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Abstract

Bayesian optimization is a sample-efficient method for solving expensive, black-box optimiza-
tion problems. Stochastic programming concerns optimization under uncertainty where,
typically, average performance is the quantity of interest. In the first stage of a two-stage
problem, here-and-now decisions must be made in the face of this uncertainty, while in
the second stage, wait-and-see decisions are made after the uncertainty has been resolved.
Many methods in stochastic programming assume that the objective is cheap to evaluate
and linear or convex. In this work, we apply Bayesian optimization to solve non-convex,
two-stage stochastic programs which are expensive to evaluate. We formulate a knowledge-
gradient-based acquisition function to jointly optimize the first- and second-stage variables,
establish a guarantee of asymptotic consistency and provide a computationally efficient ap-
proximation. We demonstrate comparable empirical results to an alternative we formulate
which alternates its focus between the two variable types, and superior empirical results over
the standard, naïve, two-step benchmark. We show that differences in the dimension and
length scales between the variable types can lead to inefficiencies of the two-step algorithm,
while the joint and alternating acquisition functions perform well in all problems tested.
Experiments are conducted on both synthetic and real-world examples.

1 Introduction

Many optimization problems involve decisions that must be made without full information. This uncertainty
can be handled in several ways depending on the risk appetite of the decision maker, ranging from optimizing
for the worst-case outcome, to optimizing for average performance. The Bayesian optimization community
refers to all these approaches as robust optimization problems, however, the wider optimization community
usually reserve the term robust for worst-case optimization. Optimization of the average case is the default
for stochastic programming (Birge & Louveaux, 2011; Shapiro et al., 2021).

The notion of a two-stage decision process was first introduced to stochastic programming by Dantzig (1955),
who considered linear programs. In contrast, we consider non-convex problems, but the setting is otherwise
the same.

We wish to maximize some function h(x, y, u), whose value is dependent on a random variable u representing
the uncertainty in the system. We wish to optimize this in the sense of expected performance, Eu[h(x, y, u)].
In the first stage of the optimization, we choose the here-and-now variables or fixed design, x, before the value
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Figure 1: A contour plot for a non-convex two-stage stochastic optimization problem at three different values
of the fixed design, x. The optimal second-stage decision, y = g(u), is shown by the solid blue line. The aim
is to find the fixed design with the best objective value after taking the expectation over the environmental
variable.

taken by the uncertain variable u is known. In the second stage, we choose the wait-and-see or adjustable
variables, y, which can depend on the value of u. Thus, the aim is to learn an optimal vector x and function
y = g(u) to maximize the expected objective. This is illustrated in Figure 1.

Non-convex, two-stage stochastic programs arise throughout operations research and engineering, including
in the design of wind farms (Chen et al., 2022) and the management of power stations (Phan & Ghosh,
2014). Similar problems are popular in optimal control, specifically in control co-design, where the objective
is to jointly optimize a fixed plant design and a control signal in the presence of a feedback loop. Example
applications include hybrid electric vehicles (Yan et al., 2020; Xun et al., 2022), batteries (Cui & Wang,
2021) and wind turbines (Cui et al., 2021).

In many of these problems, evaluating the objective is expensive. For example, it may require running
time-consuming fluid dynamics or finite element analysis simulations, or be a physical experiment that not
only takes time but consumes costly resources. It therefore pays to put more computational effort into
reducing the number of evaluations required compared with a typical stochastic approximation approach
with numerical gradients (Shapiro et al., 2021, Section 8.2). Bayesian optimization is a sample-efficient,
global optimization technique designed to tackle such problems. A probabilistic model of the objective –
usually a Gaussian process – is maintained, and an acquisition function is used to measure the value of
collecting a sample at a proposed input.

We can naïvely apply Bayesian optimization to solve two-stage stochastic programs, by first optimizing the
wait-and-see control policy y = g(u) for an arbitrary value of the fixed design x, then switching to optimize
the fixed design for the control policy found in the first phase. The two phases could be alternated until
convergence. However, each phase requires a new initial sample, waiting for each step to converge is wasteful
and slow, and the iteration is not guaranteed to converge to the global optimum. There is therefore potential
to improve greatly upon this by jointly optimizing both sets of variables.

In this paper, we formulate the knowledge gradient acquisition function for two-stage stochastic optimization
problems without coupled constraints. We establish asymptotic consistency of the estimators of the maximum
of the expected performance, Eu[h(x∗n, g∗n(u), u)], associated with the fixed design x∗n and control policy
g∗n which would be recommended with this acquisition function after n iterations, under the assumption
that the function h is drawn from a Gaussian process with known mean and covariance function. Further, we
provide a computationally efficient approximation scheme to optimize this acquisition function and present
an alternative algorithm which alternates its focus between the here-and-now and wait-and-see variables,
making fewer approximations. We demonstrate empirically that both of these perform similarly on a suite
of synthetic and real-world problems, with and without observation noise, and significantly outperform the
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standard ‘two-step’ algorithm which alternates between fully optimizing x and fully optimizing y = g(u).
Increasing the dimension of X and Y and decreasing the length scale of h makes different aspects of the
problem harder and we investigate the effect of this on the three algorithms.

1.1 Problem statement

Let X ⊂ Rdx , Y ⊂ Rdy and U ⊂ Rdu denote the spaces of fixed, adjustable and environmental variables
respectively. Let h : X × Y × U → R be an unknown function and suppose that we can make expensive
observations of h at points of our choosing (x, y, u) ∈ X× Y× U, possibly corrupted by Gaussian noise,

v = h(x, y, u) + ε, ε ∼ N (0, σ2). (1)

This paper tackles the problem of finding fixed parameters x ∈ X and a control policy g : U → Y which
maximize the expectation of h over the uncertain environment, u. That is, it solves

arg max
x∈X

g:U→Y

Eu
[
h(x, g(u), u)

]
. (2)

We assume here that the distribution of u is known, say from historical observations, but we make no
assumptions on what form that distribution takes.

Note that the problem can also be phrased in the classical manner as a stochastic bi-level optimization, by
moving the optimization of g inside the expectation,

max
x∈X

Eu
[
h∗(x, u)

]
(3a)

where ∀x ∈ X ∀u ∈ U h∗(x, u) = max
y∈Y

h(x, y, u). (3b)

Any constraints on x and y are assumed part of the definition of X and Y. We do not consider coupled
constraints where the space Y of admissible y depends on x, nor when either of X and Y depend on u.

Throughout this paper, we use an italic font, u, to represent deterministic quantities and a straight font,
u, for random vectors. The exception to this are Greek letters, such as the observation noise ε, and the
Gaussian process, f , to be introduced later.

1.2 Related work

For worst-case robustness, the two-stage problem is known as adjustable robust optimization (Ben-Tal et al.,
2004; Poursoltani & Delage, 2021). Solution methods generally focus on finding explicit functional forms for
the control policy (or ‘decision rule’) and objectives are usually linear. Yanıkoğlu et al. (2019) observe that
the case of nonlinear objectives is under-studied. A highly related concept is that of recoverable robustness
Liebchen et al. (2009), where the aim is to optimize a deterministic objective and find a computationally fea-
sible ‘recovery algorithm’ to modify the solution to ensure that scenario-dependent constraints are satisfied.
The recovery algorithm takes the place of the control policy in adjustable robustness. Again, most solution
methods target linear problems. A third concept is that of distributional robustness, where the objective
is now an expectation over the environmental variables, but the distribution of these variables is not well
understood and the worst case over plausible distributions is considered. Again, the literature tends to focus
on linear problems (Bertsimas et al., 2021).

The problem of control co-design (CCD) is very similar to two-stage stochastic optimization, and tackles non-
convex problems. The role of the uncertain variables u is replaced by a state vector evolving deterministically
according to a difference or differential equation. The search over adjustable variables, y, is replaced with
a search for an optimal control signal as a function of time, which can affect the state evolution. Wauters
et al. (2022) apply Bayesian optimization in the outer loop of a nested optimization scheme to solve the
deterministic CCD problem. Azad & Herber (2023) review different ways of introducing uncertainty into the
CCD problem, the closest of which to the problem tackled in this paper is stochastic in expectation, uncertain
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CCD (SE-UCCD). Azad & Herber (2022) use a nested formulation along with Monte Carlo simulation and
generalized polynomial chaos expansions to solve an SE-UCCD problem. The authors note a nested scheme
is necessary to decouple the optimization of the control variables for different realizations of the uncertainty.

Non-convex, two-stage stochastic optimization problems are a class of uncertain bi-level optimization problem
where the inner and outer objectives are identical. Many more sources of uncertainty are possible in this
setup beyond the uncertainty from u, arising when the first and second level decision makers do not know
how each other will react (Beck et al., 2023). Bayesian optimization with the UCB acquisition function has
been applied to bi-level problems in (Fu et al., 2024), while a surrogate-assisted evolutionary algorithm was
employed in (Sinha & Shaikh, 2022) for bi-level problems.

Salomon (2019) explore non-convex, two-stage optimization problems under uncertainty under the name
active robust optimization. Various risk measures are considered, including expectation, worst-case perfor-
mance, value-at-risk, and target-based. Both single-objective and multi-objective problems are considered,
and evolutionary algorithms are proposed for the multi-objective case.

Finally, we come to Bayesian optimization. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, two-stage stochastic
optimization problems have not yet been tackled with Bayesian optimization. However, the problem is closely
related to both standard stochastic optimization (the first-stage decision) and multi-task optimization (the
second-stage decision).

Robust Bayesian optimization aims to solve maxx∈X Eu[h(x, u)] and has received a lot of attention, with
authors proposing acquisition strategies based on expected improvement Williams et al. (2000); Groot et al.
(2010) and knowledge gradient (Pearce & Branke, 2017; Pearce et al., 2022; Toscano-Palmerin & Frazier,
2022) to name a few. The related problem of robustness to perturbed or noisy inputs has also received
much attention (Nogueira et al., 2016; Beland & Nair, 2017; Oliveira et al., 2019; Fröhlich et al., 2020; Le
& Branke, 2021; 2024), as has the study of other risk measures such as value-at-risk (Cakmak et al., 2020;
Daulton et al., 2022) and mean-variance trade-offs (Qing et al., 2022). Generally, it is assumed that the
distribution of the environmental variables is known, but recent work exists to infer this distribution (Huang
et al., 2024).

In multi-task Bayesian optimization, the goal is to solve a finite set, or continuum of optimization problems,
parameterized by u. This amounts to finding the control policy that optimizes the inner part of Equation (3),
maxg:U→Y Eu[h(g(u), u)] = Eu[maxy∈Y h(y, u)]. Acquisition functions based on entropy (Swersky et al.,
2013), expected improvement (Tesch et al., 2011; Ginsbourger et al., 2014) and knowledge gradient (Pearce
& Branke, 2018; Ding et al., 2022) have been proposed previously.

2 Background

In this section, we introduce the relevant background material from the field of Bayesian optimization for
the case of single-stage, deterministic problems, h : X→ R. These will be generalized to two-stage stochastic
problems in Section 3.

2.1 Gaussian processes

A Gaussian process (GP) on X ⊂ Rd is a collection of random variables (f(x) : x ∈ X) such that for every
finite subset {x1, . . . , xn} ⊂ X, the variables f(x1), . . . , f(xn) are jointly normal. Their mean and covariance
are given by a mean function µ : X → R and a covariance function, or kernel, k : X × X → [0,∞). These
functions completely determine the finite-dimensional distributions of the GP, and we write f ∼ GP(µ, k).

Suppose we have made n noisy observations of the Gaussian process, v1 = f(x1) + ε1, . . . , vn = f(xn) + εn

for independent ε1, . . . , εn ∼ N (0, σ2). Then the posterior distribution of f conditional on these observations
is again a Gaussian process whose mean and covariance functions we shall denote by µn and kn.

When used to model an unknown function, the prior mean and covariance functions of a GP should be
chosen to fit the function being modelled. Popular choices for the covariance function include the squared
exponential kernel and Matérn family of kernels. These are parameterized by a length scale for each dimension
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and an output scale. The mean function is often chosen to be zero or a constant. The length scales, output
scale and constant mean, together with the variance of the observation noise are known as hyperparameters
of the GP. They can be fitted by placing prior distributions on the hyperparameters and using maximum a
posteriori (MAP) estimates. Rasmussen & Williams (2006) provide an excellent introduction to Gaussian
processes for machine learning.

2.2 Bayesian optimization

Bayesian optimization is a technique for efficiently solving expensive, black-box, global optimization prob-
lems, h : X → R. Initially, h is evaluated on a space-filling design such as a scrambled Sobol’ sequence
(Sobol’, 1967) or Latin hypercube (LHC) (McKay et al., 2000). Afterward, additional samples are collected
either one by one or in small batches, focusing on the more promising regions of the input space.

At each step, a Bayesian model is placed on the objective function and an acquisition function, α : X→ R,
is optimized to select the next sample location, xn+1 ∈ X. Typically, it is assumed that X is compact and α
is continuous at all but finitely many locations, so that it has a well-defined maximum in X.

The role of α is to balance exploration of regions of the input space with high uncertainty, and exploitation of
regions already known to contain good values. Most commonly, the Bayesian model consists of a Gaussian
process (GP) prior, along with an observation model with additive Gaussian observation noise such as
Equation (1).

When the evaluation budget is exhausted a recommendation is returned, for which common choices are the
best input evaluated so far (a risk-averse approach) or the maximum of the posterior mean of the GP (a
risk-neutral approach).

Algorithm 1 summarizes the Bayesian optimization algorithm to maximize a function h : X → R using the
knowledge gradient acquisition function. The review papers by Shahriari et al. (2016) and Frazier (2018),
and the book by Garnett (2023) all provide a good introduction to Bayesian optimization.

2.3 Knowledge gradient

A popular acquisition function capable of handling observation noise and partial information is the knowledge
gradient (Frazier et al., 2009; Scott et al., 2011). The grounding principle is that at the end of the data
collection process, the recommended solution will be the maximum of the posterior mean. Write En for
expectation conditional on the n observations made during the optimization, and let µn(x) = En[f(x)] be
the posterior mean of the GP conditional on these observations. The final recommendation is

x∗n = arg max
x∈X

µn(x). (4)

The knowledge gradient acquisition function is then constructed to be one-step Bayes-optimal. That is,
maximizing it corresponds to maximizing En[f(x∗(n+1))], where here the expectation is taken over both
f and the next observation. Let vn+1 = f(xn+1) + εn+1 be the random variable representing the next
observation. The knowledge gradient is given by

αn
KG(x) = Evn+1

[
max
x′∈X

µn+1(x′)
∣∣∣∣xn+1 = x

]
−max

x′∈X
µn(x′). (5)

This is the expected change in the maximum of the posterior mean after making an additional observation
at x.

2.4 Discrete approximation of knowledge gradient

Optimizing the knowledge gradient on line 4 of Algorithm 1 is a non-trivial task Ungredda et al. (2022).

One long-standing method is to replace the search space for the inner optimizations with a finite approx-
imation, Xdisc ⊂ X. Then the outer expectation can either be computed analytically (Frazier et al., 2009,
Algorithm 2) or via a quasi-Monte Carlo approximation, which is the approach taken in this paper.
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Algorithm 1 Bayesian optimization using knowledge gradient
Input: Initial sample size n0, evaluation budget ntot

1: Evaluate h at n0 points, chosen according to a space-filling design
2: for n = n0 to ntot − 1 do
3: Fit hyperparameters of GP prior, f ∼ GP(µ, k), using MAP estimates and all available data
4: Optimize acquisition function, xn+1 ← arg maxx αn

KG(x)
5: Evaluate expensive function, vn+1 ← h(xn+1) + εn+1

6: end for
7: Fit hyperparameters of GP prior, f ∼ GP(µ, k), using MAP estimates and all available data
8: Compute recommendation x∗ntot ← arg maxx µntot(x)

Output: Recommendation, x∗ntot

Write µn+1(x′; x, v) for the posterior mean after n + 1 samples, where the (n + 1)th sample is v and made at
location x. Conditional on the n observations made so far, the (n + 1)th observation, vn+1 = f(x) + εn+1,
is normally distributed, vn+1 |x1, v1, . . . , xn, vn ∼ N (µn(x), kn(x, x) + σ2). Let ṽn+1,1, . . . , ṽn+1,Nv be a
quasi-Monte Carlo sample of vn+1, of size Nv. Then

αn
KG(x) ≈ α̂n

KG(x) = 1
Nv

Nv∑
i=1

max
x′∈Xdisc

µn+1(x′; x, ṽn+1,i)− max
x′∈Xdisc

µn(x′). (6)

Using the reparametrization trick Kingma & Welling (2014); Wilson et al. (2017), we can write this as

vn+1 = µn(x) + z
√

kn(x, x) + σ2 (7)

where z ∼ N (0, 1). Fixing Nv base samples, z̃1, . . . , z̃Nv , of z allows us to differentiate the samples {vn+1,i}i

in Equation (6) by the input x. Therefore, we can optimize the knowledge gradient with a deterministic,
gradient-based optimizer such as multi-start L-BFGS. A Monte Carlo approximation of an expression of the
form Ez[m(x, z)] is known as sample average approximation (SAA) (Shapiro et al., 2021, Section 5.1).

Rather than using independent samples for the base samples, z, we instead use a scrambled Sobol’ sequence
to make Equation (6) a quasi-Monte Carlo approximation. These base samples are randomly regenerated at
each iteration of the Bayesian optimization loop, to avoid over-fitting to any particular set of samples.

3 Knowledge gradient for two-stage problems

We return now to the setting of two-stage stochastic optimization problems, as set out in the problem
statement in Section 1.1.

Expected improvement (Jones et al., 1998) is possibly the most common choice of acquisition function in
Bayesian optimization. It compares the proposed sample location (x, y, u) with the best-tested value so
far. However, in two-stage stochastic programming we are searching for a fixed design x ∈ X and control
policy g : U → Y, which maximizes the quantity f̄(x, g) = Eu[f(x, g(u), u)] as in Equation (2). Expected
improvement does not readily generalize to this problem because we are making evaluations of f rather than
f̄ - a problem of observations giving partial information. This problem also occurs in robust and multi-task
Bayesian optimization, where variants of expected improvement have been proposed (Williams et al., 2000;
Groot et al., 2010; Tesch et al., 2011; Ginsbourger et al., 2014). The knowledge gradient acquisition function
has also been used to tackle problems of partial information in multi-fidelity and multi-objective optimization
and the optimization of function networks (Daulton et al., 2023; Buckingham et al., 2023; Buathong et al.,
2024), and is arguably a simpler way to handle partial information. This is the approach taken in this paper.

Given a Gaussian process (GP) model f ∼ GP(µ, k) of the objective h and its expectation f over a random
u, write µ̄n(x, g) = En[f̄(x, g)] for the posterior mean of f̄ after n observations of f . Then, by analogy with
Equation (4), after n observations we would recommend a fixed design and control strategy given by

x∗n, g∗n = arg max
x∈X

g:U→Y

µ̄n(x, g). (8)
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Writing x̃ = (x, y, u) for brevity, the equivalent of Equation (5) gives what we call the joint knowledge
gradient (jKG),

αn
jKG(x̃) = Evn+1

[
max
x′∈X

g′:U→Y

µ̄n+1(x′, g′)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Maximum of posterior mean
after next observation, vn+1

∣∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x̃

]
− max

x′∈X
g′:U→Y

µ̄n(x′, g′)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Current maximum of posterior

mean (constant wrt x̃)

(9)

where now vn+1 = f(xn+1, yn+1, un+1) + εn+1 is the next observation (a random variable).

As has been pointed out in previous works, the second term here is constant and can be neglected when
optimizing the knowledge gradient. However, as proved in Lemma 3.1, αn

jKG is non-negative, which can be
used to improve the choice of initial locations when optimizing it. Therefore, in our experiments, we do not
neglect the constant second term.
Lemma 3.1. The joint knowledge gradient is non-negative,

∀ x̃ ∈ X× Y× U αn
jKG(x̃) ≥ 0.

This result is proved in Proposition A.4 in Appendix A.

3.1 Asymptotic consistency of the recommendations as estimators of the supremum

It is desirable to know that when using the joint knowledge gradient as an acquisition function, the value,
h(x∗n, g∗n) = Eu[h(x∗n, g∗n(u), u)], of the solution recommended after n samples converges to the true
maximum, h(x∗, g∗) = Eu[h(x∗, g∗(u), u)], as the number of samples tends to infinity. Bect et al. (2019)
established almost sure convergence with knowledge gradient in the vanilla Bayesian optimization case as-
suming that the hyperparameters of the Gaussian process surrogate model remain fixed. With the same
assumption on the hyperparameters, Toscano-Palmerin & Frazier (2022) showed convergence of the ex-
pected values in the risk-neutral, single-stage, stochastic setting if the environmental variable space, U, is
finite. The following consistency result extends that found in (Bect et al., 2019) to the case of two-stage
stochastic optimization.
Theorem 3.2. Suppose that the objective, h, is a sample from a Gaussian process on X× Y× U, and that
X,Y,U are compact subsets of Rdx ,Rdy ,Rdu , respectively. Assume further that the surrogate f ∼ GP(µ, k)
has the same hyperparameters as h so that we may identify f = h. Then, viewing the recommendations x∗n

and g∗n as random elements depending on the initial sample, the observation noise, and the function f , we
have

f(x∗n, g∗n)→ sup
x∈X

g:U→Y

f(x, g) as n→∞

almost surely and in mean.

The proof of this theorem can be found in Appendix A and is based on the work by Bect et al. (2019)
and Buckingham et al. (2023). It begins by showing that the joint knowledge gradient converges almost
surely, uniformly to zero. Further, the posterior mean and covariance of f are shown to converge uniformly
to continuous limits by observing that the posterior mean and covariance of f are martingales in Banach
spaces. These two facts are combined to show that the uniform limit, µ∞, of the posterior means, µn, has
sample paths which are almost surely equal to the sample paths of f (up to a constant). Whence, convergence
of the values of the recommendations can be established.

3.2 Bi-level formulation

Performing optimizations over a function space is a daunting task. By making use of the bi-level formulation
introduced in Equation (3), we obtain more tractable expressions. Indeed, by exchanging the order of Evn+1
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and Eu, and moving the maximization over g inside the expectation over u in Equation (8), we obtain

x∗n ∈ arg max
x∈X

Eu

[
max
y∈Y

µn(x, y, u)
]
, (10a)

∀u ∈ U g∗n(u) ∈ arg max
y∈Y

µn(x∗n, y, u), (10b)

where µn(x, y, u) = En[f(x, y, u)] is the posterior mean of the Gaussian process model.

Performing the same manipulation to Equation (9) gives

αn
jKG(x̃) = Evn+1

[
max
x′∈X

Eu′

[
max
y′∈Y

µn+1(x′, y′, u′)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Maximum of posterior mean
after next observation, vn+1

∣∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x̃

]
−max

x′∈X
Eu′

[
max
y′∈Y

µn(x′, y′, u′)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Current maximum of posterior

mean (constant wrt x̃)

. (11)

3.3 Efficient computation and optimization

Running a nested optimization is computationally expensive and slow. Instead, we propose a computational
strategy based on successive discretization and quasi-Monte Carlo (qMC) approximation similar to that in
Section 2.4. Specifically, we take discrete approximations Xdisc and Ydisc in the inner maximizations over X
and Y, and qMC approximations UMC and VMC for the expectations over u′ ∈ U and vn+1 = f(x̃)+εn+1 ∈ R.
The samples of vn+1 are taken conditional on the n observations made so far. In order to be able to
differentiate the samples v ∈ VMC by the proposed next query location x̃, we use the reparametrization
trick as described in Equation (7) to write each v = v(x̃, z) as a function of x̃ and a corresponding base
sample z ∈ Vbase

MC , where Vbase
MC is a Sobol’ qMC approximation of a standard normal variable. Analogously

to Equation (6), write µn+1(x′, y′, u′; x̃, v(x̃, z)) for the posterior mean of f(x′, y′, u′) after n + 1 samples,
where the (n + 1)th sample is v(x̃, z) and made at location x̃. Then, writing Nv = |VMC| = |Vbase

MC | and
Nu = |UMC| for the sizes of the qMC approximation sets, this gives

αn
jKG(x̃) ≈ α̂n

jKG(x̃) = 1
Nv

∑
z∈Vbase

MC

max
x′∈Xdisc

1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

max
y′∈Ydisc

µn+1(x′, y′, u′; x̃, v(x̃, z))

− max
x′∈Xdisc

1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

max
y′∈Ydisc

µn(x′, y′, u′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
constant wrt x̃

. (12)

As written, this is a SAA over both the environmental variable u and the base samples for the next observation
vn+1. It is differentiable by the proposed query location x̃ and thus we can optimize αn

jKG(x̃) using a gradient-
based optimizer such as multi-start L-BFGS-B.

In order to speed up optimization of the acquisition function, it is important to cache some covariances that
are not cached by default in GPyTorch at the time of writing. See Appendix B for details on the caching
and Appendix C for a description of the choice of starts for the multi-start L-BFGS-B.

The discretizations Xdisc and Ydisc, and qMC approximations UMC and Vbase
MC are chosen randomly and

independently at each iteration to avoid over-fitting to a particular discretization. Samples from a random
Latin hypercube (LHC) are used for Xdisc and Ydisc, while samples of a scrambled Sobol’ sequence are used
for UMC and Vbase

MC .

When the evaluation budget is exhausted, a final recommendation must be given. This is computed by
generating a further Sobol’ sample UMC,rec and optimizing

x∗n ≈ x̂∗n ∈ arg max
x∈X

∑
u∈UMC,rec

max
y∈Y

µn(x, y, u). (13)

The optimal control policy is the function g∗n(u) ≈ ĝ∗n(u) ∈ arg maxy µn(x̂∗n, y, u). The optimization of
x̂∗n is done with multi-start L-BFGS-B in a fashion similar to the one-shot knowledge gradient (Balandat
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et al., 2020), while the optimization within ĝ∗ is done using single-start L-BFGS-B. Care must be taken
over the choice of starts for the optimization of x̂∗n since many local optima exist in the landscape. See
Appendix D for full details.

Algorithm 2 shows the full Bayesian optimization loop for the joint knowledge gradient acquisition function.
Hyperparameters are fitted at each step using maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimates with the exception
of the prior mean, which is fitted only on the first iteration to avoid any bias from collecting samples near
the optimum. Further details are given in Appendix E.3.

Algorithm 2 Bayesian optimization for two-stage stochastic programs using the joint knowledge gradient
Input: Initial sample size n0, evaluation budget ntot, discretization sizes Nx and Ny, qMC sample sizes Nu,

Nv and Nu,rec (powers of two)
1: Evaluate h at n0 points, chosen according to a scrambled Sobol’ sequence on X× Y× U
2: for n = n0 to ntot − 1 do
3: Fit hyperparameters of GP prior, f ∼ GP(µ, k), as described in the text
4: Generate Xdisc ← LHC(Nx), Ydisc ← LHC(Ny), UMC ← Sobol(Nu), Vbase

MC ← Sobol(Nv)
5: xn+1, yn+1, un+1 ← arg maxx,y,u α̂n

jKG(x, y, u; Xdisc,Ydisc,UMC,Vbase
MC )

6: Evaluate h(xn+1, yn+1, un+1) (expensive)
7: end for
8: Fit hyperparameters of GP prior, f ∼ GP(µ, k), using MAP estimates
9: Generate UMC,rec ← Sobol(Nu,rec)

10: Optimize x∗ntot ∈ arg maxx
1

Nu,rec

∑
u∈UMC,rec

maxy µntot(x, y, u)
11: Let g∗ntot : U→ Y given by g∗ntot(u) ∈ arg maxy µntot(x∗ntot , y, u)
Output: x∗ntot , g∗ntot

3.4 An alternative, alternating policy

The optimization of the joint knowledge gradient policy requires several layers of approximation. Previous
works on robust (Pearce & Branke, 2017; Toscano-Palmerin & Frazier, 2022) and multi-task (Pearce &
Branke, 2018) knowledge gradient which have used a discrete approximation for the inner maximization
have avoided the need for the quasi-Monte Carlo (qMC) approximation of the expectation over the next
observation. The tricks used cannot be extended to our formulation of the joint KG acquisition function.
However, we can implement it in an alternating strategy switching between a pair of acquisition functions
that aim to improve the fixed design, x, and adjustable variables, y, separately. Both acquisition functions
use a GP model of the objective as a function of the whole space X × Y × U, and rely on the knowledge
gradient principle. Algorithm 3 outlines the algorithm, and the two acquisition functions are explained in
detail in the following two sections.

3.4.1 Improving the fixed design

The acquisition function designed to improve the fixed design asks ‘if we must choose the control policy g
now but can make one more observation before choosing the fixed design x, how much will the next sample
improve the maximum of the posterior mean, in expectation?’. While this is a less natural question than the
one that motivates the joint strategy, it effectively reduces our problem to a standard stochastic optimization
problem, for which we can apply similar techniques to existing robust knowledge gradient formulations using
discretizations (Pearce & Branke, 2017; Toscano-Palmerin & Frazier, 2022). Note that when we recommend
the final solution, we still use Equation (10), making use of all information available.

Recall the definitions of the recommendations x∗n, g∗n in Equation (10). The acquisition function is obtained
from Equation (9) and Equation (11) by replacing the maximizations over g′ with g∗n – the optimal policy
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Algorithm 3 Bayesian optimization for two-stage stochastic programs using the alternating knowledge
gradient
Input: Initial sample size n0, evaluation budget ntot, discretization sizes Nx and Ny, qMC sample sizes Nu

and Nu,rec (powers of two)
1: Evaluate h at n0 points, chosen according to a scrambled Sobol’ sequence on X× Y× U
2: for n = n0 to ntot − 1 do
3: Fit hyperparameters of GP prior, f ∼ GP(µ, k), as described in Appendix E.3
4: Generate Xdisc ← LHC(Nx), Ydisc ← LHC(Ny), UMC ← Sobol(Nu)
5: if n even then
6: xn+1, yn+1, un+1 ← arg maxx,y,u α̂n

aKG-fix(x, y, u; Xdisc,Ydisc,UMC)
7: else
8: xn+1, yn+1, un+1 ← arg maxx,y,u α̂n

aKG-adj(x, y, u; Xdisc,Ydisc,UMC)
9: end if

10: Evaluate h(xn+1, yn+1, un+1) (expensive)
11: end for
12: Fit hyperparameters of GP prior, f ∼ GP(µ, k), using MAP estimates
13: Generate UMC,rec ← Sobol(Nu,rec)
14: Optimize x∗ntot ∈ arg maxx

1
Nu,rec

∑
u∈UMC,rec

maxy µntot(x, y, u)
15: Let g∗ntot : U→ Y given by g∗ntot(u) ∈ arg maxy µntot(x∗ntot , y, u)
Output: x∗ntot , g∗ntot

before the next observation,

αn
aKG-fix(x̃) = Evn+1

[
max
x′∈X

µ̄n+1(x′, g∗n)
∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x̃

]
−max

x′∈X
µ̄n(x′, g∗n) (14a)

= Evn+1

[
max
x′∈X

Eu′

[
µn+1(x′, g∗n(u′), u′)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Maximum of posterior mean
after next observation, vn+1,

if we can only change x′

∣∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x̃

]
− max

x′∈X
Eu′

[
µn(x′, g∗n(u′), u′)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
Current maximum of posterior mean

(constant wrt x̃)

. (14b)

This is approximated by

x̂∗n ∈ arg max
x′∈Xdisc

1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

max
y′∈Ydisc

µn(x′, y′, u′), (15a)

∀u′ ∈ UMC ĝ∗n(u′) ∈ arg max
y′∈Ydisc

µn(x̂∗n, y′, u′), (15b)

α̂n
aKG-fix(x̃) = Evn+1

[
max

x′∈Xdisc

1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

µn+1(x′, ĝ∗n(u′), u′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Varies linearly with vn+1

∣∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x

]

− 1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

µn(x′, ĝ∗n(u′), u′).

(15c)

We observe that the posterior mean µn+1(·) varies linearly with vn+1 in Equation (15c). Therefore, the
expectation over vn+1 can be computed exactly using Algorithm 2 in (Frazier et al., 2009), see (Pearce &
Branke, 2017; Toscano-Palmerin & Frazier, 2022). The resulting expression is deterministic and differentiable
with respect to x̃, so can be optimized using a gradient-based optimizer such as multi-start L-BFGS-B.

3.4.2 Improving the adjustable variables

Complementing this, the acquisition function designed to improve the adjustable variables asks the question
‘if we must choose the fixed design x now but can make one more observation before before choosing the

10



control policy g, how much will the next sample improve the maximum of the posterior mean, in expectation?’.
By pretending that the fixed design x cannot be changed, the problem is reduced to a multi-task optimization
problem and we can apply the multi-task knowledge gradient strategy proposed in (Pearce & Branke, 2018).

The acquisition function is obtained from Equation (9) and Equation (11) by replacing the maximizations
over x′ with x∗n from Equation (10a),

αn
aKG-adj(x̃) = Evn+1

[
max

g′:U→Y
µ̄n+1(x∗n, g′)

∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x̃

]
− max

g′:U→Y
µ̄n(x∗n, g′)

]
(16a)

= Evn+1

[
Eu′

[
max
y′∈Y

µn+1(x∗n, y′, u′)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Maximum of posterior mean
after next observation, vn+1,

if we can only change y′

∣∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x̃

]
− Eu′

[
max
y′∈Y

µn(x∗n, y′, u′)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Current maximum of posterior
mean (constant wrt x,y and u)

. (16b)

It is approximated by

α̂n
aKG-adj(x̃) = 1

Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

Evn+1

[
max

y′∈Ydisc
µn+1(x̂∗n, y′, u′)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Varies linearly with vn+1

∣∣∣∣∣ x̃n+1 = x̃

]

− 1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

max
y′∈Ydisc

µn(x̂∗n, y′, u′) (17)

where x̂∗n is given by Equation (15a). Again, the expectation over vn+1 can be computed exactly, the result
is differentiable with respect to x̃, and the acquisition function can be optimized using a gradient-based
optimizer such as multi-start L-BFGS-B.

3.5 The two-step incumbent method

In the absence of co-design, the fixed design x and controller g must be designed separately. That is,
engineers must alternate between the following two steps:

1. Fix the fixed design, x, and optimize the control strategy, g;

2. Fix the control strategy, g, and optimize the fixed design, x.

This is inefficient because it cannot be known up-front for how long to optimize each part of the design. For
this reason, we consider a benchmark algorithm that only executes each step once and consider that future
iterations of the steps would happen beyond the evaluation budget considered.

As in the previous sections, we employ the knowledge gradient acquisition function. In the first step,
an xstep-1 ∈ X is chosen, the restriction of h to {xstep-1} × Y × U is modeled using a Gaussian process,
fstep-1 : Y×U→ R, and the knowledge gradient is maximized to select the y and u for the next observation.
At the end of the first step, an optimal policy g∗ntot,1 is extracted. In the second step, the restriction of h
to {(x, y, u) ∈ X × Y × U : y = g∗n(u)} is modeled with a Gaussian process, fstep-2 : X × U → R, and the
knowledge gradient is maximized to select the x and u for the next observation. At the end of the second
step, an optimal fixed design x∗ntot,2 is extracted.

The two acquisition functions are

αn
2sKG-1(y, u) = Evn+1

step-1

[
Eu′

[
max
y′∈Y

µn+1
step-1(y′, u′)

] ∣∣∣∣∣ (yn+1
step-1, un+1

step-1) = (y, u)
]
− Eu′

[
max
y′∈Y

µn
step-1(y′, u′)

]
,

(18a)

αn
2sKG-2(x, u) = Evn+1

step-2

[
max
x′∈X

Eu′
[
µn+1

step-2(x′, u′)
] ∣∣∣∣∣ (xn+1

step-2, un+1
step-2) = (x, u)

]
−max

x′∈X
Eu′
[
µn

step-2(x′, u′)
]
.

(18b)
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Here, the hypothesized next observation is vn+1
step-1 = fstep-1(yn+1

step-1, un+1
step-1) + εn+1

step-1 in step one and vn+1
step-2 =

fstep-2(xn+1
step-2, un+1

step-2) + εn+1
step-2 in step two, where εn+1

step-1, εn+1
step-2 ∼ N (0, σ2) represent observation noise.

These are approximated similarly to the alternating algorithm from Section 3.4.

α̂n
2sKG-1(y, u) = 1

Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

Evn+1
step-1

[
max

y′∈Ydisc
µn+1

step-1(y′, u′)

∣∣∣∣∣ (yn+1
step-1, un+1

step-1) = (y, u)
]

− 1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

max
y′∈Ydisc

µn
step-1(y′, u′),

(19a)

α̂n
2sKG-2(x, u) = Evn+1

step-2

[
max

x′∈Xdisc

1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

µn+1
step-2(x′, u′)

∣∣∣∣∣ (xn+1
step-2, un+1

step-2) = (x, u)
]

− max
x′,∈Xdisc

1
Nu

∑
u′∈UMC

µn
step-2(x′, u′).

(19b)

As with the alternating algorithm, the expectations over vn+1
step-1 and vn+1

step-2 can be computed exactly using
Algorithm 2 in (Frazier et al., 2009), the result is deterministic and differentiable, and can be optimized
using a gradient-based optimizer such as multi-start L-BFGS-B.

4 Experiments

To demonstrate the value of jointly optimizing the fixed design and adjustable variables, experiments are run
on a variety of synthetic and real-world examples. Using the synthetic test problems sampled from Gaussian
processes we avoid any issues due to model mismatch, investigate the effects of dimension and length scales,
and demonstrate the ability of the algorithms to cope with observation noise. The example of optical table
design shows that the joint and alternating knowledge gradient remain superior algorithms in real-world
optimization landscapes.

In all experiments, the initial sample is a scrambled Sobol’ sequence, whose size depends on the problem
dimension and is detailed separately in Sections 4.2 and 4.3.

The main algorithm in this paper, presented in Equation (12), jointly optimizes the fixed design x and control
strategy g and we refer to it as joint KG (jKG). We refer to the alternating alternative from Section 3.4 as
alternating KG (aKG) and the two-step incumbent from Section 3.5 as two-step KG (2sKG). In addition to
comparing the three knowledge gradient algorithms, we also compare with a joint and a two-step random
sampling policy, which we call joint RS (jRS) and two-step RS (2sRS) respectively. These policies use the
same models and recommendation procedures as the joint and two-step knowledge gradient but recommend
samples according to a scrambled Sobol’ sequence.

4.1 Performance Metric

We measure performance using simple regret, also known as opportunity cost, which is the expected difference
in the value of the solution we would recommend after n samples and the best possible value for that problem.
As in previous sections, we write x∗ and g∗ for the optimal fixed design and control policy, and x∗n and g∗n

for the recommendations after step n. The recommendations x∗n and g∗n depend on the initial data and
the observation noise, and so are random. The simple regret is given by

rn = Eu[h(x∗, g∗(u), u)]− Ex∗n,g∗n

[
Eu[h(x∗n, g∗n(u), u]

]
. (20)

For synthetic functions sampled from a GP, we take expectation over the test problem as well and call the
result expected simple regret, Eh[rn].

We estimate the simple regret by repeating experiments M = 100 times with different random seeds and
taking the mean. We use a scrambled Sobol’ sample of size Nu,rec = 128 for the quasi-Monte Carlo approx-
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Algorithm 4 Bayesian optimization for two-stage stochastic programs using a two-step knowledge gradient
Input: Initial sample sizes n1, n2 for each step, evaluation budget ntot,1, ntot,2 for each step, discretization

sizes Nx and Ny, qMC sample sizes Nu and Nu,rec

1: // Step one (fix x and optimize g)
2: Choose xstep-1 ∈ X
3: Evaluate h at n1 points, chosen by combining xstep-1 with a scrambled Sobol’ sequence on Y× U
4: for n = n1 to ntot,1 do
5: Fit MAP hyperparameters of GP prior, fstep-1 ∼ GP, on functions Y × U → R as described in

Appendix E.3
6: Generate Ydisc ← LHC(Ny), UMC ← Sobol(Nu)
7: yn+1

step-1, un+1
step-1 ← arg maxy,u αn

2sKG-1(y, u; Ydisc,UMC)
8: Evaluate h(xstep-1, yn+1

step-1, un+1
step-1) (expensive)

9: end for
10: Fit MAP hyperparameters of GP prior, fstep-1 ∼ GP, on functions Y × U → R as described in Ap-

pendix E.3
11: Let g∗ntot,1 : U→ Y given by g∗ntot,1(u) ∈ arg maxy µ

ntot,1
step-1(y, u)

12: // Step two (fix g and optimize x)
13: Evaluate h at n2 points, chosen using scrambled Sobol’ sequence on X×U augmented by y-values given

by g∗ntot,1(·)
14: for n = n2 to ntot,2 do
15: Fit MAP hyperparameters of GP prior, fstep-2 ∼ GP, on functions X × U → R as described in

Appendix E.3
16: Generate Xdisc ← LHC(Nx), UMC ← Sobol(Nu)
17: xn+1

step-2, un+1
step-2 ← arg maxx,u αn

2sKG-2(x, u; Xdisc,UMC)
18: Evaluate h

(
xn+1

step-2, g∗ntot,1(un+1
step-2), un+1

step-2
)

(expensive)
19: end for
20: Fit MAP hyperparameters of GP prior, fstep-2 ∼ GP, on functions X × U → R as described in Ap-

pendix E.3
21: Generate UMC,rec ← Sobol(Nu,rec)
22: Optimize x∗ntot,2 ∈ arg maxx

1
Nu,rec

∑
u∈UMC,rec

µ
ntot,2
step-2(x, u)

Output: x∗ntot,2 , g∗ntot,1
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imation over u. Writing x∗n,i, g∗n,i for the recommendations in the ith experiment after n data points have
been collected, and u1, . . . , uNu,rec for the qMC sample of u, the approximate simple regret is

rn ≈ r̂n = 1
MNu,rec

M∑
i=1

Nu,rec∑
j=1

(
h(x∗n,i, g∗n,i(uj), uj)− h(x∗, g∗(uj), uj)

)
. (21)

For the synthetic functions sampled from a GP, each of the M experiments is run with a different sample hi

from the test problem GP.

In the results that follow, we plot this estimate as a function of n for each algorithm, along with a 95%
confidence interval calculated as two standard errors on either side of the mean.

4.2 Synthetic examples: random GP samples

The synthetic examples are generated by sampling a Gaussian process (GP). By using GP samples, we
remove model-mismatch problems from the picture, such as landscapes with heterogeneous length scales.
For each family of problems, characterized by dimension and length scale, 100 different test problems are
generated by taking 100 independent samples of the GP. The samples are generated by randomly sampling
the weights and basis vectors for 1024 random Fourier features as in (Rahimi & Recht, 2007), using the
implementation in BoTorch (Balandat et al., 2020).

Figure 2 shows results for test problems generated from six-dimensional GPs, with different distributions
of the dimensions between the variable types. Joint KG and alternating KG perform well in all cases,
with the joint version marginally outperforming the alternating one in some places and both significantly
outperforming the random and two-step benchmarks.

The two-step KG performs at its best when the higher dimensionality is in the adjustable variable space.
This is because it optimizes the adjustable variables first, which is the harder part of the problem. It makes
almost no improvements in the first step when the higher dimensionality is in the fixed design space.

We see a similar pattern when examining problems of different length scales. Figure 3 shows results for
test problems generated from three-dimensional GPs – an (x, y, u)-dimension of (1, 1, 1) – where one of the
variables has a short length scale and the other two have a very long length scale. Again, the joint and
alternating KG variants are consistently the best. The two-step algorithms are particularly poor when the
short length scale is in the x-dimension, since the fixed design is not optimized until the second step.

One motivation for using knowledge gradient is that it naturally handles observation noise. Figure 4 shows
results for GP generated test problems of (x, y, u)-dimension (2, 2, 2) with additive Gaussian observation
noise. It confirms that the algorithms are not adversely affected by the inclusion of observation noise and that
joint and alternating KG continue to significantly outperform the Sobol’ and two-step benchmark algorithms.

4.3 Real world example: design of an optical table

The optimization landscapes found in real-world problems are typically unlikely to be seen as samples from
a stationary GP. To confirm that the joint and alternating KG continue to be the best performers in the
presence of model-mismatch, we consider the design of an optical table. This example is a simplification of
the example in (Salomon, 2019). An optical table is used in optics experiments to reduce the amplitude of
vibrations propagated from the environment to the equipment.

We model the table as a rectangle of mass m1 = 200kg, supported symmetrically by four springs with spring
constant k – one at each corner of the table. A damper with adjustable coefficient c is located centrally, and
the equipment of mass m2 = 20kg is placed with its center of mass in the center. It is assumed that the
equipment is symmetric so that rotational vibration can be neglected. The floor is modeled to vibrate with
simple harmonic motion at uncertain frequency ω. Figure 5a contains a diagram of the set-up.

The system satisfies an ordinary differential equation, and it can be shown (see Appendix E.2) that the
steady-state solution is another simple harmonic motion with the same frequency but a different amplitude
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Figure 2: Evolution of the expected simple regret for GP sampled problems of different dimensions, with
gray shading showing the evaluations attributed to the initial design. Note that the joint and alternating
algorithms only use the first initial design phase, while the two-step algorithms use both. Joint KG and
alternating KG perform well in all cases, with joint KG approaching zero regret slightly faster than alternating
KG. Both algorithms outperform the two-step and random sampling benchmark algorithms. The two-step
algorithms do particularly badly when the (x, y, u)-dimension is (4, 1, 1) since the first step only optimizes
the adjustable variables while the bulk of the optimization problem is in the fixed design space.
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Figure 3: Evolution of the expected simple regret for GP sampled problems of different length scales, with
gray shading showing the evaluations attributed to the initial design. Note that the joint and alternating
algorithms only use the first initial design phase, while the two-step algorithms use both. Joint KG and
alternating KG are consistently the best performers, and the two-step algorithms perform particularly poorly
when the short length scale is in the x-dimension.

Figure 4: Evolution of the expected simple regret for GP sampled problems with additive Gaussian observa-
tion noise of standard deviation σ = 2. The problems have (x, y, u)-dimension (2, 2, 2) and come from the
same distribution as those which appear in Figure 2. Gray shading shows the evaluations attributed to the
initial design. Note that the joint and alternating algorithms only use the first initial design phase, while
the two-step algorithms use both. While the performance of all algorithms gets worse with increased levels
of observation noise, the joint and alternating KG continue to outperform the Sobol’ sequence and two-step
benchmarks.
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and phase. The objective is to minimize the ratio of the amplitudes of the vibrations of the table and the
floor.

For the stochastic optimization problem, the spring constants k are taken as the fixed design, the vibration
frequency of the floor, ω, is the uncertain environmental variable, and the damping coefficient, c, is the
adjustable variable. For the GP modeling, we approximate the negative logarithm of the amplitude ratio,
− log10(B/A), in place of the amplitude ratio as a function of k, c and log10(ω).

Figure 5b shows that joint KG and alternating KG approach zero much faster than the Sobol’ and two-step
algorithms. The two-step KG is initially the fastest decreasing because, in the first step, it is solving the
simpler problem of finding the best damping coefficient, c, for a fixed spring constant, k. However, because
it is not known a priori for how long to run each step, and because a new set of initial samples must be
collected each time the algorithm switches steps, it cannot maintain this fast convergence rate.

While this problem is simple enough to have an analytic solution, it is illustrative of more complicated
problems which lack symmetry and perfect components and thus where time-consuming physical experiments
are to be run in the lab.

(a) Schematic diagram (b) Simple regret

Figure 5: Schematic diagram and evolution of the simple regret for the optical table experiment. The joint
and alternating KG algorithms are the fastest to converge to zero regret.

4.4 The cost of optimizing the acquisition function

It is important that the time required to optimize the acquisition function is negligible compared with the
time or cost required to evaluate the expensive objective. As an example, on a (2,2,2)-dimensional test
problem, running with 6 CPU cores on an Intel Xeon Platinum 826 2.9GHz processor it took an average of
just 21 seconds to optimize the joint KG acquisition function.

Figure 6 shows the mean wall clock time for a single optimization of the acquisition function for each of
the three knowledge gradient variants on the (2,2,2)-dimensional GP test problems. The alternating and
two-step KG algorithms each involve two acquisition functions, and the figure shows the average of the time
required to optimize each one.

Thanks to the Monte-Carlo approximation of the outer expectation in Equation (12), the joint KG algorithm
is immediately parallelized when implemented in PyTorch. However, the exact expectation in the alternating
(Equation (17) and Equation (15c)) and two-step KG (Equation (19)) require more work to be parallelized,
which is beyond the scope of this paper.

Therefore, the timings in Figure 6 use 6 CPUs for the joint KG, but only 2 CPUs for the alternating and
two-step KG since the implementations of the latter mean a larger number of CPUs do not improve the
timings.
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Figure 6: Mean wall times required to optimize the acquisition functions on the (2,2,2)-dimensional GP
sampled test problems without observation noise. The joint KG is optimized using 6 CPU cores, while the
remaining algorithms were given just 2 CPU cores because their implementation means they attain poor
cluster utilization on higher numbers of cores.

5 Discussion

The results in Section 4 show the importance of jointly optimizing the fixed design and control strategy
for the adjustable variables. The joint knowledge gradient is conceptually appealing and computationally
feasible, while the alternating knowledge gradient provides a natural alternative and demonstrates that the
Monte Carlo approximation of the expectation over the hypothesized next observation does not adversely
affect the results. It is critically important in Bayesian optimization that optimizing the acquisition function
is significantly cheaper than evaluating the expensive objective, h. The joint and alternating knowledge
gradient algorithms are both applicable to settings where the expensive function takes several minutes or
more to evaluate. If further efficiencies were required, then the computational strategy for the joint knowledge
gradient would also be naturally suitable for running on a GPU.

There are many possible future research directions. Stochastic programming typically involves explicit
constraints, and while the algorithm can support optimizing over constrained spaces X and Y, it would be
interesting to extend it to handle black-box constraints as in (Ungredda & Branke, 2024). Similarly, the
algorithms could be extended to cover standard problems in stochastic programming such as multi-stage
decisions and different risk measures such as value-at-risk.

Finally, another limitation of the algorithm is its extensibility to higher dimensions. For example, in the
wind farm layout problem, there are typically hundreds of wind turbines leading to hundreds of parameters.
High-dimensional Bayesian optimization is an active area of research (Binois & Wycoff, 2022) and recent
ideas such as local search methods could be incorporated to tackle higher-dimensional two-stage stochastic
programs.
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Appendix

A Theoretical Results

In this section, we establish the asymptotic consistency of the value associated with the recommendations
of the joint knowledge gradient acquisition function presented in Section 3 when viewed as an estimator for
supx,g h(x, g). This was stated in the main text as Theorem 3.2.
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Theorem 3.2. Suppose that the objective, h, is a sample from a Gaussian process on X× Y× U, and that
X,Y,U are compact subsets of Rdx ,Rdy ,Rdu , respectively. Assume further that the surrogate f ∼ GP(µ, k)
has the same hyperparameters as h so that we may identify f = h. Then, viewing the recommendations x∗n

and g∗n as random elements depending on the initial sample, the observation noise, and the function f , we
have

f(x∗n, g∗n)→ sup
x∈X

g:U→Y

f(x, g) as n→∞

almost surely and in mean.

As noted in Section 3.1, rather than proving consistency for a specific objective function h, we instead prove
it almost surely and in mean when h is a draw from a Gaussian process with the same distribution as the
surrogate model f . Therefore, to simplify notation, we identify h = f .

We also assume that the hyperparameters of the distribution of f remain fixed throughout the optimization,
and are not refitted every iteration as described in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2. This is the standard
assumption in existing proofs of the asymptotic consistency of knowledge gradient acquisition functions
(Bect et al., 2019; Toscano-Palmerin & Frazier, 2022; Buckingham et al., 2023). However, it is important to
note that it is likely that the equivalent theorem does not hold when the hyperparameters are fitted after
each new observation. Indeed, Bull (2011) show that for standard GP priors with parameters sequentially re-
estimated from the data, there exist smooth objectives f on which Bayesian Optimization using the expected
improvement acquisition function does not converge. Therefore, for the case of hyperparameters estimated
from the data, we rely on experimental evidence that this does not happen in practice.

The proof of consistency is based on the work by (Bect et al., 2019) and (Buckingham et al., 2023), but
avoids the use of random measures which is found in (Bect et al., 2019). It begins by showing that the joint
knowledge gradient converges almost surely, uniformly to zero in Theorem A.10. Further, the posterior mean
and covariance of f are shown to converge uniformly to continuous limits in Proposition A.12 by observing
that the posterior mean and covariance of f are martingales in Banach spaces. These two facts are combined
to show in Proposition A.16 that the uniform limit, µ∞, of the posterior means of f has sample paths which
are almost surely equal to the sample paths of f (up to a constant). Whence, convergence of the values of
the recommendations can be established in Theorem A.17.

A.1 Notation, statistical model and assumptions

We assume that the spaces X ⊂ Rdx , Y ⊂ Rdy and U ⊂ Rdu are compact and that the objective f ∼ GP(µ, k)
is a Gaussian process with index set X̃ = X × Y × U defined on a probability space (Ω,F ,P). We further
assume that the prior mean function, µ, and covariance function, k, are continuous, and that there exists
a version of f with continuous sample paths. A sufficient condition for this is that the mean function µ is
continuous and that the kernel satisfies (Adler & Taylor, 2009, Theorem 1.4.1)

∃ 0 < c <∞ and ∃ β, δ > 0 such that ∀ x̃, x̃′ ∈ X̃ with ∥x̃− x̃′∥2 < δ,

E[|f(x̃)− f(x̃′)|2] = k(x̃, x̃) + k(x̃′, x̃′)− 2k(x̃, x̃′) ≤ c∣∣log ∥x̃− x̃′∥2
∣∣1+β

. (22)

As in the main text, let x̃1, x̃2, · · · ∈ X̃ denote the (data dependent) design points with x̃n = (xn, yn, un)
for each n. The first n0 of these are selected according to a (possibly random) initial design such as a
Latin Hypercube or scrambled Sobol’ sequence, and the remainder are selected sequentially based on the
observations made up to that point. Let v1, v2, · · · ∈ R be the corresponding (noisy) observations given by

∀n = 1, 2, . . . vn = f(xn, yn, un) + εn where ∀n εn ∼ N (0, σ2) i.i.d, (23)

where the ε1, ε2, . . . are also independent of f . This is Equation (1) from the main text, restated here for
convenience. Note that now we view the design points x̃1, x̃2 as random vectors, since they depend on
the random initial design and on the observation noise. For each n, let Fn = σ(x̃1, v1, . . . , x̃n, vn) be the
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sigma-algebra generated by the first n design points and observations, so that (Fn)∞
n=0 forms a filtration of

F .

Our objective is not f but the expectation of f over the environmental variables u,

f(x, g) = Eu[f(x, g(u), u)]. (24)

Note here that u and f are independent and so formally this is the expectation of f(x, g(u), u) conditional
on the GP f .

It will be useful later when talking about the posterior mean of f to be able to freely interchange the order
of integration over f and u. This is possible by Fubini’s Theorem / the law of total expectation, provided
that the expectation E[f(x, g(u), u)] over both jointly is well defined.
Lemma A.1. We can exchange the order of integration over f and u when calculating the posterior mean
of f . That is,

µn(x, g) = E
[

f(x, g)
∣∣Fn

]
= Eu

[
µn(x, g(u), u)

]
.

Proof. As observed, in order to apply Fubini’s theorem, it is sufficient to check that E[(f(x, g(u), u))+] <∞
and E[(f(x, g(u), u))−] < ∞, where (·)+ and (·)− denote the positive and negative parts of the random
variable, and the expectation is taken jointly over both f and u. This follows immediately from (Azaïs &
Wschebor, 2009, Theorem 2.9). Indeed, write f = µ + f0 with f0 a zero mean GP and µ deterministic.
Then f0 has almost surely continuous sample paths and X̃ is compact, so supx̃ f0(x̃) < ∞ almost surely,
and so the theorem gives E| supx̃ f0(x̃)| < ∞. Since f0 and −f0 have the same distribution, we also have
E| inf x̃ f0(x̃)| <∞ and therefore

E[(f(x, g(u), u))+] ≤ E
[∣∣∣sup

x̃
f(x̃)

∣∣∣] ≤ ∣∣∣sup
x̃

µ(x̃)
∣∣∣+ E

[∣∣∣sup
x̃

f0(x̃)
∣∣∣] <∞,

E[(f(x, g(u), u))−] ≤ E
[∣∣∣inf

x̃
f(x̃)

∣∣∣] ≤ ∣∣∣inf
x̃

µ(x̃)
∣∣∣ + E

[∣∣∣inf
x̃

f0(x̃)
∣∣∣] <∞,

as required.

The sample paths of f are continuous and X̃ is compact, so f is bounded and attains its bounds almost
surely. It turns out that the objective f also attains its bounds, so our optimization problem is well-posed.
Lemma A.2. The objective f is bounded and attains its bounds almost surely. Furthermore, there exists a
choice x ∈ X, g : U→ Y maximizing (resp. minimizing) f such that g has Borel-measurable sample paths.

Proof. We prove the result for the upper bound, but the equivalent for the lower bound is analogous.

The sample paths of f are continuous and X̃ is compact, so they are uniformly continuous. Therefore,
the sample paths of the map (x, u) 7→ maxy f(x, y, u) are also uniformly continuous. Hence, the map
x 7→

∫
maxy f(x, y, u) P(du) also has (uniformly) continuous sample paths. Therefore, since X is compact,

this map is bounded and attains its bounds, so let

x∗ ∈ arg max
x∈X

Eu

[
max

y
f(x, y, u)

]
.

Now, for each u ∈ U, the map y 7→ f(x∗, y, u) has continuous sample paths, and Y is compact, so it is
bounded and attains its bounds. Therefore, we can define a map g∗ : U→ Y by

g∗(u) ∈ arg max
y∈Y

f(x∗, y, u).

By construction, the pair x∗, g∗ are an upper bound for f .

It remains to be shown that g∗ can be chosen to have measurable sample paths with respect to the Borel
sigma-algebras on U and Y. This is the content of Proposition 7.33 in (Bertsekas & Shreve, 1996).
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In order to argue rigorously about the knowledge gradient, we must make the formula in Equation (9)
concrete. Let vx̃ = f(x̃) + ε with ε ∼ N (0, σ2) represent a possible noisy observation at x̃ ∈ X̃. For each
n, let µn+1(x′, g′; x̃, vx̃) = E[f(x′, g′) | Fn, vx̃] be the expectation of f conditional on the n observations so
far, and the proposed new observation vx̃ taken at x̃. Note that µn+1(x′, g′) = µn+1(x′, g′; x̃n+1, vn+1), so
this is consistent with our notation from the main text. With this notation, Equation (9) becomes

αn
jKG(x̃) = E

[
max
x′∈X

g′:U→Y

µn+1(x′, g′; x̃, vx̃)

∣∣∣∣∣Fn

]
− max

x′∈X
g′:U→Y

µn(x′, g′). (25)

We are justified in using a maximum instead of a supremum here because the posterior means µn are all
bounded and attain their bounds.
Lemma A.3. For all n, the posterior mean µn is bounded and attains its bounds. Furthermore, there exists
a choice x∗n ∈ X and g∗n : U → Y maximizing (resp. minimizing) µ∞ such that g∗n has Borel-measurable
sample paths.

Proof. Let n ∈ N0. Then µn is a stochastic process with continuous sample paths and the result follows by
the same argument as Lemma A.2.

This result also means that our recommendations x∗n, g∗n ∈ arg maxx,g µn(x, g) from Equation (8) in the
main text are well defined.

So far, we have not specified the mechanism by which the design points x̃1, x̃2, . . . are chosen. Intuitively,
we wish to choose them to maximize the joint knowledge gradient in Equation (25). However, in the case
σ = 0 of noiseless observations, the knowledge gradient is not continuous at the observations and, therefore,
it is not obvious that it attains its supremum (even though X̃ is compact). Furthermore, in practice, we can
only hope to maximize the knowledge gradient approximately. To that end, we assume that for each n ≥ n0,
we optimize αn

jKG to within some small ηn of the optimum,

αn
jKG(x̃n+1) > sup

x̃′∈X̃
αn

jKG(x̃′)− ηn, (26)

where (ηn)∞
n=n0

is a positive sequence with ηn → 0 as n → ∞. Further, we assume that each x̃n+1 is
Fn-measurable. That is, that the optimization is deterministic given the first n observations.

We conclude this section with a short proof that the joint knowledge gradient is non-negative. This was
stated as Lemma 3.1 in the main text.
Proposition A.4 (Lemma 3.1 from the main text). The joint knowledge gradient is almost surely non-
negative,

∀n ∈ N0 ∀ x̃ ∈ X̃ αn
jKG(x̃) ≥ 0 a.s.

Proof. Let x̃ ∈ X̃ and n ∈ N0. Then, for all x′′ ∈ X and g′′ : U→ Y,

max
x′,g′

E
[
f(x′, g′)

∣∣Fn, vx̃

]
≥ E

[
f(x′′, g′′)

∣∣Fn, vx̃

]
.

Taking expectation conditional on Fn gives

E
[
max
x′,g′

E
[
f(x′, g′ ∣∣Fn, vx̃)

] ∣∣∣∣Fn

]
≥ E

[
f(x′′, g′′)

∣∣Fn
]

= µn(x′′, g′′).

Whence, this holds for the maximum over x′′ and g′′,

E
[
max
x′,g′

E
[
f(x′, g′)

∣∣Fn, vx̃

] ∣∣∣∣Fn

]
≥ max

x′′,g′′
µn(x′′, g′′)

⇒ αn
jKG(x̃) = E

[
max
x′,g′

E
[
f(x′, g′)

∣∣Fn, vx̃

] ∣∣∣∣Fn

]
− max

x′′,g′′
µn(x′′, g′′) ≥ 0.
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A.2 Convergence of αn
jKG to zero

In this section we will prove that almost surely, as we collect more data, the joint knowledge gradient
converges uniformly to zero. This is the first step in proving that the recommendations converge to optimal.
In the field of sequential uncertainty reduction (Bect et al., 2019), the concept of residual uncertainty is
central.
Definition A.5. For n ∈ N0, the residual uncertainty associated with the joint knowledge gradient is the
expected difference between the maximum of the conditional expectation of f and the maximum of f itself,

Hn = E

[
max
x′∈X

g′:U→Y

f(x′, g′)

∣∣∣∣∣Fn

]
− max

x′∈X
g′:U→Y

E
[

f(x′, g′)
∣∣Fn

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
µn(x′,g′)

. (27)

It measures how well the maximum of the posterior mean µn approximates the maximum of f .
Remark A.6. For each n ≥ 0, the joint knowledge gradient at x̃n+1 is the expected reduction in residual
uncertainty,

αn
jKG(x̃n+1) = Hn − E[Hn+1 | Fn]. (28)

Indeed, the first term, E[maxx′,g′ f(x′, g′) | Fn], cancels and we have

Hn − E[Hn+1 | Fn] = E
[
max
x′,g′

µn+1(x′, g′)
∣∣∣∣Fn

]
−max

x′,g′
µn(x′, g′) = αn

jKG(x̃n+1).

The last equality here uses the fact that x̃n+1 is Fn-measurable.
Lemma A.7. The residual uncertainty in Definition A.5 is well defined and non-negative. That is, for all
n, 0 ≤ Hn <∞ almost surely.

Proof. Let n ∈ N0. We will first show that |Hn| <∞ almost surely. We will bound each term separately by
the expected maximum of the absolute value of f , then show that this is finite. Recalling that f(x′, g′) =
Eu′ [f(x′, y′, u′)], we have for the first term in Equation (27),∣∣∣∣E[max

x′,g′
f(x′, g′)

∣∣∣Fn
]∣∣∣∣ ≤ E

[
max
x′,g′

∣∣f(x′, g′)
∣∣ ∣∣∣Fn

]
≤ E

[
max
x′,g′

Eu′
[
|f(x′, g′(u′), u′)|

] ∣∣∣Fn
]

≤ E
[

max
x′,y′,u′

|f(x′, y′, u′)|
∣∣∣Fn

]
.

Similarly, for the second term,∣∣∣∣max
x′,g′

E
[
f(x′, g′)

∣∣Fn
]∣∣∣∣ ≤ max

x′,g′
E
[∣∣f(x′, g′)

∣∣ ∣∣∣Fn
]

≤ max
x′,g′

E
[
Eu′
[
|f(x′, g′(u′), u′)|

] ∣∣∣Fn
]

≤ max
x′,y′

E
[
max

u′
|f(x′, y′, u′)|

∣∣∣Fn
]

≤ E
[

max
x′,y′,u′

|f(x′, y′, u′)|
∣∣∣Fn

]
.

Thus,

|Hn| ≤
∣∣∣∣E[max

x′,g′
f(x′, g′)

∣∣∣Fn
]∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣max
x′,g′

E[f(x′, g′) | Fn]
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2E

[
max

x′,y′,u′
|f(x′, y′, u′)|

∣∣∣∣Fn

]
.

This upper bound is non-negative, so it suffices to show that its expectation is finite. That is, we wish to
show

E
[

max
x′,y′,u′

|f(x′, y′, u′)|
]

<∞.
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This follows from Lemma A.9 which follows this proof (setting p = 1).

It remains to show that Hn > 0 almost surely. This follows because the expectation of the maximum must
be at least the maximum of the expectation, by a very similar argument to Proposition A.4.

Remark A.8. It is possible to show that (Hn)∞
n=0 form a non-negative supermartingale with respect to Fn,

and this is the route taken in (Bect et al., 2019). However, we will be able to get by with Proposition A.4
and Remark A.6.
Lemma A.9. For any 1 ≤ p <∞,

E
[(

sup
x̃∈X̃
|f(x̃)|

)p]
<∞.

Proof. Let 1 ≤ p <∞. By Jensen’s inequality,(
sup
x̃′∈X̃
|f(x̃′)|

)p

=
(

max
{

sup
x̃′∈X̃

f(x̃′), sup
x̃′∈X̃
−f(x̃′)

})p

≤
∣∣∣∣sup

x̃′
f(x̃′)

∣∣∣∣p +
∣∣∣∣sup

x̃′
−f(x̃′)

∣∣∣∣p .

Assume first that f has mean zero. Then f and −f are identically distributed, and

E

[(
sup
x̃′∈X̃
|f(x̃′)|

)p]
≤ 2E

[∣∣∣∣sup
x̃′

f(x̃′)
∣∣∣∣p] .

This upper bound is finite, by (Azaïs & Wschebor, 2009, Equation 2.34).

In the case where f does not have mean zero, write f(x̃) = µ(x̃)+f0(x̃) where f0 is a zero mean GP and µ is
deterministic. Then supx̃′ |f(x̃′)| ≤ supx̃′ |µ(x̃′)|+ supx̃′ |f0(x̃′)| and so the integer moments of supx̃′ |f(x̃′)|
are bounded above by a linear combination of the integer moments of supx̃′ |f0(x̃′)| of degree at most p,
which are finite. For non-integer p, the result follows by rounding up to the next largest integer.

Theorem A.10. The joint knowledge gradient converges almost surely, uniformly to zero. That is,

P
(

sup
x̃∈X̃

αn
jKG(x̃)→ 0 as n→ 0

)
= 1.

Proof. For each integer n ≥ 0, let ∆n+1 = Hn −Hn+1 and ∆n+1 = E[∆n+1 | Fn]. Therefore,

∆n+1 = αn
jKG(x̃n+1) ≥ 0

by Remark A.6 and Proposition A.4. Observe that the telescopic sum
∑n

j=1 ∆j = H0 −Hn. Therefore,

E
[ n∑

j=1
∆j
]

= E
[ n∑

j=1
∆j

]
= E[H0 −Hn] ≤ E[H0] <∞

by Lemma A.7. Hence, since ∆n is almost surely non-negative for all n, we have E[
∑∞

n=1 ∆n] < ∞ by the
monotone convergence theorem. Whence, ∆n → 0 as n→∞ almost surely.

We chose our design points to maximize the knowledge gradient as in Equation (26). Therefore, for all
n ≥ n0,

0 ≤ sup
x̃∈X̃

αn
jKG(x̃) < αn

jKG(x̃n+1) + ηn = ∆n+1 + ηn → 0 as n→∞ a.s.

which establishes the result.
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A.3 Uniform convergence of the posterior mean and covariance functions

In this section, we establish the uniform convergence of the posterior mean and covariance functions of f
and f . This will be an important ingredient in proving convergence of the values of the recommendations.

Let F∞ = σ(∪∞
n=0Fn) be the sigma-algebra generated by the Fn. Define processes

µ∞ : X̃→ R x̃ 7→ E[f(x̃) | F∞], (29a)
k∞ : X̃× X̃→ R (x̃, x̃′) 7→ Cov[f(x̃), f(x̃′) | F∞]. (29b)

The proof uses the theory of martingales in Banach spaces. The Gaussian process, f , is defined on the
probability space (Ω,F ,P) and can be viewed as a function f : Ω × X̃ → R, (ω, x̃) 7→ f(x̃)(ω). The
sigma-algebra F contains all the events generated by the finite dimensional distributions of f and, since
sigma-algebras are closed under countable intersections, F also contains all events which can be described
by the value of f at countably many locations in X̃. We are considering the version of f with continuous
sample paths and X̃ is separable, and so F contains all events described by the sample paths of f . That is,
we can view f as a measurable function f : Ω→ C(X̃), ω 7→ (x̃ 7→ f(ω, x̃)) taking values in the space C(X̃) of
continuous, real-valued functions on X̃. In other words, f is a random element in C(X̃), defined on (Ω,F ,P).

Since X̃ is compact, the space C(X̃) of continuous functions X̃ → R forms a Banach space when equipped
with the supremum norm, ∥ · ∥∞. For 1 ≤ p <∞, we denote by Lp(Ω,F ,P; C(X̃)), the space of (Bochner-)
measurable functions, f , with

∫
∥f∥p

∞dP = E[∥f∥p
∞] < ∞. Note that, since C(X̃) is separable, the notion

of Bochner-measurability coincides with that of Borel-measurability, by Pettis’ theorem (van Neerven, 2022,
Theorem 1.47).
Proposition A.11. For any choice of design points x̃1, x̃2, . . ., the sequences of stochastic processes µn →
µ∞ and kn → k∞ converge uniformly as n → ∞, both almost surely and in Lp for all 1 ≤ p < ∞.
Furthermore, the limits µ∞ and k∞ are continuous.

Proof. For any 1 ≤ p < ∞, E[∥f∥p
∞] < ∞ by Lemma A.9 and so f ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P; C(X̃)). The conditional

means µn and µ∞ have continuous sample paths since Lp(Ω,F ,P; C(X̃)) is closed under conditional expec-
tation (Pisier, 2016, Proposition 1.10), and so (µn)∞

n=0 is a martingale in C(X̃). Therefore, µn → µ∞ in
Lp(Ω,F ,P; C(X̃)) and almost surely by Theorems 1.14 and 1.30 in (Pisier, 2016), respectively. Since this
space uses the supremum norm, this corresponds to uniform convergence of the processes.

We can use the same argument to show convergence of the second moments, µn
(2)(x̃, x̃′) = E[f(x̃)f(x̃′) | Fn]

in the Banach space of continuous, real-valued functions C(X̃ × X̃). The process f(2)(x̃, x̃′) = f(x̃)f(x̃′)
has E[∥f(2)∥p

∞] < ∞ for all 1 ≤ p < ∞ and so f(2) ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P, C(X̃ × X̃)). Thus, by (Pisier, 2016,
Theorems 1.14 and 1.30), µn

(2) → µ∞
(2) almost surely and in Lp(Ω,F ,P, C(X̃ × X̃)), where µ∞

(2)(x̃, x̃′) =
E[f(x̃)f(x̃′) | F∞]. Therefore, kn → k∞ uniformly both almost surely and in Lp(Ω,F ,P, C(X̃ × X̃)), since
kn(x̃, x̃′) = µn

(2)(x̃, x̃′)− µn(x̃)µn(x̃′) for all n ∈ N0 ∪ {∞}. Finally, k∞ has continuous sample paths, since
it is a random element in C(X̃× X̃).

We now prove the analogous result of Proposition A.11 for the average performance objective, f . For each
n ∈ N0 ∪ {∞}, x, x′ ∈ X and g, g′ : U→ Y, define the posterior mean and covariance functions of f as

µn(x, g) = E[f(x, g) | Fn], (30a)
k

n(x, g; x′, g′) = Cov[f(x, g), f(x′, g′) | Fn]. (30b)

Note that we do not include a statement of continuity of µ∞ and k
∞ since we have not defined a topology

on the set X× {U→ Y}.
Proposition A.12. For any choice of design points x̃1, x̃2, . . ., the sequences of stochastic processes µn →
µ∞ and k

n → k
∞ converge uniformly as n→∞, both almost surely and in Lp for all 1 ≤ p <∞.
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Proof. Let n ∈ N0. Then

sup
x∈X

g:U→Y

∣∣µn(x, g)− µ∞(x, g)
∣∣ ≤ sup

x∈X
y∈Y
u∈U

∣∣µn(x, y, u)− µ∞(x, y, u)
∣∣→ 0

as n→∞, both almost surely and in Lp for all 1 ≤ p <∞ by Proposition A.11. Similarly,

sup
x,x′∈X

g,g′:U→Y

∣∣kn(x, g; x′, g′)− k
∞(x, g; x′, g′)

∣∣ ≤ sup
x̃,x̃′∈X̃

∣∣kn(x̃, x̃′)− k∞(x̃, x̃′)
∣∣→ 0

as n→∞, both almost surely and in Lp for all 1 ≤ p <∞ again by Proposition A.11.

We finish this section with a lemma which will be useful later, and which is also proved using Lemma A.9.
Lemma A.13. All moments of the supremum of |f | are finite. That is,

∀ 1 ≤ p <∞ E

[(
sup
x∈X

g:U→Y

|f(x, g)|
)p
]

<∞.

Proof. Let 1 ≤ p <∞. From Lemma A.9 we have E[supx,y,u |f(x, y, u)|p] <∞. Therefore,

E

[(
sup
x∈X

g:U→Y

|f(x, g)|
)p
]

= E

[(
sup
x∈X

g:U→Y

∣∣∣Eu
[
f(x, g(u), u)

]∣∣∣)p
]
≤ E

[
sup

x,y,u
|f(x, y, u)|p

]
<∞.

A.4 Convergence to optimal recommendations

The main result in this section is to prove Theorem 3.2 from the main text. That is, that the objective values
of the recommendations generated using joint knowledge gradient converge to the optimal values. The lions
share of the work is done by the following proposition, which shows that the limiting covariance function
k

∞ is pointwise almost surely constant. This is then used in Proposition A.15 to show that the limiting
posterior mean µ∞ is pointwise almost surely equal to f up to a constant. The result is extended to show
that the sample paths are almost surely equal up to a constant in Proposition A.16 and from this we deduce
the convergence of the values of the recommendations the the supremum of f .
Proposition A.14. There exists a random variable c1 ∈ R such that for all x, x′ ∈ X and g, g′ : U→ Y,

P
(

k
∞(x, g; x′, g′) = c1

)
= 1.

Intuitively, we might want to show that we can take c1 = 0 here, but this turns out not to be necessary for
the proof of Theorem 3.2.

Proof. By Lemma A.3, the posterior mean µn(x, g) = Eu[f(x, g(u), u)] attains its bounds, for each n. Thus,
for each n ∈ N0, let x∗n, g∗n ∈ arg maxx,g µn(x, g) and for each x̃ ∈ X̃, x′ ∈ X and g′ : U→ Y let

wn
x̃(x′, g′) = E

[
f(x′, g′)− f(x∗n, g∗n)

∣∣∣Fn, vx̃

]
where vx̃ = f(x̃) + ε is a hypothesized noisy observation at x̃ with ε ∼ N (0, σ2). Thus, for each x̃ ∈ X̃,
αn

jKG(x̃) = E[supx′,g′ wn
x̃(x′, g′) | Fn].

We will show that in the limit n→∞, the wn
x̃(x′, g′) are uniformly not very positive, and use this to deduce

the proposition statement.
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Claim. Let δ > 0. There exists a random sequence (ρn
δ )∞

n=0 with ρn
δ → 0 almost surely as n → ∞, such

that for all x̃ ∈ X̃, x′ ∈ X and g′ : U → Y and for all n ∈ N0, the conditional probabilities P(wn
x̃(x′, g′) >

δ | Fn) ≤ ρn
δ almost surely.

Let x̃ ∈ X̃, x′ ∈ X, g′ : U→ Y and δ > 0. Certainly, supx′′,g′′ wn
x̃(x′′, g′′) ≥ 0 and so supx′′,g′′ wn

x̃(x′′, g′′) =
supx′′,g′′ max{wn

x̃(x′′, g′′), 0} almost surely. Therefore, by Markov’s inequality,

0 ≤ δ P
(

wn
x̃(x′, g′) > δ

∣∣∣Fn
)

≤ E
[
max{wn

x̃(x′, g′), 0}
∣∣∣Fn

]
≤ E

[
sup

x′′,g′′
max{wn

x̃(x′′, g′′), 0}
∣∣∣Fn

]
= E

[
sup

x′′,g′′
wn

x̃(x′′, g′′)
∣∣∣Fn

]
= αn

jKG(x̃) ≤ sup
x̃

αn
jKG(x̃)→ 0 a.s.

as n → ∞ by Theorem A.10. That is, P(wn
x̃(x′, g′) > δ | Fn) ≤ ρn

δ → 0 almost surely as n → ∞, where
ρn

δ = δ−1 supx̃ αn
jKG(x̃). This establishes the claim.

As in the claim, let x̃ ∈ X̃, x′ ∈ X, g′ : U → Y. Also, let u′ be an independent copy of u. Write
x̃′ = (x′, g′(u′), u′) and x̃∗n = (x∗n, g∗n(u′), u′).

We will first show that Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)]− Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)]→ 0 uniformly in x̃ as n→ 0, almost surely.

If for some n ∈ N, kn(x̃, x̃) = 0, then kn′(x̃, x̃) = 0 for all n′ > n as well. Therefore, by Cauchy-Schwarz,
kn′(x̃′, x̃) = kn′(x̃∗n′

, x̃) = 0 almost surely and so Eu′ [kn′(x̃′, x̃)] = Eu′ [kn′(x̃∗n′
, x̃)] = 0 for all n′ > n.

Otherwise assume that, for all n, kn(x̃, x̃) > 0 and hence kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2 > 0. The posterior mean of
f(x̃′) = f(x′, g′(u′), u′) conditional on Fn, vx̃ and u′ is (Rasmussen & Williams, 2006, Equation 2.38)

E[f(x̃′) | Fn, vx̃, u′] = µn(x̃′) + kn(x̃′, x̃)
(
kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2)−1(vx̃ − µn(x̃)

)
.

Therefore,

wn
x̃(x′, g′) = E

[
f(x′, g′)− f(x∗n, g∗n)

∣∣∣Fn, vx̃

]
= Eu′

[
µn(x̃′)− µn(x̃∗n) + kn(x̃′, x̃)− kn(x̃∗n, x̃)

kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2

(
vx̃ − µn(x̃)

)]
= µn(x′, g′)− µn(x∗n, g∗n) + Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)]− Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)]

kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2

(
vx̃ − µn(x̃)

)
.

Since vx̃ | Fn ∼ N (µn(x̃), kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2), we therefore have that wn
x̃(x′, g′) | Fn is Gaussian with

E[wn
x̃(x′, g′) | Fn] = µn(x′, g′)− µn(x∗n, g∗n),

Var[wn
x̃(x′, g′) | Fn] =

(
Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)]− Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)]

)2

kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2 .

Thus, writing Φ(·) for the cumulative density function of a standard normal variable, and letting δ > 0,
either Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)]− Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)] = 0 or

P(wn
x̃(x′, g′) > δ | Fn) = 1− Φ

( √
kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2∣∣Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)]− Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)]

∣∣[δ − (µn(x′, g′)− µn(x∗n, g∗n)
)])

.

By Proposition A.12, µn → µ∞ uniformly, almost surely as n → ∞. Further, the same argument as in
Lemma A.3 shows that µ∞ is bounded and attains its bounds. Therefore, there exists a negative random
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variable b (not depending on n) such that for sufficiently large n, µn(x′, g′)−µn(x∗n, g∗n) > b. For example,
take any b < min µ∞ −max µ∞. Then, almost surely,

P(wn
x̃(x′, g′) > δ | Fn) ≥ 1− Φ

( √
kn(x̃, x̃) + σ2∣∣Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)]− Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)]

∣∣ (δ − b)
)

.

In the claim, we showed that the left hand side here converges to zero uniformly in x̃ almost surely as n→∞.
Therefore, so must the right hand side and we must have Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)]− Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)]→ 0 uniformly in
x̃, almost surely.

Thus, in all cases, we have shown Eu′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)] − Eu′ [kn(x̃∗n, x̃)] → 0 uniformly in x̃, almost surely. Let
g : U→ Y. Since convergence is uniform in x̃, we may integrate over u in x̃ = (x, g(u), u) to give

k
n(x′, g′; x, g)− k

n(x∗n, g∗n; x, g) = Eu,u′ [kn(x̃′, x̃)− kn(x̃∗n, x̃)]→ 0

almost surely as n→∞. Further, from Proposition A.12, k
n → k

∞ uniformly, almost surely, so

k
∞(x′, g′; x, g)− k

∞(x∗n, g∗n; x, g)→ 0 a.s.

This holds for any x′, g′, including x′ = x and g′ = g, so

k
∞(x′, g′; x, g)− k

∞(x, g; x, g) =(
k

∞(x′, g′; x, g)− k
∞(x∗n, g∗n; x, g)

)
−
(

k
∞(x, g; x, g)− k

∞(x∗n, g∗n; x, g)
)
→ 0 a.s.

as n → ∞. The left hand side is independent of n, so therefore must equal zero almost surely. Thus, by
symmetry of k

∞, we conclude that for any xA, x′
A, xB , x′

B ∈ X and gA, g′
A, gB , g′

B : U→ Y,

k
∞(xA, gA; x′

A, g′
A) = k

∞(xB , gB ; x′
B , g′

B)

almost surely. Taking c1 = k
∞(xA, gA; x′

A, g′
A) for any choice of xA, gA, x′

A, g′
A completes the proof.

Proposition A.15. There exists a random variable c2 such that for all x ∈ X and all g : U→ Y, we have

P
(

f(x, g) = µ∞(x, g) + c2

)
= 1.

Proof. Let x, x′ ∈ X and g, g′ : U→ Y. Then

Var
[(

f(x, g)− µ∞(x, g)
)
−
(
f(x′, g′)− µ∞(x′, g′)

) ∣∣∣F∞
]

= k∞(x, g; x, g)− k∞(x, g; x′, g′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
0 a.s.

+ k∞(x′, g′; x′, g′)− k∞(x′, g′; x, g)︸ ︷︷ ︸
0 a.s.

= 0

almost surely by Proposition A.14. Also, E[(f(x, g)− µ∞(x, g))− (f(x′, g′)− µ∞(x′, g′)) | F∞] = 0 almost
surely. Write z = (f(x, g)− µ∞(x, g))− (f(x′, g′)− µ∞(x′, g′)). The law of total variance gives

Var[z] = E
[
Var[z|F∞]

]
+ Var

[
E[z | F∞]

]
= 0.

Therefore, z is a random variable with zero mean and zero variance, and so is almost surely zero. That is,
f(x, g) − µ∞(x, g) = f(x′, g′) − µ∞(x′, g′) almost surely. Taking c2 = f(x, g) − µ∞(x, g) completes the
proof.

Having established that f and µ∞ are pointwise almost surely equal up to a constant, we now extend this to
show that this holds for all points simultaneously. That is, that their sample paths are almost surely equal
up to a constant.
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Proposition A.16. There exists a random variable c2 such that

P
(
∀x ∈ X ∀ g : U→ Y measurable f(x, g) = µ∞(x, g) + c2

)
= 1.

Proof. Our strategy for this proof will be to first extend the Proposition A.15 to hold for countably many
pairs (x, g) simultaneously. For any pair (x, g), we will construct a sequence (xi, gi)→ (x, g) as i→∞ but
only taking values in a countable set not depending on (x, g). We will then use continuity of f and µ∞ to
conclude that the result must hold for all pairs (x, g) simultaneously, which is the theorem statement.

The intersection of countably many events with probability 1 has probability 1 by countable subadditivity
of measures. Applying this to Proposition A.15 with the Cartesian product of X∩Qdx and the set of simple
functions g : U→ Y ∩Qdy (which is countable), we obtain

P
(
∀x ∈ X ∩Qdx ∀ g : U→ Y ∩Qdy simple f(x, g) = µ∞(x, g) + c2

)
= 1. (31)

Write A for this event.

Let x ∈ X and let g : U→ Y be measurable.

Since X∩Qdx is dense in X, we can take a sequence x1, x2, · · · ∈ X∩Qdx with xi → x as i→∞ Furthermore,
since g is measurable, we can write g(u) = limi→∞ gi(u) as a pointwise limit of simple functions, (gi)∞

i=1,
by applying (Klenke, 2020, Theorem 1.96) to the positive and negative parts of each component of g. Since
Y∩Qdy is dense in Y, we can assume the g1, g2, . . . take values in Y∩Qdy . The sample paths of f −µ∞ are
continuous, and therefore for any u ∈ U,

f(xi, gi(u), u)− µ∞(xi, gi(u), u)→ f(x, g(u), u)− µ∞(x, g(u), u)

almost surely as i → ∞. The expectation Eu is formally an expectation conditional on the sigma algebra
σ(f,F∞) (i.e. on everything except u). Therefore, the Dominated Convergence Theorem for conditional
expectation (Klenke, 2020, Theorem 8.14 (viii)) with max |f −µ∞| as a (constant) dominating function, the
expectation over u also converges almost surely

Eu

[
f(xi, gi(u), u)− µ∞(xi, gi(u), u)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

f(xi,gi)−µ∞(x,gi)

→ Eu

[
f(x, g(u), u)− µ∞(x, g(u), u)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

f(x,g)−µ∞(x,g)

.

On the event A considered in Equation (31), each term in the sequence on the left hand side is equal to c2,
and therefore the limit on the right must equal c2 as well. Whence, on A, f(x, g) − µ∞(x, g) = c2. Our
choice of x and g was arbitrary, and so

P
(
∀x ∈ X ∀ g : U→ Y measurable f(x, g) = µ∞(x, g) + c2

)
= 1.

We can now prove Theorem 3.2 from the main text, which we restate here for convenience.
Theorem A.17 (Consistency of Joint KG). When using joint knowledge gradient as an acquisition function,
the objective values associated with the recommendations converge to the optimal value both almost surely
and in mean. That is,

f(x∗n, g∗n)→ sup
x∈X

g:U→Y

f(x, g) as n→∞

almost surely and in mean.
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Proof. By Lemma A.2, f is bounded and attains its bounds, so let x∗, g∗ ∈ arg maxx,g f(x, g) be random
elements maximizing f . For any n, f(x∗n, g∗n) ≤ supx,g f(x, g) almost surely. Therefore, it suffices to prove
that lim supn→∞ f(x∗, g∗)− f(x∗n, g∗n) = 0.

Splitting this limit, we have

lim sup
n→∞

f(x∗, g∗)− f(x∗n, g∗n)

≤ lim sup
n→∞

(
f(x∗, g∗)− µ∞(x∗, g∗)

)
−
(

f(x∗n, g∗n)− µ∞(x∗n, g∗n)
)

+ lim sup
n→∞

(
µ∞(x∗, g∗)− µn(x∗, g∗)

)
−
(

µ∞(x∗n, g∗n)− µn(x∗n, g∗n)
)

+ lim sup
n→∞

µn(x∗, g∗)− µn(x∗n, g∗n).

By Lemmas A.2 and A.3, g∗ and the g∗n have measurable sample paths, and so by Proposition A.16, for
each n, (

f(x∗, g∗)− µ∞(x∗, g∗)
)
−
(

f(x∗n, g∗n)− µ∞(x∗n, g∗n)
)

= c2 − c2 = 0

almost surely. Then by countable subadditivity of measures, this holds for all n simultaneously, and so the
lim sup in the first line is almost surely zero.

Since µn → µ∞ uniformly, almost surely, as n→∞ (Proposition A.12), the second line is also almost surely
zero. Finally, the third line line is at most zero by optimality of x∗n, g∗n. Therefore,

lim sup
n→∞

f(x∗, g∗)− f(x∗n, g∗n) ≤ 0

and since f(x∗, g∗)−f(x∗n, g∗n) ≥ 0 almost surely as well, we conclude that f(x∗n, g∗n)→ f(x∗, g∗) almost
surely as n→∞.

To establish convergence in mean, we appeal to the Dominated Convergence Theorem with dominating
variable supx,g |f(x, g)|. Indeed, this has finite expectation by Lemma A.13.

B Caching of the covariances

Computation of the discrete knowledge gradient naively requires recomputing many covariances. It is com-
mon in inference with Gaussian processes to cache the covariances between the training data to improve
performance. Performance can be further improved by caching the cross covariances between the training
data and the discretization used to compute the discrete knowledge gradient, which is not done automatically
by libraries such as GPyTorch (Gardner et al., 2018).

Recall the formula for the discrete knowledge gradient approximation applicable to standard (not two-stage)
optimization problem h : X→ R from Equation (6) was given in the background section as

α̂n
KG(x) = 1

Nv

Nv∑
i=1

max
x′∈Xdisc

µn+1(x′; x, ṽn+1,i)− max
x′∈Xdisc

µn(x′). (32)

Here, ṽn+1,1, . . . , ṽn+1,Nv are independent samples of the next observation vn+1 = f(x) + εn+1, conditional
on the the n observations made so far. For any x′ ∈ Xdisc in the discretization, the posterior mean is
computed using (Rasmussen & Williams, 2006, Equation 2.38) as

µn+1(x′; x, ṽn+1,i) = µn(x′) + kn(x′, x)
(
kn(x, x) + σ2)−1(ṽn+1,i − µn(x)). (33)

As the acquisition function is optimized, α̂n
KG(x) and its gradient are evaluated at many different x ∈ X,

and there are three potentially costly computations involved: µn(x′), kn(x′, x) and kn(x, x).

From Equation 2.24 in (Rasmussen & Williams, 2006)

kn(x, x) = k(x, x)− k(x, Xn)
(
K(X1:n, X1:n) + σ2I

)−1
k(X1:n, x), (34)
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where X1:n is a matrix formed by stacking x1, . . . , xn in the rows, k is the prior covariance function, and k
and K are vector and matrix valued functions obtained from k by row-wise evaluation. Note that k(x, X1:n)
is a row vector while k(X1:n, x) is a column vector. The inversion (K(X1:n, X1:n) + σ2I)−1 is potentially
costly, and does not depend on the test input x. It is cached by default in GPyTorch.

The other terms are computed as (Rasmussen & Williams, 2006, equations 2.24 and 2.38)

µn(x′) = µ(x′) + k(x′, X1:n)
(
K(X1:n, X1:n) + σ2I

)−1(v1:n − µ(X1:n)), (35)

kn(x′, x) = k(x′, x)− k(x′, X1:n)
(
K(X1:n, X1:n) + σ2I

)−1
k(X1:n, x). (36)

Here, µ is the prior mean, µ is the vector-valued function obtained from µ by row-wise evaluation, and v1:n is
the vector of the first n noisy observations of f . As already mentioned, the inversion (K(X1:n, X1:n)+σ2I)−1

does not depend on x and so should be cached. In fact, for the computation of µn(x′), the whole product
(K(X1:n, X1:n) + σ2I)−1(v1:n − µ(X1:n)) is cached.

Further, the cross-covariances k(x′, X1:n) also do not depend on x and are computed for many x′. Repeating
this computation every time the query location x is updated is costly and wasteful. Writing X ′ for the
matrix of a discretization points x′ ∈ Xdisc, we may cache the matrix K(X ′, X1:n) during the optimization
of α̂n

KG(x). Due to the design of the API, this is not done by default in GPyTorch.

In two-stage problems modelled by a GP f : X̃ → R with X̃ = X × Y × U, the quantities to be cached are
simply (

K(X̃1:n, X̃1:n) + σ2I
)−1

, (37a)(
K(X̃1:n, X̃1:n) + σ2I

)−1(v1:n − µ(X̃1:n)), (37b)
K(X̃ ′, X̃1:n). (37c)

In the experiments in this paper, these quantities were cached in the implementation of the joint and
alternating knowledge gradient acquisition functions.

C Optimization of the acquisition functions using multi-start L-BFGS-B

The acquisition functions for joint, alternating and two-step KG in Equations (12), (15c), (17) and (19)
are optimized using multi-start L-BFGS using the heuristics implemented in the function optimize_acqf in
BoTorch (Balandat et al., 2020). The function is called with nonnegative=True since knowledge gradient
is non-negative (Proposition A.4).

In the following description of the BoTorch implementation, we use X̃ = X × Y × U for the search space,
which is appropriate for the joint and alternating KG. For two-step KG, the reader should mentally replace
this with Y×U or X×U for the first and second steps respectively. We simply write α(·) for the acquisition
function, dropping the superscript n so that the number of samples collected so far is implicit.

The start points for L-BFGS are generated by first evaluating the acquisition function at 256 locations in
X̃raw ⊂ X̃ determined by a scrambled Sobol’ sequence. These are referred to as ‘raw samples’. The raw
samples are subsampled to those at least 0.01% of the maximum, αmax = maxx̃∈X̃raw

α(x̃), to remove values
close to zero. This gives, X̃raw,≫0 = {x̃ ∈ X̃raw : α(x̃) > 10−4αmax}. Finally, 10 restart locations are chosen
from X̃raw,≫0 using Boltzmann sampling. That is, a subsample is taken independently, without replacement
using probabilities

∀ x̃ ∈ X̃raw,≫0 p(x̃) ∝ eα(x̃)/αmax .

If the largest raw sample is not in the subsample then the last restart is replaced by this value. If X̃raw,≫0
does not contain at least 10 values, then the threshold of 0.01% is repeatedly reduced by a factor of 10 until
it does.

Table 1 summarizes the important parameters.
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Parameter Value
Number of restarts 10

Number of raw samples 256
Max number of L-BFGS-B iterations 200

Table 1: Parameters for optimization of the knowledge gradient acquisition functions.

D Optimization for the final recommendation

Knowledge gradient acquisition functions are one-step Bayes-optimal when the final recommendation is given
by the maximum of the posterior mean. For the joint and alternating knowledge gradient, this is given by
Equation (10). The optimization is done in two stages. First, the optimal fixed design, x̂∗n, is chosen to
maximize Equation (13) using multi-start L-BFGS. Then, the optimal control policy, ĝ∗n, is optimized for
each u of interest using single-start L-BFGS. This section explains in detail how these optimizations are
performed.

D.1 One-shot optimization of fixed design via multi-start L-BFGS-B

The optimal fixed design, x̂∗n ∈ X, is found by rewriting Equation (13) as

x̂∗n ∈ arg max
x∈X

∑
u∈UMC,rec

max
y∈Y

µn(x, y, u) = arg max
x∈X

y1,...,yNu,rec ∈Y

Nu,rec∑
i=1

µn(x, yi, ui), (38)

where we have enumerated UMC,rec = {u1, . . . , uNu,rec}.

This is optimized as one large dxd
Nu,rec
y -dimensional problem, which we term a ‘one-shot’ optimization after

the one-shot knowledge gradient Balandat et al. (2020). Here dx and dy are the dimensions of X ⊂ Rdx

and Y ⊂ Rdy , respectively. It is optimized using multi-start L-BFGS-B with 10 restarts, as implemented in
optimize_acqf in BoTorch. A batch_limit of 4 is used, meaning up to 4 restarts are grouped in a single
4dxd

Nu,rec
y optimization.

Care must be taken over the choice of the starting point for each of the 10 restarts. Simply scattering a
large number of points over X × YNu,rec using a Sobol’ sequence will lead the algorithm to converge to a
local rather than global minimum. Indeed, it is highly unlikely that the starts will be well spread over Y for
all of the Nu,rec realizations of u. Instead, we take Sobol’ samples Xraw ⊂ X and Yraw ⊂ Y of sizes Nraw,x

and Nraw,y, respectively, and combine them in a Cartesian fashion. Finally, Boltzmann sampling is used to
select promising initial values for the 10 restarts. Explicitly, the steps are

1. Take Sobol’ samples Xraw ⊂ X and Yraw ⊂ Y of sizes Nraw,x and Nraw,y, respectively;

2. For each pair (x, u) ∈ X× UMC,rec, find the best y ∈ Yraw,

y(x, u) ∈ arg max
y∈Yraw

µn(x, y(x, u), u);

3. Assign a score to each x ∈ Xraw as

s(x) = 1
Nu

∑
u∈UMC,rec

µn(x, y(x, u), u);

4. Use Boltzmann sampling to randomly choose 10 initial locations from Xraw from the restarts without
replacement, with independent probabilities

∀x ∈ Xraw p(x) ∝ ez(x) where ∀x ∈ Xraw z(x) = s(x)− s

σs
,
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where s and σs are the mean and sample standard deviation of the s(x). If the x ∈ Xraw with the
highest score was not selected, then the last restart is replaced by this value.

The number of raw samples used depends on the dimension of the problem. In the test problems with
dx = 1, 2, we used Nraw,x = 32, while when dx = 4 we used Nraw,x = 128. Similarly, we used Nraw,y = 32
when dy = 1, 2 and Nraw,y = 128 when dy = 4. We use an init_batch_limit of 217, meaning we will evaluate
µn(x, y, u) for all (x, y, u) ∈ Xraw×Yraw×UMC,rec in batches of 217 points, which is significantly faster than
using a for loop in python. In our experiments with the largest dimensions, we have |Xraw×Yraw×UMC,raw| =
32 × 128 × 128 = 219, so this equates to four batches. Limits on memory prevent us from increasing the
init_batch_limit arbitrarily high. Table 2 summarizes the key parameters for the optimization of x̂∗n.

Parameter Value
Number of restarts 10

Number of raw samples for X 32 or 128 (dimension dependent)
Number of raw samples for Y 32 or 128 (dimension dependent)

Batch limit 4
Batch limit for raw samples > Nraw,y

Max number of L-BFGS-B iterations 200

Table 2: Parameters for optimization of the recommended fixed design, x̂∗n.

D.2 Single-start L-BFGS-B for optimization of control policy

Once x̂∗n has been found, we must optimize to find ĝ∗n(u) ∈ Y for the u ∈ U of interest. For example,
when computing the simple regret from Equation (21), we wish to compute ĝ∗n(uj) for a sample u1, . . . , uNu

of the environmental variable u, independent of the one used to optimize x̂∗n. Empirically, we found that
a single start L-BFGS-B is sufficient for this problem. Again, we use optimize_acqf from BoTorch, with
Nraw,y = 32 or 128 raw samples depending on the problem dimension, as in Appendix D.1. The best of
the raw samples is used as the initial point for the L-BFGS-B. Optimizations for the different u are run
separately.

Parameter Value
Number of restarts 1

Number of raw samples 32 or 128 (dimension dependent)
Batch limit 1

Batch limit for raw samples > Nraw,y

Max number of L-BFGS-B iterations 200

Table 3: Parameters for optimization of the recommended control policy, ĝ∗n(u).

E Further Experimental Details

In this appendix we give details and parameters used in the experiments necessary for reproducing the
results.

E.1 Experimental parameters

Table 4 summarizes the parameters used for the optimization of the acquisition function and estimation of
the the (average) simple regret in the empirical studies. These are in addition to the parameters which have
already been specified in Tables 1 to 3.

Table 5 summarizes the dimensions and length scales used for the different GP sampled synthetic problems.
All GP generated test problems used a Matérn-5/2 kernel with an output scale of 10, defined on the unit
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Parameter Symbol Value
Number of fantasy samples Nv 64
Fixed design discretization size Nx 20
Adjustable variable discretization size Ny 20
Number of qMC points for environmental variable
when optimizing acquisition functions

Nu 64

Number of qMC points for environmental variable
when optimizing x∗n and estimating simple regret

Nu,rec 128

Table 4: Parameters used for the optimization of the acquisition function and estimation of the simple regret
in the empirical studies.

hypercube, [0, 1]d. They were generated with a random Fourier feature approximation with 1024 features,
as described in (Rahimi & Recht, 2007) and implemented in BoTorch (Balandat et al., 2020).

For the problems with a combined dimension of d = dx + dy + du = 6 an initial design of n0 = 50 points was
used, with a total budget of ntot = 400 evaluations. The two-step algorithms used n1 = n2 = 50 points for
the initial design of the first and second phases and had a total evaluation budget of ntot,1 = ntot,2 = 200
for each phase. These problems were used for the examining the effects of dimension and observation noise,
and used a length scale of 0.4 in all dimensions.

The problems used to examine the effect of length scale had a combined dimension of d = dx + dy + du = 3.
For these, an initial design of n0 = 10 points was used, with a total budget of ntot = 100 evaluations. The
two-step algorithms used n1 = n2 = 10 points for the initial design and had a total evaluation budget of
ntot,1 = ntot,2 = 50 for each step.

The optical table test problem used an initial design of n0 = 6 points and a total budget of ntot = 100
evaluations. The two-step algorithms used n1 = n2 = 6 points in the initial design and had a total evaluation
budget of ntot,1 = ntot,2 = 50 for each step.

Experiment Dimensions Length scales
dx dy du ℓx ℓy ℓu

Dimensions 2 2 2 0.4 0.4 0.4
4 1 1 0.4 0.4 0.4
1 4 1 0.4 0.4 0.4
1 1 4 0.4 0.4 0.4

Length scales 1 1 1 0.1 2 2
1 1 1 2 0.1 2
1 1 1 2 2 0.1

Observation noise 2 2 2 0.4 0.4 0.4

Table 5: Dimensions and length scales used in the GP sampled test problems in the empirical studies. All
problems were generated with a Matérn-5/2 kernel with an output scale of 10.

E.2 Optical table test problem

The optical table system described in Section 4.3 obeys the following differential equation

mÿ + cẏ + 4ky = cẏf + 4kyf + 4kℓ− gm (39)

where Table 6 summarizes the different constants and variables used here. We assume that the floor is
undergoing simple harmonic motion

yf = A cos(ωt + ϕf ). (40)
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Then the solution to the differential equation is the superposition of a steady state vibration, a constant
offset and a transient response which depends on the initial conditions and decays over time,

y = B cos(ωt + ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
steady state vibration

+ ℓ− gm

2k︸ ︷︷ ︸
constant offset

+ yc︸︷︷︸
transient

. (41)

The transient part is given by

yc =


C1eα1t + C2eα2t if c2 > 8km (overdamped),
(C1 + C2t)e−ct/2m if c2 = 8km (critically damped),
Ce−ct/2m cos(βt + ϕc) if c2 < 8km (underdamped).

(42)

Here α1, α2 = −c±
√

c2−8km
2m are the roots of the characteristic equation and β =

√
8km−c2

2m is the imaginary
part of α1 when it has one. The constants C1, C2, C and ϕc are arbitrary.

Thus, the amplitude ratio for the steady state solution is

B

A
=

√
16k2 + c2ω2

(4k −mω2)2 + c2ω2 . (43)

Parameter Description
k The spring constant associated with each of the four springs
c The coefficient of the damper
y The vertical displacement of the table
yf The vertical displacement of the floor
ω The frequency of the simple harmonic motion of the floor
ϕf The phase offset of the simple harmonic motion of the floor
ϕ The phase offset of the steady state vibration of the table
A The amplitude of the simple harmonic motion of the floor
B The amplitude of the steady state vibration of the table

m = m1 + m2 The combined mass of the table, m1, and the equipment, m2
ℓ The natural height of the table above the floor (when the springs

are at their natural length, in the absence of gravity)
g The local coefficient of gravity

Table 6: Constants and variables used in the model of the optical table.

E.3 Fitting the GP Surrogate Model

The Gaussian process f ∼ GP(µ, k) used to model the unknown, expensive function h : X × Y × U → R
(or a restriction of h in the case of the two-step algorithms) uses a constant mean, µ, and a Matérn-5/2
kernel, k, with separate length scales for each input dimension (known as automatic relevance determination,
(Williams & Rasmussen, 1995)). The constant mean, length scales, output scale and standard deviation of
the observation noise of the GP are collectively referred to as the hyperparameters of the GP.

The hyperparameters are fitted to the observations using maximum a posterior (MAP) estimation. Gamma
prior distributions are placed on the length scales, output scale and noise standard deviation, while the mean
uses an improper, uninformative prior equivalent to a Gaussian with infinite variance.

The hyperparameters are updated at the start of each iteration, to incorporate the new observations. The
first time the GP is fitted, the initial observations are normalized to have zero mean and unit variance and
MAP estimates are generated for all hyperparameters to fit the normalized observations. On future iterations,
the data is renormalized and the constant mean from the initial fit is updated to the new normalization.
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New MAP estimates for all hyperparameters except the constant mean are found. When using the GP in
the acquisition function or when making recommendations, the GP is untransformed. That is, if fnorm ∼
GP(µnorm, knorm) is the GP fitted to the normalized data, then f = a + bfnorm is the GP referred to in the
main text, where a and b are the mean and sample standard deviation of the observations.

On problems where the observation noise is known to be zero, the observation noise variance, σ2, is fixed at
10−8 instead of being estimated from the observations. In our experiments, the observation noise variance
is only fitted for the experiment in Figure 4.

The Gamma distributions Gamma(α, β) in Table 7 are parameterized in terms of a concentration parameter,
α, and rate parameter, β, and have density function

p(z) = βα

Γ(α)zα−1e−βz. (44)

Hyperparameter Prior distribution Notes
Constant mean, µ None The mean is only fitted on the first iteration

Length scales, ℓ1, . . . , ℓd Gamma(3, 10) A separate length scale is fitted for each dimension
Output scale, s Gamma(2, 0.15)

Observation noise variance, σ2 Gamma(1.1, 0.05) On problems where the noise is known to be zero,
this is fixed to zero rather than being fitted

Table 7: Prior distributions and fitting notes on the GP hyperparameters. Gamma distributions,
Gamma(α, β), are specified in terms of their concentration, α, and rate, β, parameters.
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