise specifications: radius ∈ [6.5, 10, 15, 17.5, 20, 30] ± 0.5
nm and polydispersity < 5%; results are presented for A) 1% and (B) 5% noise on the normalized
measured properties. BAX strategies, which take into account the user goal, outperform US, RS
and EHVI for the Number Obtained metric. SwitchBAX samples more densely in the target region
relative to US, highlighting the effectiveness of goal-aware sampling.

optimal for different catalytic reactions [40, 56]. It is important to note that this problem is
distinct from constrained multi-objective optimization as the goal is to map out all possible
syntheses which meet the user specifications. For this example, the user-defined algorithm
corresponds to straightforward filtering logic to select the set of disjoint regions which match
the stated goal (see Algorithm 1).

Algorithm 1 Library: Monodisperse library of nanoparticles.

function Library(f , X)
r list = [6.5, 10, 15, 17.5, 20, 30] ▷ Specified target radii
r tol = 0.5 ▷ Radius tolerance
pd tol = 5 ▷ Polydispersity threshold
T ← ∅
for r ∈ r list do ▷ Loop through the set of specified target radii
T x
1 ← argwhere(|f(X)1 − r| ≤ r tol) ▷ Find design points within a given radius band
T x
2 ← argwhere(f(X)2 ≤ pd tol) ▷ Find monodisperse design points
T x ← (T x

1 ∩ T x
2 ) ∪ T x ▷ Append monodisperse nanoparticles of fixed radius

end for
T ← {T x, f(T x)}
return T

end function
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We benchmarked the performance of RS, US, EHVI, MeanBAX, InfoBAX, and Switch-
BAX on the library estimation task, using Number Obtained and Posterior Jaccard Index as
metrics (Figure 4A-B). Error bars in these plots correspond to 20 repeats of data acquisition
starting with different sets of ten initial points. The BAX strategies outperform RS, US
and EHVI in terms of the realistic-setting metric (Number Obtained) and perform similarly
to US in terms of the Posterior Jaccard Index here.

On average, InfoBAX gives superior long term performance relative to MeanBAX for both
metrics. However, MeanBAX performs well initially in terms of the Number Obtainedmetric.
The SwitchBAX algorithm appears to perform well across both dataset size regimes. The
measured properties corresponding to the design points collected under US and InfoBAX
are shown in Figure 4. Here, US samples widely in property space and not necessarily in
the subset of interest. In contrast, InfoBAX typically samples in regions close to the target
subset of points (gold diamonds), showing the effectiveness of user-directed acquisition.
Sampling in measured property space for RS, EHVI and MeanBAX are shown in Figure
S1. A t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (TSNE) visualization of the sampling
in design space is shown in Figure S2 for US and SwitchBAX.
We also characterized the performance of the acquisition strategies under conditions of

higher noise (5%) on the measured properties. Under these conditions, it takes longer to
obtain all the target design points for all acquisition strategies. In addition, the GP model
is less confident about the location of the target subset of the design space (lower Posterior
Jaccard Index relative to 1%). MeanBAX exhibits higher variance in Number Obtained, while
InfoBAX and SwitchBAX appear to be relatively robust to different initializations. Results
for additional noise levels (0% and 10%) are shown in Figure S3.

Magnetic Property Estimation

The magnetic materials characterization dataset consists of a design space of 921 ternary
compositions approximately evenly spaced across the ferromagnetic Fe-Co-Ni ternary alloy
system [57]. The output measured properties for each composition are the Kerr rotation
and the coercivity. The Kerr rotation is a surface-sensitive measure of a material’s magnetic
properties. Searching for materials with high Kerr rotation is a route to discovering mate-
rials for erasable optical recordings [58]. Coercivity is the field required in a hysteresis loop
to completely demagnetize a ferromagnet. The higher the coercivity the less susceptible a
particular magnetization state is to flipping due to defects or other mechanisms.
For this dataset, we highlight two algorithms: the Multiband Algorithm (an intersection

of two level bands) and the Wishlist Algorithm (a composition of multiple multibands).

Multiband Algorithm

The Multiband Algorithm aims to estimate the region of the design space where the
measurable properties falls within a separate user-defined band. This goal can be simply
expressed by a filtering algorithm which checks for the intersection of the target subsets for
each measured property (see Algorithm 2). Here, the stated experimental goal is to deter-
mine the set of design points for which the coercivity falls in the [2.0, 3.0] mT range and the
Kerr Rotation falls in the [0.3, 0.4] mrad range; we employ a shorthand [[a, b], [c, d]] =[[2.0,
3.0], [0.3, 0.4]] to describe this region.
Similarly to the nanoparticle synthesis example, goal-driven acquisition functions (In-

foBAX and MeanBAX) perform well relative to RS, US, and EHVI (Figure 5A). EHVI
exhibits notably poor performance as it targets a disjoint partition of the design space.
Again in this example, we see that MeanBAX performs the best in the short term, while
InfoBAX has superior long term performance. Here, it is worth noting that although the
desired region is tightly clustered in measured property space, it is more disperse in the
design space (Figure 5A).
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Multiband Algorithm

Wishlist AlgorithmB

A

A

Performance of data acquisition strategies

Performance of data acquisition strategies

Design Space Sampling

Design Space Sampling Property Space Sampling

Performance of data acquisition strategies Uncertainty Sampling

Property Space Sampling

Ni Co

Fe

Ni Co

Fe

Performance of data acquisition strategies Uncertainty Sampling SwitchBAX

SwitchBAX

Library Algorithm (1% noise)

B Library Algorithm (5% noise)

FIG. 5. Designing an acquisition strategy for the specific goals of finding ternary compositions
corresponding to a multiband, [[2.0, 3.0], [0.3, 0.4]] A and to a wishlist, [[2.0,3.0], [0.2, 0.3]] or
[[4.0,6.0], [0.2, 0.4]] or [[9.0, 10.0], [0.0, 0.1]] or [[3.0,4.0], [0.7, 0.8]] B; the notation [[a, b], [c, d]]
denotes a < Kerr Rotation (mrad) < b and c < coercivity (mT) < d. The error bars characterize
the robustness to different randomly chosen sets of initial data (one standard deviation computed
over 20 repetitions with 10 initial datapoints). Design and property space sampling patterns are
shown after 200 iterations for the SwitchBAX acquisition function. The BAX strategies show
superior sampling profiles relative to RS, US and EHVI, underscoring the utility of user-directed
algorithmic sampling.

Algorithm 2 Multiband: Intersection of two level bands

function Multiband(f , X)
T x
1 ← argwhere(a ≤ f(X)1 ≤ b) ▷ Level band for property 1
T x
2 ← argwhere(c ≤ f(X)2 ≤ d) ▷ Level band for property 2
T x ← T x

1 ∩ T x
2 ▷ Intersection of both level bands

T ← {T x, f(T x)}
return T

end function

Wishlist Algorithm

The Wishlist Algorithm is a composition (or union) of a series of multibands. It addresses
the case that a user may have a variety of experimental goals to realize in an experimental
system (but not necessarily mapping). In this specific example, we target the following sets
of multiband regions: [[2.0,3.0], [0.2, 0.3]] or [[4.0,6.0], [0.2, 0.4]] or [[9.0, 10.0], [0.0, 0.1]]
or [[3.0,4.0], [0.7, 0.8]]. Here, it is notable that the ground-truth target subset is disjoint
in design space, making this problem significantly more challenging than the multiband
scenario. MeanBAX, InfoBAX, and SwitchBAX again perform well relative to RS, US, and
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EHVI. Note, in particular, the BAX strategies have a much higher Posterior Jaccard Index
relative to US (Figure 5B).

Algorithm 3 Wishlist: Composition of a series of multibands

function Wishlist(f , X)
T x = ∅
for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L} do ▷ Loop through specified multibands
T x
ℓ ←Multibandℓ(f,X) ▷ Target set corresponding to a single multiband
T x ← T x

ℓ ∪ T x ▷ Add current multiband to output set
end for
T = {T x, f(T x)}
return T

end function

For the given wishlist example, there exists at least one design point which falls into
each of the separate multibands. However, in practical experiments, there are scenarios
where satisfying the experimental goal is actually unachievable (i.e. there do not exist any
design points which satisfy the goal for one or many multibands). We consider this case in
more detail in Supplementary Section A section and Figure S4 where we showcase a more
robust type of algorithm (conditional algorithms) that is capable of dynamically switching
strategies based on whether the GP models predict whether the goal is achievable. Notably,
this non-trivial change in sampling behavior is enabled by only a minimal change to the
algorithm.

DISCUSSION

Efficiently exploring a design space to find materials candidates with precisely speci-
fied measured properties is of fundamental importance to future materials innovation and
discovery. While there are existing approaches for finding certain target subsets of the
design space, such as Bayesian optimization for identifying global minima or Uncertainty
Sampling for full-function estimation, the general task of subset estimation has not been
studied within a materials context. In this study, we present a multi-property version
of Bayesian Algorithm Execution (BAX) to develop sequential decision-making strategies
aimed at estimating user-specified target subsets of the design space.
Users can encode their target subset using a simple algorithm that requires only a few lines

of code. This algorithm is then automatically converted to goal-aware acquisition functions
(InfoBAX, MeanBAX, and SwitchBAX) capable of goal-aware exploration. We evaluated
BAX strategies on datasets from the fields of nanoparticle synthesis and magnetic materials.
For each case, we retrospectively analyzed the performance of different acquisition strategies
using metrics that characterize the number of successful experiments (Number Obtained)
and that characterize the quality of the predictive models in the ground-truth target subset
(Posterior Jaccard Index).

For the nanoparticle synthesis example, we target a non-trivial experimental goal: deter-
mining synthesis conditions to develop a library of monodisperse nanoparticles. We observed
that the BAX strategies significantly outperformed goal-agnostic RS and US (Figure 4A-B)
in terms of Number Obtained. This result highlights that incorporating the experimental
goal into an algorithm allows for a more targeted and efficient sequence of experimental
measurements. Here, EHVI, an algorithm designed for an alternate goal (Pareto front es-
timation), seems like a reasonable strategy for the Posterior Jaccard Index and the Number
Obtained metrics. However, EHVI performs worse on Number Obtained relative to the BAX
strategies, mainly because it misses target points with low polydispersity but high nanopar-
ticle size, due to goal misalignment (Figure S1). In this case, both US and EHVI perform
well with respect to the Posterior Jaccard Index, indicating that in this example, a trained
GP model is able to learn a good overall model of the search space in a small number of
queries. For this specific example, the mapping is relatively smooth as it is derived from a
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model fit on experimental data and therefore a generic GP model has substantial predictive
power across the full design space. This is not generally true for more complex datasets.

For the magnetic materials dataset (real experimental measurements), we introduce two
tasks: multiband and wishlist estimation. Once again, the BAX acquisition functions per-
form favorably when compared to RS, US, and EHVI in terms of Number Obtained. Ad-
ditionally, the BAX strategies demonstrate superior performance on the Posterior Jaccard
Index metric. This suggests that while techniques such as US and RS can effectively reduce
uncertainty across the entire design space, they may not target the reduction of uncertainty
in specific regions of interest. In contrast, GP models trained on data acquired from BAX
sampling strategies are, by construction, more accurate and confident in the specific target
subset, forgoing accurate modelling in the rest of the design space. This key result high-
lights that efficient data collection requires targeted design space sampling. In addition to
the Multiband and Wishlist Algorithms, we also compare BAX strategies against a state-
of-the-art acquisition function designed for a specific goal. In Supplementary Section B and
Figure S7, we compare BAX methods against EHVI for the task of Pareto front optimiza-
tion. We find that all approaches return similar results for this dataset, highlighting that,
even in cases where acquisition functions have been designed for a given task (i.e. EHVI
for Pareto front optimization), algorithm-based approaches can perform comparably.

Although both MeanBAX, InfoBAX, and SwitchBAX are acquisition functions for the
task of Bayesian Algorithm Execution, they exhibit qualitatively different behaviors. We
generally see that MeanBAX tends to perform better in the short term, but takes longer to
fully estimate the target subset of interest (Figures 4-5). This finding can be rationalized
under the exploitation/exploration trade off. MeanBAX is more exploitative by design due
to its use of the posterior mean function. In cases where the posterior mean prediction
closely models the true function, MeanBAX will acquire a target point at each iteration.
However, the long term performance of MeanBAX may not be optimal due to the ear-
lier exploitative queries hindering a detailed understanding of the entire target subset. For
experiments which involve low automation and short experimental budgets, such as human-
intensive nanomaterials synthesis, a strategy like MeanBAX may be preferable to InfoBAX
to quickly obtain solutions that match user specifications. Conversely, InfoBAX, derived
from posterior function samples, captures the uncertainty in model predictions and is there-
fore more successful at exploring the entire target subset. In the presence of noisier data or
under-fit models, explorative acquisition functions are also expected to be more robust. We
observe this phenomenon in the noise analysis of the nanoparticle synthesis dataset in Fig-
ure 4B and Figure S3. By construction, InfoBAX performs experiments to gain information
about the location of the target subset. For this reason, InfoBAX sometimes queries points
outside the target subset in order to better understand the overall shape of the target re-
gion; practically, this could mean that the Number Obtained metric suffers at the expense of
potentially improving the Posterior Jaccard Index. Applications involving high-throughput
synthesis and characterization or facilities with self-driving laboratories [59–62] may favor
the exploratory InfoBAX approach.

We combine the favorable short and long-term performances of MeanBAX and InfoBAX
through the dynamic and parameter-free SwitchBAX strategy. Here, the SwitchBAX strat-
egy performs MeanBAX unless there are either (1) no predicted target points or (2) the
predicted target points have already been measured. Under either of these scenarios, the
strategy switches to InfoBAX. We find that this approach yields the best overall perfor-
mance for both the small and medium data regimes considered in this work. Interestingly,
we also observe a case in Figure S6 where initially InfoBAX outperforms MeanBAX. In this
scenario, SwitchBAX still performs well; this finding indicates that initial sampling based
on InfoBAX can assist later MeanBAX performance. In general, we expect SwitchBAX to
outperform MeanBAX since defaulting to InfoBAX is better than defaulting to US; in other
words, it is better to explore with a purpose rather than to perform general exploration.
However, it is possible that InfoBAX could outperform SwitchBAX for other datasets or
user-algorithms, which is an important point to study in future work.

While BAX strategies generally outperform RS, US, and EHVI for specific target sub-
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sets, it may be possible to develop task-specific acquisition functions (like EHVI for Pareto
front estimation) that yield equivalent or superior performance. However, creating such ac-
quisition functions requires time and often substantial mathematical insight. Furthermore,
these acquisition functions may only be applicable in specific, one-off settings. The power of
the BAX framework lies in abstracting custom acquisition function development from the
user, making it more accessible for experimentalists to employ specifically targeted search
strategies.

While designed for materials, our method is directly applicable to other fields. We antic-
ipate that our approach will find broad application across the natural and physical sciences
in problems involving multidimensional design and property spaces.

Code Availability

We provide a user-friendly implementation [63] of the three Bayesian algorithm ex-
ecution strategies at https://github.com/src47/multibax-sklearn. This repository
contains tutorial notebooks to aid in guiding real experiments. The GPflow code and
generated data [64] for this study are also available at https://github.com/src47/
materials-bax-gpflow.

METHODS

Modelling

Independent GP models with zero prior-mean functions and a squared-exponential co-
variance functions (kernels) were used to model the mapping from the design space to each
normalized measured property. The GP modelling was performed using GPflow [65]. In
addition, Automatic Relevance Determination (ARD) was used, which assigns a different
lengthscale, l1:d, to each design variable (Xi) (Equation 9). The exponential kernel encour-
ages the model to predict similar values of the measured property in local regions of the
design space. The lengthscale is a hyperparameter which controls the scale of this smooth
behavior; a small lengthscale allows the GP to capture large changes for small design space
displacements. The kernel variance hyperparameter, α1:m, controls the allowable height of
each of the m predicted properties from the GP models. The likelihood variance σ1:m, a
hyperparameter which models noise on the measured properties was used and fixed to one
of the following constant values (0.0, 0.01, 0.05 or 1.0),

k (x, x′) = αm exp

(
− (x− x′)

2

2ℓ2d

)
(9)

GP hyperparameters for the lengthscales and kernel variances were fit using five-fold cross
validation using the log likelihood as the optimization metric. An adaptive hyperparameter
fitting scheme was employed in which the hyperparameters were re-fit every ten data points
collected.

Each design variable was normalized to the range (0, 1) using min-max scalarization. This
normalization is possible as the design space is assumed to be discrete and fully specified and
enumerated. Measured properties were normalized to the range (-1, 1). Here, maximum
and minimum ranges were estimated based on domain knowledge. For the nanoparticle
synthesis dataset, the nanoparticle sizes and polydispersities were assumed to fall in the
range of [0, 30] nm and [0, 30] %, respectively. For the magnetic optimization dataset,
the measured properties fall between [0,1] mT and [0,10] mrad for the Kerr rotation and
coercivity, respectively.
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Datasets

Nanoparticle synthesis

The nanoparticle synthesis dataset consists of 1997 random settings for the variables x
= [x1, x2, x3, x4] (normalized Ti(Teoa)2 concentration, TeoaH3 concentration, pH and T)
from an empirically fit model [55] for the nanoparticle radius (y1) and the polydispersity
(y2) as a function of synthesis parameters:

y1 = 19.36549− 0.2797x1 + 1.56885x2 + 3.5447x3 + 1.82225x4

− 1.1978x1x2 − 1.66594x1x3 − 1.62873x1x4 − 0.02003x2x3

− 0.001268x2x4 − 0.35086x3x4 + 0.3914x2
1 + 0.52265x2

2

− 0.81701x2
3 − 2.74921x2

4

y2 = 19.6114239 + 1.0313718x1 + 1.48527x2 + 1.7991534x3

− 4.1983899x4 + 1.4263262x1x2 − 0.4279443x1x3

− 1.3865203x1x4 − 1.051601x2x3 − 2.06380x2x4

− 2.476674x3x4 − 0.4497319x2
1 − 1.8040123x2

2

− 3.8699325x2
3 − 2.6148x2

4

Gaussian noise with σ = 0.01 or 0.05 was added to the normalized values for y1 and y2 at
the point of measurement. Figure S3 also shows cases with noise levels of 0.0 and 0.1.

Magnetic Property Estimation

The magnetic materials dataset corresponds to 921 compositions from the Fe-Co-Ni
ternary alloy system [14, 57]. The composition values for each element range from [0,
100]. For each ternary composition, two materials properties are measured: Kerr rotation
(mrad) and the coercivity (mT).

Sequential Design of Experiments

Data acquisition strategies were compared for the Library, Multiband, and Wishlist Al-
gorithms. We used the Trieste EHVI implementation for multi-objective bayesian opti-
mization [66]. In general, the following settings were used: 10 random initial datapoints,
20 experimental repeats, adaptive hyperfitting every 10 iterations, and prevention of re-
querying design points. In Supplementary Section C and Figure S6 we also show sampling
results for GP for fixed hyperparameters. The InfoBAX and SwitchBAX strategies used
15 posterior samples from the GP model for algorithm execution. 300 and 500 datapoints
were acquired for the nanoparticle synthesis and magnetic materials datasets, respectively.
Visualization of design space sampling use the python-ternary package [67].
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SUPPLEMENTARY TEXT

A. Additional Algorithms for Materials Subset Estimation

In this section, we briefly describe two other useful flavors of algorithms developed here
for searching materials spaces that are enabled by the BAX framework: percentile and
conditional algorithms.

a. Percentile Algorithms

Percentile algorithms are distinct from algorithms which use pre-defined thresholds or
bounds for measured properties. In this setting, the thresholds are not fixed (by value)
explicitly. Such algorithms are useful when it is unknown what specific thresholds should
be chosen for a design space. For example, instead of stating the goal: “Find all materials in
the design space with measured property value greater than 5.0”, it is possible to ask “Find
the subset of the design space corresponding to the top 10% of measured property values”.
For a design space with 100 material candidates, for case 1, it is possible that the target
subset is empty. However, under case 2, the size of the target subset is exactly equal to 10
(for a single-property case). As an example, a possible percentile algorithm is to return the
subset of the design space corresponding to the top t1% of measured property 1 and/or the
top t2% of measured property 2 (Algorithms 4-5). An example of data acquisition targeting
a percentile union is shown in Figure S5.

Algorithm 4 MultiPercentileIntersection: Determine input regions corresponding
to the intersection of two percentile bands

function MultiPercentileIntersection(f , X)
T x
1 ← argwhere(f(X)1 ≥ percentile(f(X)1, t1)) ▷ Property 1 percentile threshold
T x
2 ← argwhere(f(X)2 ≥ percentile(f(X)2, t2)) ▷ Property 2 percentile threshold
T ← {T x

1 ∩ T x
2 , f(T x

1 ∩ T x
2 )} ▷ Intersection of percentile sets

return T
end function

Algorithm 5 MultiPercentileUnion: Union of two percentile bands

function MultiPercentileUnion(f , X)
T x
1 ← argwhere(f(X)1 ≥ percentile(f(X)1, t1)) ▷ Property 1 percentile threshold
T x
2 ← argwhere(f(X)2 ≥ percentile(f(X)2, t2)) ▷ Property 2 percentile threshold
T = {T x

1 ∪ T x
2 , f(T x

1 ∪ T x
2 )} ▷ Union of percentile sets

return T
end function

Such a formalism is easily extended to a larger number of measured properties. However,
one subtlety is that when there are more than two measured properties, there are multiple
ways to combine the intersection and union operations. The BAX framework is agnostic
to these user-choices. As long as subset filtering logic can be written, the corresponding
request can be automatically converted into an acquisition function.

b. Conditional Algorithms

One specific limitation of intersection algorithms (both the Multiband and Percentile
algorithms) is that there may not be any points in the design space which jointly satisfy
both band or percentile thresholds. For example, this could happen if the set of points



21

corresponding to property 1 and 2 were disjoint. Prior to experimentation, it is typically un-
known whether this set will be empty or not. We introduce a strategy based on conditional
logic for increased robustness of data acquisition. Below, we describe a conditional algo-
rithm which returns a multiband (intersection of two level bands) if it exists and otherwise
returns target points corresponding to a level band in only one of the properties.

Algorithm 6 ConditionalMultiband: Find level band if multiband is not achievable

function ConditionalMultiband(f , X)
T x
1 ← argwhere(a ≤ f(X)1 ≤ b)
T x
2 ← argwhere(c ≤ f(X)2 ≤ d)

if T x
1 ∩ T x

2 ̸= ∅ then ▷ Check if multiband set is non-empty
T = {T x

1 ∩ T x
2 , f(T x

1 ∩ T x
2 )} ▷ Multiband in Property 1 and 2

else
T = {T x

2 , f(T x
2 )} ▷ Level band in Property 2

end if
return T

end function

Note, an algorithm executing on the ground-truth function will always yield the same
output (i.e. the intersection either exists or it doesn’t). However, when executing and algo-
rithm on the posterior mean or draws from the trained GP model, either condition may be
achieved. Data acquisition is then suggested in a manner which aids in the determination
of which condition actually holds. As a concrete example: one could specify the strategy
of finding monodisperse 4nm particles if they are achievable given ranges on synthesis pa-
rameters and otherwise simply isolating conditions corresponding to monodisperse particles
of any size. An example of a Conditional Multiband algorithm where the primary goal is
achievable and unachievable is shown in Figure S4. Crafting an algorithm in this way allows
a user to bake in a fail-safe in situations where the experimental goal may be unachievable.
This conditional logic can be extended to a hierarchy of conditions and is the subject of
future work.

B. Comparison Against an Acquisition Function Designed for a Specific Task

In general, the task of acquisition function development is challenging and quite technical.
The advantage of the BAX approach is that a significant portion of this development is
abstracted from the user. However, in this section, we sought to compare the performance
of the BAX strategies on a multi-property task for which optimized acquisition functions
already exist. We chose the task of Pareto front estimation (i.e. find the ground-truth
target subset which corresponds to optimal trade offs in the measured properties). For this
task, EHVI is one of several state-of-the-art algorithms. In Figure S7, we compare EHVI
against MeanBAX, InfoBAX, and SwitchBAX and find that all approaches give similar long-
term performance; interestingly, MeanBAX, and SwitchBAX actually outperform EHVI at
low dataset sizes for this specific dataset. This important result shows that there is not
necessarily a disadvantage in using a BAX strategy (in terms of the quality of collected
samples), relative to a custom acquisition function. However, it is important to note that
EHVI is a well optimized and differentiable acquisition function which is likely faster and
more computationally efficient for large datasets or high-dimensional optimization.

C. Data Acquisition Using a Gaussian Process model with fixed hyperparameters

This section considers the algorithms presented in the main text (Library, Multiband,
and Wishlist) under conditions of a GP model with pre-fixed hyperparameters. Note, in
the main text, results were presented using hyperparameters which were fit adaptively.
While the adaptive hyperfitting scheme represents a more practical data collection scenario,
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it somewhat confounds the direct comparison between acquisition functions. Under an
adaptive scheme, the model hyperparameters at any given iteration depends on the specific
set of data collected. This means that the difference in performance between different
sampling strategies could be ascribable to the combination of the acquisition function and
the model, rather than just the acquisition function.
Therefore, we consider an idealized scenario in which we instead fit the GP hyperpa-

rameters using 5 fold cross validation on the entire dataset and pick the hyperparameters
corresponding to the largest log likelihood. These hyperparameters are fixed throughout
data collection, allowing for a direct comparison between acquisition functions. The results
for the three subset algorithms are shown in Figures S6A-C. We observe similar behavior
to the adaptive hyperfitting case, with the goal-aware BAX strategies outperforming RS,
US and EHVI.
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SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES

SwitchBAXInfoBAXMeanBAX

RS US EHVI

FIG. S1. Sampling results in measured property space after 200 iterations for the experimental
goal of finding a library of monodisperse nanoparticles corresponding to Figure 4 in the main text.
RS and US are relatively sample inefficient relative to the BAX strategies. EHVI seeks to find
a Pareto front of minimal radius and polydispersity, which only has partial intersection with the
ground truth target subset.
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FIG. S2. Visualization of design space sampling for the experimental goal of finding a library of
monodisperse nanoparticles (US and SwitchBAX). The four dimensional design space is represented
here using t-distributed stochastic neighbor embedding (TSNE).
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FIG. S3. Influence of noisy measurements (σ = [0.0, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1]) on the Number Obtained
and Posterior Jaccard Index metrics for the InfoBAX and MeanBAX strategies. InfoBAX generally
exhibits greater robustness to noise relative to MeanBAX, characteristic of explorative acquisition
strategies.
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SwitchBAXInfoBAXMeanBAX

RS

Achievable primary goal Unachievable primary goal

US EHVI

FIG. S4. Visualization of a Conditional Multiband Algorithm in (A) a case where the primary
objective (green multiband) is achievable and (B) where the primary objective is unachievable
and the algorithm output corresponds to the secondary objective (orange level band). Note, an
objective being achievable means that there exists a least one point (shown in blue) in measured
property space that falls within the green box. Sampling results are shown after 50 iterations. It
is apparent that BAX strategies are able to correctly sample for goals based on conditional logic.
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FIG. S5. Designing an acquisition strategy for the specific goal of finding nanoparticles with the
lowest 0.5% radii values or the lowest 2.5% polydispersity percentage; percentage thresholds were
chosen arbitrarily. Acquisition using this type of algorithm bypasses needing to specify explicit
property thresholds. Note, the union operation (i.e. the ‘or’ logic) was needed in this example as
the intersection of individual percentile sets is empty.
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FIG. S6. Data acquisition corresponding to the (A) library example from Figure 4 and (B,C)
the Multiband and Wishlist algorithms in Figure 5 of the main text under the case where GP
hyperparameters are fixed throughout data acquisition. BAX strategies again prove to be the most
efficient, with SwitchBAX maintaining good performance across all data regimes.
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FIG. S7. Comparison between BAX strategies and an acquisition function (EHVI) designed for the
specific goal of Pareto front optimization. BAX strategies compete favorably with EHVI for both
the Number Obtained and Posterior Jaccard Index metrics, indicating that the algorithm-execution
approach is not necessarily inferior to a detailed and complex custom acquisition function.


