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ABSTRACT

In science and engineering, we often work with models designed
for accurate prediction of variables of interest. Recognizing that
these models are approximations of reality, it becomes desirable to
apply multiple models to the same data and integrate their outcomes.
In this paper, we operate within the Bayesian paradigm, relying on
Gaussian processes as our models. These models generate predictive
probability density functions (pdfs), and the objective is to integrate
them systematically, employing both linear and log-linear pooling.
We introduce novel approaches for log-linear pooling, determining
input-dependent weights for the predictive pdfs of the Gaussian pro-
cesses. The aggregation of the pdfs is realized through Monte Carlo
sampling, drawing samples of weights from their posterior. The per-
formance of these methods, as well as those based on linear pooling,
is demonstrated using a synthetic dataset.

1. INTRODUCTION

In science and engineering, dealing with models that aim to accu-
rately predict a variable of interest is a common task. Since these
models often are only approximations of reality, it is prudent to apply
multiple models to the same data and somehow integrate their pre-
dictions. Within the Bayesian framework, results based on models
are typically presented as predictive probability distributions — in
the case of continuous variables, they are commonly in the form of
predictive probability density functions (pdfs). In such settings, it
is important to combine the produced predictive pdfs [1]. In this
paper, we focus on models defined by Gaussian processes (GPs) and
propose an approach to fuse the predictive pdfs of an ensemble of
different GPs. This involves aggregating Gaussians obtained through
various instances of linear and log-linear pooling of the Gaussian
pdfs. The different instances correspond to different weights as-
signed to the GPs, where the weights are drawn by Monte Carlo
sampling from the posterior of the weights.

GPs are probabilistic non-parametric models that find the func-
tion that probabilistically maps an input variable x to an output vari-
able y. The density of the output y is Gaussian with parameters
that depend on x. This model is inaccurate when the output is
not Gaussian. The effectiveness of model ensembles in enhancing
predictive performance has long been recognized [2]. However, un-
derstanding the conditions under which an ensemble of GPs is likely
to yield reliable estimates is not straightforward. Bayesian Model
Averaging (BMA) [3] operates under the assumption that the true
model lies within the hypothesis class of the prior. However, its
suboptimality outside this case is shown empirically in [4], with an
extreme (synthetic) example provided in [5].
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In contrast, ensembles adopt a different strategy by focusing
on model combinations. By merging multiple models, ensembles
create a more robust and powerful model. Ensembles demonstrate
particular efficacy when the actual model lies beyond the hypothesis
class. In such instances, the collective strength derived from the
diverse models contributes to an overall improvement in predictive
performance.

One of the most popular ensembling methods for point estima-
tors is stacking [6], which employs K point estimators denoted as
fk : x 7→ yk. The stacking process involves training an additional
point estimator whose inputs are the outputs of each fk, represented
as ŷ = g(ŷ1, . . . , ŷK). Stacking is quite general, and in particular, g
can be determined in many ways, such as using a linear model with
weights wk, or more sophisticated functions like neural networks.

Bayesian stacking [7] adapts the stacking approach to proba-
bilistic estimators by replacing point estimates yk with predictive
pdfs pk(y∗ |x∗) and ŷ with a mixture

∑
wkpk(y∗ |x∗). One step

further is Bayesian hierarchical stacking [8], which incorporates a
Bayesian prior on input-dependent weights, making the final mixture∑

ŵk(x∗)pk(y∗ |x∗).
Distinct from stacking is the mixture of experts (MoE) method

[9], which forms a mixture by jointly learning several experts, and a
gating network that determines the weights assigned to the experts.
This method is generally more expensive and difficult to train than
stacking, but it allows for more expressive predictive pdfs.

In Section 2, we present a brief background on GPs and Monte
Carlo sampling, thus providing both the setting and methodological
tools for this paper. In Section 3, we describe several existing strate-
gies for the fusion of GP predictions, namely Bayesian hierarchical
stacking (BHS) and the mixture of GP experts (MoGPE). We then
introduce novel variants of BHS and MoGPE by replacing their lin-
ear pooling with log-linear pooling, resulting in the Product BHS
(P-BHS) and the product of GP experts (PoGPE). Finally, we show
how all four models can be estimated with Monte Carlo sampling
and random Fourier feature-based GPs (denoted as RFF-GPs), and
we provide numerical comparisons between methods.

2. BACKGROUND

We briefly review the basics of GP regression, random Fourier fea-
ture approximation of kernel functions, and Bayesian inference us-
ing Monte Carlo sampling.

2.1. Gaussian Processes

A GP is described by a stochastic process, where any finite subset of
random variables jointly conforms to a Gaussian distribution [10].
A GP is fully specified by its mean µ(x) and covariance function
κ (x,x′) with hyperparameters θ. In training a GP, we seek hy-
perparameters θ that maximize the log-marginal likelihood of the
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hyperparameters defined by

log p(y |X,θ) = −1

2

(
yTK−1y + log|K|

)
, (1)

where K ∈ RN×N is a covariance matrix with elements [K]ij =

κ(xi,xj). Alternatively, we can place a prior p(θ) on the kernel
hyperparameters and proceed under the Bayesian paradigm.

For a given set of hyperparameters θ, a training set X,y, and
a test input x∗ ∈ Rdx , the GP posterior predictive pdf of the cor-
responding function value f∗ = f (x∗) is Gaussian with mean and
variance given by:

E [f∗] = m (x∗) = kT∗ K
−1y, (2)

var [f∗] = σ2 (x∗) = k∗∗ − kT∗ K
−1k∗, (3)

respectively, where k∗ = κ (X,x∗) and k∗∗ = κ (x∗,x∗).

2.2. Random Fourier Feature-based Gaussian Processes

By the very nature of being non-parametric, the number of parame-
ters in a GP grows with the data. This can easily be seen by repa-
rameterizing the GP prior for a fixed training set X,

f(X) = Lu, (4)
u ∼ N (0, IN ), (5)

where L = chol(K) is the Cholesky decomposition of the kernel
matrix and IN is the N ×N identity matrix. Moreover, computation
of the posterior predictive mean and variance requires the inversion
of an N ×N matrix (cf. Eqs. (2) and (3)). The high dimensionality
makes sampling difficult for large datasets, and the matrix inversion
makes prediction expensive.

If the power spectral density S(ω) of the GP kernel exists, one
way to alleviate these issues is to take a Monte Carlo approximation
of the kernel by drawing frequencies from the normalized power
spectral density of the desired kernel and using them with the input
data to form features. We do this by sampling M sets of random fre-
quencies from the power spectral density to approximate the integral

κ(x,x′) =
1

2π

∫
ω

eiω
⊤(x−x′)S(ω) dω, (6)

where ω is a vector of frequencies of the same size as x. The
resulting model is a linear model with 2M parameters; therefore, if
2M < N , we can expect computational savings. For general kernel
machines, this approximation (known as the random Fourier feature
(RFF) approximation) was introduced by [11] and was adapted to
GP regression in [12].

If ω1, . . . ,ωM are the vectors of frequencies sampled from
S(ω), we create a feature vector according to

ϕ(x) = [cos(ω⊤
1 x) sin(ω

⊤
1 x) · · · cos(ω⊤

Mx) sin(ω⊤
Mx)]⊤. (7)

Then using this reparameterization, the resulting model is a RFF-GP
given by

f(x) = ϕ(x)⊤ψ, (8)

ψ ∼ N (0, σ2
ψI2M ), (9)

where we assume that the vector of linear parameters ψ has a zero
mean Gaussian prior with a covariance matrix σ2

ψI2M .
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Fig. 1: Bayesian plate diagrams of joint learning and stacking
for Gaussian process fusion. The only difference is whether the
stochastic function fk is treated as an input to be conditioned on
(as in (a)), or a random variable (as in (b)).

2.3. Bayesian Inference via Monte Carlo Algorithms

In Bayesian inference, the goal is to infer the parameters of a
statistical model for the observations by computing the posterior
distribution. Let η be a parameter vector, and let p(y |η,X) and
p(η) be the likelihood and the prior of η, respectively. As we
will see below, in this work, η contains all the parameters of the
RFF-GPs. The posterior p(η |y,X) ∝ p(y |η,X)p(η) is usually
intractable, and we need to resort to approximate inference methods,
such as Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) which computes
an approximation based on samples [13]. In our work, we use
Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) and its adaptively tuned variant
“No-U-Turn Sampler” (NUTS) [14], which are state-of-the-art
gradient-based MCMC algorithms. Given Ns samples {η(i)}Ns

i=1

from p(η |y,X), we can approximate the posterior predictive pdf
of a new observation y∗ as follows:

p(y∗ |x∗,y,X) ≈ 1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

p(y∗ |x∗,η
(i)), η(i) ∼ p(η |y,X).

(10)

3. FUSION OF GAUSSIAN PROCESSES PREDICTIONS

Let us consider the case where we have K different GPs, each with a
predictive pdf N

(
y |µk(x), σ2

k(x)
)

of y conditioned on x. We aim
to combine these predictive pdfs, pk(y |x) for k = 1, . . . ,K to a
single, fused pdf pf(y |x). In this section, we review the concepts
of Bayesian hierarchical stacking (Section 3.1) and the mixture of
GP experts (Section 3.2), which both use input-dependent weights
w(x) ∈ SK and a linear pooling function to result in a fused pdf
pf(y |x) =

∑
wk(x)pk(y |x). We then present a novel version

of both stacking and mixture of GP experts by using a log-linear
pooling function (Section 3.3).

3.1. Bayesian Hierarchical Stacking

In Bayesian hierarchical stacking (BHS) [8], one fuses K differ-
ent predictive pdfs from pre-trained algorithms. We assume that
these predictive pdfs come from K GPs, and they are pk(y |x) =



N
(
y |µk(x), σ2

k(x)
)
, all obtained by using Eqs. (2) and (3). BHS

creates fused predictive pdfs using a linear pooling function, i.e.,

plin
(
y |x,w(x)

)
=

K∑
k=1

wk(x)N
(
y |µk(x), σ2

k(x)
)
, (11)

where w(x) belongs to the simplex SK , i.e.,
∑K
k=1 wk(x) = 1 for

all x.
BHS lays out a general framework to obtain these weights, but

for our work, we learn the input-dependent weights with an addi-
tional GP trained on a separate stacking dataset Ds. The full model
becomes [8, Section 5.2],

w̃k(x) ∼ GP(0, κk(x,x
′)), w̃K(x) = 0, k = 1, . . . ,K − 1,

(12)

w(x) = softmax(w̃(x)), (13)

y |w(x),x ∼
K∑
k=1

wk(x)N
(
y |µk(x), σ2

k(x)
)
. (14)

We can perform inference with this model by sampling from the
posterior p(w(·) | Ds) via HMC. The final predictive pdf for an input
x∗ is

pBHS(y∗ |x∗) =

K∑
k=1

w̄k(x∗)N (y |µk(x∗), σ
2
k(x∗)), (15)

where w̄k(x∗) denotes the MMSE estimate/posterior mean of wk(·)
at x∗. Because of linearity of the integral and the independence of
wk from y |µk, σk, the use of the posterior mean w̄k provides the
same estimator as the full approximation

pBHS(y∗ |x∗) =
1

N

N∑
n=1

K∑
k=1

wk,n(x∗)N (y |µk(x∗), σ
2
k(x∗)).

(16)

3.2. Mixture of GP Experts

An important feature of the BHS strategy is that the K GPs are fixed
during the learning of the weights. In other words, the functions
µk(x) and σ2(x) are computed using an initial training dataset D0

and kept fixed from there on. To create a more flexible model, we
can instead use a single dataset Dtrain to perform joint training of
the K GP experts and the weights. This joint learning falls into the
mixture of experts framework [9], and was first proposed for GPs in
[15].

In order to have flexible experts, [15] uses GP experts with
input-dependent noise; this can be performed by placing GP priors
on both the mean µk(x) and log-scale log σk(x) [16]. Again using
the linear pooling function, we arrive at the mixture of GP experts
(MoGPE) defined by

µk(x) ∼ GP(0, κµk), k = 1, . . . ,K, (17)
log σk(x) ∼ GP(0, κσk), k = 1, . . . ,K, (18)

w̃k(x) ∼ GP(0, κwk ), k = 1, . . . ,K − 1; w̃K(x) = 0, (19)
w(x) = softmax(w̃(x)), (20)

y | z,x ∼
K∑
k=1

wk(x)N (y |µk(x), exp(2 log σk(x))), (21)

where z = {wk(x), µk(x), log σk(x)}Kk=1. In order to obtain
the final predictive pdf, we marginalize the likelihood in Eq. (21)
with respect to the posterior of wk(·), µk(·), and log σk(·) for
k = 1, . . . ,K.

We can again sample the unknowns of the model with HMC.
However, the resulting posterior of the unknowns is much more com-
plex to sample than the BHS posterior — as a result, we propose
using RFF GPs for means, log-scales, and non-normalized weights
for scalable inference.

3.3. Log-Linear Pooling for Stacking and Joint Learning

While the BHS and MOGPE methods focused on linear pooling
of GP predictions, one can instead use a log-linear pooling rule,
where a weighted average of the log-pdfs is taken instead of the
pdfs. The log-linear pooling scheme was first analyzed in [17], with
an axiomatic characterization and comparison available in [1], and it
possesses analytically different properties than linear pooling. As the
weighted average of log-pdfs is equivalent to a weighted geometric
average, we can express the resulting pdf as a weighted product,

plog-lin(y |x) = c
(
w(x)

) K∏
k=1

pk(y |x)wk(x), (22)

where c
(
w(x)

)
is a normalizing constant, and w is typically taken

to be in the simplex SK .
When the predictive pdfs pk(·) are Gaussian, it is well known

that the pdf resulting from Eq. (22) is proportional to another Gaus-
sian. In the context of fusing GPs, the resulting rule is known as the
generalized product of experts (gPoE) [18], and it is defined by

pgPoE(y |x) = N
(
y |µgPoE, σ

2
gPoE

)
, (23)

µgPoE(x) = σ2
gPoE

K∑
k=1

wk(x)σ
−2
k (x)µk(x), (24)

σ−2
gPoE(x) =

K∑
k=1

wk(x)σ
−2
k (x). (25)

Several strategies for setting the weights w have been proposed in
the literature [18, 19]. Though these existing strategies have chosen
weights belonging to the simplex SK , this is not necessary for the
mathematical validity of Eq. (23). Instead, it has been chosen for
the property that the resulting precision σ−2

gPoE(x) is a convex combi-
nation of the expert precisions σ−2

k .
The existing literature surrounding gPoE has not trained a sep-

arate statistical model for input-dependent weights w(·), nor has it
considered joint learning in such a model. To this end, we propose
product-BHS (P-BHS), which performs Bayesian hierarchical stack-
ing with a log-linear pooling rule, and the product of GP experts
(PoGPE), which performs joint learning.

Concretely, we propose the following hierarchical model for the
input-dependent weights w(·):

logwk(x) ∼ GP(− log(K), κk(x,x
′)), k = 1, . . . ,K, (26)

y | w(x),x ∼ N (y |µgPoE(x;w(x)), σ2
gPoE(x;w(x))), (27)

where we have made explicit the dependence of µgPoE and σ2
gPoE on

w(x). Note that we model the unconstrained weights logwk(x) ∈
R, meaning we do not restrict weights to SK but instead R+. This
has the effect of allowing a heteroscedastic prior predictive of our
model, with the use of stationary GP experts. Moreover, the GP prior
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Fig. 2: A depiction of the generative model and the point predictions
of each method. From top to bottom: the means of each component
GP and the respective weight process; sample draws from each
GP with linewidth indicating wk(x); the resulting dataset with the
predictions of each method.

mean of − logK implies a prior mean of 1/K on wk. Therefore, we
avoid issues of being overconfident as x falls outside the typical set
of our data.

The final model can be written as

µk(x) ∼ GP(0, κµk), k = 1, . . . ,K, (28)
log σk(x) ∼ GP(0, κσk), (29)
logwk(x) ∼ GP(− log(K), κwk ), k = 1, . . . ,K, (30)

y | z,x ∼ N (y |µgPoE(x;w(x)), σ2
gPoE(x;w(x))), (31)

where z = {µk(x), log σk(x) logwk(x)}Kk=1. The variables µk(x)
and log σk(x) are given in P-BHS and inferred jointly in POGPE.
The predictive pdf and its Monte Carlo approximation can then be
written as

p(y∗ |x∗) ≈
1

J

J∑
j=1

N (y∗ |µ(j)
gPoE, σ

2,(j)
gPoE ), (32)

where µ
(j)
gPoE and σ

2,(j)
gPoE are obtained by computing Eq. (23) using

the posterior samples of {logwk(x∗)}Kk=1 in P-BHS or the posterior
samples of {µk(x∗), log σk(x∗), logwk(x∗)}Kk=1 in PoGPE.

4. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we run a one-dimensional numerical experiment
where we test the novel P-BHS and PoGPE. Results are compared
to BHS, MoGPE, and a heteroscedastic RFF GP (het-RFF-GP). We
consider experiments where the number of spectral frequencies M
is fixed and the number of experts K is varied (Section 4.1), and
experiments where K is fixed and M is varied (Section 4.2).

We generate data following the generative model in Section 3.2
(namely, according to MoGPE). The weights for three functions,
w̃k(x), K = 3 are generated from a GP with zero mean and RBF

kernel with lengthscale ℓ = 0.5. Three functions are sampled from
another GP with RBF kernel and lengthscale ℓ = 0.2. Given xi, we
first sample the unconstrained weights, apply softmax, and we sam-
ple the i-th observation from N (y |µk(xi), exp(2 log σk(x)) with
probability wk(xi). Hence, conditional on GP draws, the function
of interest is a linear mixture. The experts, input-dependent weights,
and the resulting dataset are shown in Figure 2. We generate 1,000
data points according to this procedure and consider an 80%-20%
training-test split, namely, Ntr = 800 and Ntst = 200. We compare
the methods in terms of their mean negative log-predictive density
(NLPD) on test data, averaged over 5 random splits. All models were
implemented in the probabilistic programming language NumPyro
[20], whose NUTS implementation was used for inference. In each
case, 500 samples were drawn from the posterior of each of the four
chains, resulting in a total of J = 2000 samples.

4.1. Performance vs number of experts

In the first experiment, we fix the number of spectral frequencies
to M = 30 and perform inference using each method with varying
the number of experts K. Recall that, while in in BHS and P-BHS,
the experts are pre-trained in a separate initial dataset, in MoGPE
and PoGPE the experts are jointly inferred with the weights. For
the former pair, we further divide the training dataset into two parts,
using the first half to train the K experts, and the second half to train
the stacking models. To train the experts, each expert is randomly
assigned ⌊Ntr

K
⌋ data points, with hyperparameters being selected by

type-II maximum likelihood. Note that this means experts receive
fewer data points as K increases. The results are shown in Figure
3a.

Our results show that using more experts allows for higher flex-
ibility in MoGPE and PoGPE, with performance increasing as K
ranges from 2 to 5. MoGPE and PoGPE perform comparably with
K = 2, with MoGPE gaining advantages as more experts are avail-
able. For the stacking methods, the predictive power decreases as the
number of experts increases. This can be seen as an artifact of how
we trained experts, with a tradeoff between the number of experts
and their quality. The results show that P-BHS outperforms BHS
for all tested values of K, suggesting that stacking with log-linear
pooling may result in better performance. This is likely due to the
property that log-linear pooling with unconstrained weights can ar-
bitrarily adjust the predictive variances. Intuitively, joint learning
(with linear or log-linear pooling) beats stacking in either case.

4.2. Performance vs number of spectral frequencies

Since the quality of the RFF-GP approximation depends on the num-
ber of spectral frequencies M , we compare the performance of each
method for different values of M , with a fixed number of experts
K = 2. The results are shown in Figure 3b. For MoGPE and
PoGPE, as well as the het-RFF-GP, there is a strong benefit to in-
creasing the number of spectral frequencies, with the predictive pdf
improving by nearly an order of magnitude as M ranges from 10 to
50. On the other hand, stacking methods do not benefit much from
increasing the number of spectral frequencies; we expect this to be
because both experts are already quite accurate, making the stacking
GPs rather simple.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The fusion of GP predictions has received significant attention in
the literature, but primarily from the perspective of linear pooling.
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Fig. 3: Results from the experiments described in (a) Section 4.1 and (b) Section 4.2. The NLPD (lower is better) are averaged across test
data; boxes show the median and quartiles of the average across 5 random data splits for each fusion method, with whiskers showing the
minimum and maximum values. In (a), the NLPD of the het-RFF-GP is denoted as a line, as it does not change with K.

In the case of log-linear pooling, there has been a lack of a princi-
pled method for determining input-dependent weights w(x). In this
paper, we cast existing approaches under an inclusive framework
and introduce novel approaches based on log-linear pooling. We
show how the input-dependent weights can be derived in a principled
manner in a Bayesian hierarchical model. Furthermore, we analyze
the empirical performance of each method on a synthetic example.
Future directions of research include additional empirical validation
and mathematical analysis of log-linear fusion with unconstrained
weights.
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