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Abstract

The design of multiple experiments is commonly undertaken via suboptimal strategies,
such as batch (open-loop) design that omits feedback or greedy (myopic) design that does
not account for future effects. This paper introduces new strategies for the optimal design
of sequential experiments. First, we rigorously formulate the general sequential optimal
experimental design (SOED) problem as a dynamic program. Batch and greedy designs
are shown to result from special cases of this formulation. We then focus on sOED for
parameter inference, adopting a Bayesian formulation with an information theoretic de-
sign objective. To make the problem tractable, we develop new numerical approaches for
nonlinear design with continuous parameter, design, and observation spaces. We approx-
imate the optimal policy by using backward induction with regression to construct and
refine value function approximations in the dynamic program. The proposed algorithm
iteratively generates trajectories via exploration and exploitation to improve approxi-
mation accuracy in frequently visited regions of the state space. Numerical results are
verified against analytical solutions in a linear-Gaussian setting. Advantages over batch
and greedy design are then demonstrated on a nonlinear source inversion problem where
we seek an optimal policy for sequential sensing.

1 Introduction

Experiments are essential to learning about the physical world. Whether obtained through
field observations or controlled laboratory experiments, however, experimental data may be
time-consuming or expensive to acquire. Also, experiments are not equally useful: some can
provide valuable information while others may prove irrelevant to the goals of an investigation.
It is thus important to navigate the tradeoff between experimental costs and benefits, and to
maximize the ultimate value of experimental data—i.e., to design experiments that are optimal
by some appropriate measure. Experimental design thus addresses questions such as where and
when to take measurements, which variables to probe, and what experimental conditions to
employ.

The systematic design of experiments has received much attention in the statistics com-
munity and in many science and engineering applications. Basic design approaches include
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factorial, composite, and Latin hypercube designs, based on notions of space filling and block-
ing [27, 13, 21, 14]. While these methods can produce useful designs in relatively simple situ-
ations involving a few design variables, they generally do not take into account—or exploit—
knowledge of the underlying physical process. Model-based experimental design uses the re-
lationship between observables, parameters, and design variables to guide the choice of ex-
periments, and optimal experimental design (OED) further incorporates specific and relevant
metrics to design experiments for a particular purpose, such as parameter inference, prediction,
or model discrimination [26, 2, 18].
The design of multiple experiments can be pursued via two broad classes of approaches:

e Batch or open-loop design involves the design of all experiments concurrently, such that
the outcome of any experiment cannot affect the design of the others.

e Sequential or closed-loop design allows experiments to be chosen and conducted in se-
quence, thus permitting newly acquired data to guide the design of future experiments.
In other words, sequential design involves feedback.

Batch OED for linear models is well established (see, e.g., [26, 2]), and recent years have seen
many advances in OED methodology for nonlinear models and large-scale applications [35,
34, 1, 12, 32, 42, 43, 56, 64]. In the context of Bayesian design with nonlinear models and
non-Gaussian posteriors, rigorous information-theoretic criteria have been proposed [40, 29];
these criteria lead to design strategies that maximize the expected information gain due to
the experiments, or equivalently, maximize the mutual information between the experimental
observables and the quantities of interest [52, 34, 38].

In contrast, sequential optimal experimental design (sOED) has seen much less develop-
ment and use. Many approaches for sequential design rely directly on batch OED, simply by
repeating it in a greedy manner for each next experiment; this strategy is known as greedy or
myopic design. Since many physically realistic models involve output quantities that depend
nonlinearly on model parameters, these models yield non-Gaussian posteriors in a Bayesian
setting. The key challenge for greedy design is then to represent and propagate these posteriors
beyond the first experiment. Various inference methodologies and representations have been
employed within the greedy design framework, with a large body of research based on sample
representations of the posterior. For example, posterior importance sampling has been used to
evaluate variance-based design utilities [54] and in greedy augmentations of generalized linear
models [22]. Sequential Monte Carlo methods have also been used in experimental design for
parameter inference [23] and for model discrimination [17, 24]. Even grid-based discretiza-
tions/representations of posterior probability density functions have shown success in adaptive
design using hierarchical models [37]. While these developments provide a convenient and in-
tuitive avenue for extending existing batch OED tools, greedy design is ultimately suboptimal.
An optimal sequential design framework must account for all relevant future effects in making
each design decision.

sOED is essentially a problem of sequential decision-making under uncertainty, and thus it
can rigorously be cast in a dynamic programming (DP) framework. While DP approaches are
widely used in control theory [11, 8, 9], operations research [51, 50|, and machine learning [36,
55], their application to sOED raises several distinctive challenges. In the Bayesian sOED
context, the state of the dynamic program must incorporate the current posterior distribution
or “belief state.” In many physical applications, this distribution is continuous, non-Gaussian,



and multi-dimensional. The design variables and observations are typically continuous and
multi-dimensional as well. These features of the DP problem lead to enormous computational
demands. Thus, while the DP description of SOED has received some attention in recent
years [46, 60], implementations and applications of this framework remain limited.

Existing attempts have focused mostly on optimal stopping problems [6], motivated by
the design of clinical trials. For example, direct backward induction with tabular storage
has been used in [15, 61], but is only practical for discrete variables that can take on a few
possible outcomes. More sophisticated numerical techniques have been used for sOED problems
with other special structure. For instance, [16] proposes a forward sampling method that
directly optimizes a Monte Carlo estimate of the objective, but targets monotonic loss functions
and certain conjugate priors that result in threshold policies based on the posterior mean.
Computationally feasible implementations of backward induction have also been demonstrated
in situations where policies depend only on low-dimensional sufficient statistics, such as the
posterior mean and standard deviation [7, 19]. Other DP approaches introduce alternative
approximations: for instance, [47] solves a dynamic treatment problem over a countable decision
space using -factors approximated by regret functions of quadratic form. Furthermore, most
of these efforts employ relatively simple design objectives. Maximizing information gain leads
to design objectives that are much more challenging to compute, and thus has been pursued
for SOED only in simple situations. For instance, [5] finds near-optimal stopping policies in
multidimensional design spaces by exploiting submodularity [38, 28] of the expected incremental
information gain. However, this is possible only for linear-Gaussian problems, where mutual
information does not depend on the realized values of the observations.

Overall, most current efforts in SOED focus on problems with specialized structure and
consider settings that are partially or completely discrete (i.e., with experimental outcomes,
design variables, or parameters of interest taking only a few values). This paper will develop a
mathematical and computational framework for a much broader class of SOED problems. We
will do so by developing refinable numerical approximations of the solution to the exact optimal
sequential design problem. In particular, we will:

e Develop a rigorous formulation of the sSOED problem for finite numbers of experiments, ac-
commodating nonlinear models (i.e., nonlinear parameter-observable relationships); con-
tinuous parameter, design, and observation spaces; a Bayesian treatment of uncertainty
encompassing non-Gaussian distributions; and design objectives that quantify information
gain.

e Develop numerical methodologies for solving such sOED problems in a computationally
tractable manner, using approximate dynamic programming (ADP) techniques to find
principled approximations of the optimal policy.

We will demonstrate our approaches first on a linear-Gaussian problem where an exact solution
to the optimal design problem is available, and then on a contaminant source inversion problem
involving a nonlinear model of advection and diffusion. In the latter examples, we will explicitly
contrast the sOED approach with batch and greedy design methods.

This paper focuses on the formulation of the optimal design problem and on the associ-
ated ADP methodologies. The sequential design setting also requires repeated applications of
Bayesian inference, using data realized from their prior predictive distributions. A companion



paper will describe efficient strategies for performing the latter; our approach will use trans-
port map representations [59, 25, 49, 45] of the prior and posterior distributions, constructed
in a way that allows for fast Bayesian inference tailored to the optimal design problem. A
full exploration of such methods is deferred to that paper. To keep the present focus on DP
issues, here we will simply discretize the prior and posterior density functions on a grid and
perform Bayesian inference via direct evaluations of the posterior density, coupled with a grid
adaptation procedure.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates the sOED problem
as a dynamic program, and then shows how batch and greedy design strategies result from
simplifications of this general formulation. Section 3 describes ADP techniques for solving the
sOED problem in dynamic programming form. Section 4 provides numerical demonstrations of
our methodology, and Section 5 includes concluding remarks and a summary of future work.

2 Formulation

An optimal approach for designing a collection of experiments conducted in sequence should
account for all sources of uncertainty occurring during the experimental campaign, along with a
full description of the system state and its evolution. We begin by formulating an optimization
problem that encompasses these goals, then cast it as a dynamic program. We next discuss how
to choose certain elements of the formulation in order to perform Bayesian OED for parameter
inference.

2.1 Problem definition

The core components of a general SOED formulation are as follows:

e Experiment index: £ =0,..., N —1. The experiments are assumed to occur at discrete
times, ordered by the integer index k, for a total of N < oo experiments.

o State: zy = [Ty, Tpyp] € Ap. The state contains information necessary to make optimal
decisions about the design of future experiments. Generally, it comprises the belief state
Ty, which reflects the current state of uncertainty, and the physical state wy,, which
describes deterministic decision-relevant variables. We consider continuous and possibly
unbounded state variables. Specific state choices will be discussed later.

e Design: d; € Di. The design dj represents the conditions under which the kth exper-
iment is to be performed. We seek a policy m = {uo, pt1,- .., in—1} consisting of a set
of policy functions, one for each experiment, that specify the design as a function of the
current state: i.e., p(xy) = di. We consider continuous real-valued design variables.

Design approaches that produce a policy are sequential (closed-loop) designs because the
outcomes of the previous experiments are necessary to determine the current state, which
in turn is needed to apply the policy. These approaches contrast with batch (open-loop)
designs, where the designs are determined only from the initial state and do not depend
on subsequent observations (hence, no feedback). Figure 1 illustrates these two different
strategies.



e Observations: y; € V. The observations from each experiment are endowed with un-
certainties representing both measurement noise and modeling error. Along with prior
uncertainty on the model parameters, these are assumed to be the only sources of uncer-
tainty in the experimental campaign. Some models might also have internal stochastic
dynamics, but we do not study such cases here. We consider continuous real-valued
observations.

e Stage reward: gi(zk,yr,dr). The stage reward reflects the immediate reward associ-
ated with performing a particular experiment. This quantity could depend on the state,
observations, or design. Typically, it reflects the cost of performing the experiment (e.g.,
money and/or time), as well as any additional benefits or penalties.

e Terminal reward: gy(zy). The terminal reward reflects the value of the final state xy
that is reached after all experiments have been completed.

e System dynamics: zy1 = Fi(Zk, Yk, dx). The system dynamics describes the evolution
of the system state from one experiment to the next, and includes dependence on both the
current design and the observations resulting from the current experiment. This evolution
includes the propagation of the belief state (e.g., statistical inference) and of the physical
state. The specific form of the dynamics depends on the choice of state variable, and will
be discussed later.

Taking a decision-theoretic approach, we seek a design policy that maximizes the following
expected utility (also called an expected reward) functional:

N-1

U(m) =By, gt | D Ik (Ths Yo p(n)) + g (an) | (1)

where the states must adhere to the system dynamics xy1 = Fi(zk, Yk, dr). The optimal policy
is then
T = {,ug, . ,/L?Vfl} = argmaX,_g, .. .} U(r), (2)
s.t. Thr1 = Fr(@k, Yr, di),
,uk(Xk) ng, ]{Z:O,...,N—l.

For simplicity, we will refer to (2) as “the sOED problem.”

2.2 Dynamic programming form

The sOED problem involves the optimization of the expected reward functional (1) over a set
of policy functions, which is a challenging problem to solve directly. Instead, we can express
the problem in an equivalent form using Bellman’s principle of optimality [3, 4], leading to a
finite-horizon dynamic programming formulation (e.g., [8, 9]):

Ji(zr) = Inax Ey, ox.de [96(Tks Yis dic) + Tieg1 (Fi(@r, Yis dic))] (3)
k k
In(zn) = gn(on), (4)
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Figure 1: Batch design is an open-loop strategy with no feedback of information, in that
the observations y; from any experiment do not affect the design of any other experiments.
Sequential design encodes a closed-loop strategy, where feedback of information takes place,
and the data y, from an experiment are used to guide the design of subsequent experiments.

for k =0,...,N — 1. The Ji(x) functions are known as the “cost-to-go” or “value” func-
tions. Collectively, these expressions are known as Bellman equations. The optimal policies are
now implicitly represented by the arguments of each maximization: if dj = pj(x;) maximizes
the right-hand side of (3), then the policy 7 = {u&, pi,..., uy_1} is optimal (under mild
assumptions; see [10] for more detail on these verification theorems).

The DP problem is well known to exhibit the “curse of dimensionality,” where the number
of possible scenarios (i.e., sequences of design and observation realizations) grows exponentially
with the number of stages N. It often can only be solved numerically and approximately. We
will develop numerical methods for finding an approximate solution in Section 3.

2.3 Information-based Bayesian experimental design

Our description of the sOED problem thus far has been somewhat general and abstract. We
now make it more specific, for the particular goal of inferring uncertain model parameters ¢ from
noisy and indirect observations y,. Given this goal, we can choose appropriate state variables
and reward functions.

We use a Bayesian perspective to describe uncertainty and inference. Our state of knowledge
about the parameters 6 is represented using a probability distribution. Moreover, if the kth
experiment is performed under design d; and yields the outcome gy, then our state of knowledge
is updated via an application of Bayes’ rule:

T (yrl0, di, 1) f (0] 1)
f(yrldy, Ir)

Here, I, = {do,vo,---,dk_1,Yr_1} is the information vector representing the “history” of pre-
vious experiments, i.e., their designs and observations; the probability density function f(0|1})
represents the prior for the kth experiment; f(yx|0, dy, I1.) is the likelihood function; f(yx|d, Ix)
is the evidence; and f(0|yx, di, Ix) is the posterior probability density following the kth experi-
ment.! Note that f(0|yx, dy, I.) = f(0]1151). To keep notation consistent, we define Iy = ().

Oy, di, I1) = (5)

'We assume that knowing the design dj of the current experiment (but not its outcome) does not affect our
current belief about the parameters. In other words, the prior for the kth experiment does not change based on
what experiment we plan to do, and hence f(0|dy, I) = f(0]I).



In this Bayesian setting, the “belief state” that describes the state of uncertainty after k
experiments is simply the posterior distribution. How to represent this distribution, and thus
how to define xj;, in a computation, is an important question. Options include: (i) series
representations (e.g., polynomial chaos expansions) of the posterior random variable |1}, itself;
(i) numerical discretizations of the posterior probability density function f(6|I;) or cumulative
distribution function F(6|I}); (iii) parameters of these distributions, if the priors and posteriors
all belong to a simple parametric family; or (iv) the prior f(0|[y) at k¥ = 0 plus the entire history
of designs and observations from all previous experiments. For example, if 6 is a discrete
random variable that can take on only a finite number of distinct values, then it is natural
to define z; as the finite-dimensional vector specifying the probability mass function of 6.
This is the approach most often taken in constructing partially observable Markov decision
processes (POMDP) [53, 51]. Since we are interested in continuous and possibly unbounded 6,
an analogous perspective would yield in principle an infinite-dimensional belief state—unless,
again, the posteriors belonged to a parametric family (for instance, in the case of conjugate
priors and likelihoods). In this paper, we will not restrict our attention to standard parametric
families of distributions, however, and thus we will employ finite-dimensional discretizations of
infinite-dimensional belief states. The level of discretization is a refinable numerical parameter;
details are deferred to Section 3.3. We will also use the shorthand xj;, = 0|1} to convey the
underlying notion that the belief state is just the current posterior distribution.

Following the information-theoretic approach suggested by Lindley [40], we choose the ter-
minal reward to be the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence from the final posterior (after all N
experiments have been performed) to the prior (before any experiment has been performed):

gn(zn) = Dxr, (foiryll foi,) = /f9|1N(9) In {%} do . (6)

The stage rewards {gi }r<n can then be chosen to reflect all other immediate rewards or costs
associated with performing particular experiments.

We use the KL divergence in our design objective (1) for several reasons. First, as shown
in [29], the expected KL divergence belongs to a broad class of useful divergence measures of
the information in a statistical experiment; this class of divergences is defined by a minimal set
of requirements that must be satisfied to induce a total information ordering on the space of
possible experiments.? Interestingly, these requirements do not rely on a Bayesian perspective
or a decision-theoretic formulation, though they can be interpreted quite naturally in these
settings. Second, and perhaps more immediately, the KL divergence quantifies information
gain in the sense of Shannon information [20, 44]. A large KL divergence from posterior to
prior implies that the observations y; decrease entropy in 6 by a large amount, and hence that
the observations are informative for parameter inference. Indeed, the expected KL divergence
is also equivalent to the mutual information between the parameters # and the observations y;
(treating both as random variables), given the design dj. Third, the KL divergence satisfies
useful consistency conditions. It is invariant under one-to-one reparameterizations of ¢. And

2As shown in Section 4.5 of [33], any reward function that introduces a non-trivial ordering on the space of
possible experiments, according to the criteria formulated in [29], cannot be linear in the belief state. (Note
that this result precludes the use of non-centered posterior moments as reward functions.) Consequently, the
corresponding Bellman cost-to-go functions cannot be guaranteed to be piecewise linear and convex. Though
many state-of-the-art POMDP algorithms have been developed specifically for piecewise linear and convex cost
functions, they are generally not suitable for our sOED problem.



while it is directly applicable to non-Gaussian distributions and to forward models that are
nonlinear in the parameters 6, maximizing KL divergence in the linear-Gaussian case reduces
to Bayesian D-optimal design from linear optimal design theory [18] (i.e., maximizing the
determinant of the posterior precision matrix, and hence of the Fisher information matrix plus
the prior precision). Finally we should note that, as an alternative to KL divergence, it is
entirely reasonable to construct a terminal reward from some other loss function tied to an
alternative goal (e.g., squared error loss if the goal is point estimation). But in the absence of
such a goal, the KL divergence is a general-purpose objective that seeks to maximize learning
about the uncertain environment represented by 6, and should lead to good performance for a
broad range of estimation tasks.

2.4 Notable suboptimal sequential design methods

Two design approaches frequently encountered in the OED literature are batch design and
greedy /myopic sequential design. Both can be seen as special cases or restrictions of the sSOED
problem formulated here, and are thus in general suboptimal. We illustrate these relationships
below.

Batch OED involves the concurrent design of all experiments, and hence the outcome of any
experiment cannot affect the design of the others. Mathematically, the policy functions pu; for
batch design do not depend on the states xy, since no feedback is involved. (2) thus reduces to
an optimization problem over the joint design space D := Dy x Dy X ---Dy_; rather than over
a space of policy functions, i.e.,

N-1
(d;;? AR d?V*l) = argmax Ey0:~--7yN—l|dO1--~,dN—1 Z gk(xkv Yk dk) + gN<xN) ) (7)
(do,....dn—-1) €D k=0

subject to the system dynamics zy1 = Fi(zk, Yk, di), for k =0,..., N — 1. Since batch OED
involves the application of stricter constraints to the sOED problem than (2), it generally yields
suboptimal designs.

Greedy design is a particular sequential and closed-loop formulation where only the next
experiment is considered at each stage, without taking into account the entire horizon of future
experiments and system dynamics.® Mathematically, the greedy policy results from solving

Jk(xk) = max Eyk\%,dk [gk(xlw Yk dk)] ] (8>
d,E€Dx
where the states must obey the system dynamics g1 = Fi(zk, yp,di), & = 0,...,N — 1. If
dyt = pf (rr) maximizes the right-hand side of (8) for all £ = 0,..., N — 1, then the policy
& = {p§ 1, ..., pR_1} is the greedy policy. Note that the terminal reward in (4) no longer
plays a role in greedy design.* Since greedy design involves truncating the DP form of the
sOED problem, it again yields suboptimal designs.

3The greedy experimental design strategies considered in this paper are instances of greedy experimental
design with feedback. This is a different notion than greedy optimization of a batch experimental design problem,
where no feedback of data occurs between experiments. The latter is simply a suboptimal solution strategy for
(7), wherein the dj, are chosen in sequence.

4An information-based greedy design for parameter inference would thus require moving the information
gain objective into the stage rewards g, e.g., an incremental information gain formulation [56].



3 Numerical approaches

Approximate dynamic programming (ADP) broadly refers to numerical methods for finding
an approximate solution to a DP problem. The development of such techniques has been
the target of substantial research efforts across a number of communities (e.g., control theory,
operations research, machine learning), targeting different variations of the DP problem. While
a variety of terminologies are used in these fields, there is often a large overlap among the
fundamental spirits of their solution approaches. We thus take a perspective that groups many
ADP techniques into two broad categories:

1. Problem approximation: These are ADP techniques that do not provide a natural
way to refine the approximation, or where refinement does not lead to the solution of the
original problem. Such techniques typically lead to suboptimal strategies (e.g., batch and
greedy designs, certainty-equivalent control, Gaussian approximations).

2. Solution approximation: Here there is some natural way to refine the approximation,
such that the effects of approximation diminish with refinement. These methods have
some notion of “convergence” and may be refined towards the solution of the original
problem. Methods used in solution approximation include policy iteration, value function
and @Q-factor approximations, numerical optimization, Monte Carlo sampling, regression,
quadrature and numerical integration, discretization and aggregation, and rolling horizon
procedures.

In practice, techniques from both categories are often combined in order to find an approximate
solution to a DP problem. The approach in this paper will to try to preserve the original
problem as much as possible, relying more heavily on solution approximation techniques to
approximately solve the exact problem.

Subsequent sections (Sections 3.1-3.3) will describe successive building blocks of our ADP
approach, and the entire algorithm will be summarized in Section 3.4.

3.1 Policy representation

In seeking the optimal policy, we first must be able to represent a (generally suboptimal)
policy m = {po, 41, .., -1} One option is to represent a candidate policy function py(zy)
directly (and approximately)—for example, by brute-force tabulation over a finite collection
of x; values representing a discretization of the state space, or by using standard function
approximation techniques. On the other hand, one can preserve the recursive structure of the
Bellman equations and “parameterize” the policy via approximations of the value functions
appearing in (3). We take this approach here. In particular, we represent the policy using one
step of lookahead [8], thus retaining some structure from the original DP problem while keeping
the method computationally feasible. By looking ahead only one step, the recursion between
value functions is broken and the exponential growth of computational cost with respect to the



horizon N is reduced to linear growth.” The one-step lookahead policy representation® is:

o (zr) = ardg leaXEykmk,dk [gk(xk, Ui, i) + Jip1 (Fi (Tk, Uk, dk))] : (9)
k€D

for k =0,...,N — 1, and jN(xN) = gn(zn). The policy function py is therefore indirectly
represented via the approximate value function jkﬂkand one can view the policy 7 as implicitly
parameterized by the set of value functions Ji, ..., Jy.” If Jyy1(2pi1) = Jir1(@ry1), We recover
the Bellman equations (3) and (4), and hence we have py, = uj. Therefore we would like to find
a collection of {j;gﬂ}k that is close to {Jxi1}-

We employ a simple parametric “linear architecture” for these value function approxima-
tions:

jk(l’k) = T]I¢k<xk) = Zrk,i¢k,i<xk)> (10)
i=1

where 7, is the coefficient (weight) corresponding to the ith feature (basis function) ¢y ;(x).
While more sophisticated nonlinear or even nonparametric function approximations are possible
(e.g., k-nearest-neighbor [30], kernel regression [48], neural networks [11]), the linear approxi-
mator is easy to use and intuitive to understand [39], and is often required for many analysis
and convergence results [9]. It follows that the construction of Ji(z;) involves the selection of
features and the training of coefficients.

The choice of features is an important but often difficult task. A concise set of features
that is relevant to the actual dependence of the value function on the state can substantially
improve the accuracy and efficiency of (10) and, in turn, of the overall algorithm. Identifying
helpful features, however, is non-trivial. In the machine learning and statistics communities,
substantial research has been dedicated to the development of systematic procedures for both
extracting and selecting features [31, 41]. Nonetheless, finding good features in practice often
relies on experience, trial and error, and expert knowledge of the particular problem at hand.
We acknowledge the difficulty of this process, but do not pursue a detailed discussion of general
and systematic feature construction here. Instead, we employ a reasonable heuristic by choosing
features that are polynomial functions of the mean and log-variance of the belief state, as well
as of the physical state. The main motivation for this choice stems from the KL divergence
term in the terminal reward. The impact of this terminal reward is propagated to earlier stages
via the value functions, and hence the value functions must represent the state-dependence
of future information gain. While the belief state is generally not Gaussian and the optimal
policy is expected to depend on higher moments, the analytic expression for the KL divergence

5Multi-step lookahead is possible in theory, but impractical, as the amount of online computation would be
intractable given continuous state and design spaces.

6Tt is crucial to note that “one-step lookahead” is not greedy design, since future effects are still included
(within the term Jgy1). The name simply describes the structure of the policy representation, indicating that
approximation is made after one step of looking ahead (i.e., in ij).

A similar method is the use of Q-factors [62, 63]: ju(xr) = argmaxy, cp, Qx (2, dy), where the Q-factor
corresponding to the optimal policy is Qi (2k, dr) = Ey, |2, a, 9% (@k, Yk, di) + Jig1 (Fr(2k, Yk, di))]. The func-
tions Q(zx,dy) have a higher input dimension than Ji(z)), but once they are available, the corresponding
policy can be applied without evaluating the system dynamics Fj, and is thus known as a “model-free” method.
(Q-learning via value iteration is a prominent method in reinforcement learning.
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between two univariate Gaussian distributions, which involves their mean and log-variance
terms, provides a starting point for promising features. Polynomials then generalize this initial
set. We will provide more detail about our feature choices in Section 4. For the present
purpose of developing our ADP method, we assume that the features are fixed. We now focus
on developing an efficient procedure for training the coefficients.

3.2 Policy construction via approximate value iteration

Having decided on a way to represent candidate policies, we now aim to construct policies
within this representation class that are close to the optimal policy. We achieve this goal by
constructing and iteratively refining value function approximations via regression over targeted
relevant states.

Note that the procedure for policy construction described in this section can be performed
entirely offline. Once this process is terminated and the resulting value function approximations
are available, applying the policy as experimental data are acquired is an online process, which
involves evaluating (9). The computational costs of these online evaluations are generally much
smaller than those of offline policy construction.

3.2.1 Backward induction with regression

Our goal is to find value function approximations (implicitly, policy parameterizations) jk that
are close to the value functions Ji of the optimal policy, i.e., the value functions that satisfy (3)
and (4). We take a direct approach, and would in principle like to solve the following “ideal”
regression problem: minimize the squared error of the approximation under the state measure
induced by the optimal policy,

min/
Tk:7Vk‘ X1 X XXN_1

The weighted L? norm above is also known as the D-norm in other work [57]; its associated
density function is denoted by fr«(x1,...,xy_1). Here we have imposed the linear architecture
Jil(zy) = rd or(zy) (10). Xy is the support of .

In practice, the integral above must be replaced by a sum over discrete regression points, and
the distribution of these points reflects where we place more emphasis on the approximation
being accurate. Intuitively, we would like more accurate approximations in regions of the
state space that are more frequently visited under the optimal policy, e.g., as captured by
sampling from f,«. But we should actually consider a further desideratum: accuracy over the
state measure induced by the optimal policy and by the numerical methods used to evaluate
this policy (whatever they may be). Numerical optimization methods used to solve (9), for
instance, may visit many intermediate values of dy and hence of x4 = Fy (zk, yx, dy). The
accuracy of the value function approximation at these intermediate states can be crucial; poor
approximations can potentially mislead the optimizer to arrive at completely different designs,
and in turn change the outcomes of regression and policy evaluation. We thus include the
states visited within our numerical methods (such as iterations of stochastic approximation for
solving (9)) as regression points too. For simplicity of notation, we henceforth let f.« represent
the state measure induced by the optimal policy and the associated numerical methods.

N-1

Z_ (Jr(zk) — r,;r¢k(xk))2 fror(@1, .o on_q)day .. dey_ . (11)

k=1
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In any case, as we have neither Ji(zy) nor fr(x1,...,2zx_1), we must solve (11) approxi-
mately. First, to sidestep the need for Ji(zx), we will construct the value function approxima-
tions via an approzimate value iteration, specifically using backward induction with regression.
Starting with Jy(zy) = gn(xn), we proceed backwards from k = N — 1 to k = 1 and form

Julz) = ) ow(a) (12)
= P { max Eyklrlmdk gk(l'k, Yk, dk) + j;chl (fk (l’k, Yk, dk))] }

di €Dy

where P is an approximation operator that here represents a regression procedure. This ap-
proach leads to a sequence of ideal regression problems to be solved at each stage k:

min /X (i) - r;quk(xk))Q Foe () ey, (13)

Tk

where Ji(r) = maxg,ep, Ey,jzp.a, [gk(xk,yk,dk) + Jii1 (Fr (xk,yk,dk))] and fr«(zy) is the
marginal of fr«(z1,...,Tn_1).

First, we note that since Jj(z;) is built from Jyy1(z.1) through backward induction and
regression, the effects of approximation error can accumulate, potentially at an exponential
rate [58]. The accuracy of all J,(2;) approximations (i.e., for all k) is thus important. Second,
while we no longer need Ji () to construct Jy,(z4), we remain unable to select regression points

according to fr«(xy). This issue is addressed next.

3.2.2 Exploration and exploitation

Although we cannot a priori generate regression points from the state measure induced by the
optimal policy, it is possible to generate them according to a given (suboptimal) policy. We
thus generate regression points via two main processes: exploration and exploitation. Explo-
ration is conducted simply by randomly selecting designs (i.e., applying a random policy). For
example, if the feasible design space is bounded, the random policy could simply be uniform
sampling. In general, however, and certainly when the design spaces {Dk}ﬁz}} are unbounded,
a design measure for exploration needs to be prescribed, often selected from experience and an
understanding of the problem. The purpose of exploration is to allow a positive probability
of probing regions that can potentially lead to good reward. Exploration states are generated
from a design measure as follows: we sample 6 from the prior, sample designs {dk}g:_ol from
the design measure, generate a y; from the likelihood p(yx|0, di, I1,) for each design, and then
perform inference to obtain states xy = 0|yx, dy., Ix.

Exploitation, on the other hand, involves using the current understanding of a good policy
to visit regions that are also likely to be visited under the optimal policy. Specifically, we will
perform exploitation by exercising the one-step lookahead policy based on the currently available
approximate value functions J,. In practice, a mixture of both exploration and exploitation
is used to achieve good results, and various strategies have been developed and studied for
this purpose (see, e.g., [50]). In our algorithm, the states visited from both exploration and
exploitation are used as regression points for the least-squares problems in (13). Next, we
describe exactly how these points are obtained.
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3.2.3 Iteratively updating approximations of the optimal policy

Exploitation in the present context involves a dilemma of sorts: generating exploitation points
for regression requires the availability of an approximate optimal policy, but the construction
of such a policy requires regression points. To address this issue, we introduce an iterative
approach to update the approximation of the optimal policy and the state measure induced
by it. We refer to this mechanism as “policy update” in this paper, to avoid confusion with
approximate value iteration introduced previously.

At a high level, our algorithm alternates between generating regression points via exploita-
tion and then constructing an approximate optimal policy using those regression points. The
algorithm is initialized with only an exploration heuristic, denoted by 7®Pl*¢. States visited
by exploration trajectories generated from 7Pl are then used as initial regression points to
discretize (13), producing a collection of value functions {J}}~ ' that parameterize the policy
7!, The new policy 7! is then used to generate exploitation trajectories via (9). These states
are mixed with a random selection of exploration states from 7™ and this new combined set
of states is used as regression points to again discretize and solve (13), yielding value functions
{j,f é\/:—ll that parameterize an updated policy m2. The process is repeated. As these itera-
tions continue, we expect a cyclical improvement: regression points should move closer to the
state measure induced by the optimal policy, and with more accurate regression, the policies
themselves can further improve. The largest change is expected to occur after the first itera-
tion, when the first exploitation policy 7! becomes available; smaller changes typically occur in
subsequent iterations. A schematic of the procedure is shown in Figu