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Abstract Recent developments in surrogate construc-
tion predominantly focused on two strategies to im-
prove surrogate accuracy. Firstly, component-wise do-
main scaling informed by cross-validation. Secondly, re-
gression to construct response surfaces using additional
information in the form of additional function-values
sampled from multi-fidelity models and gradients.

Component-wise domain scaling reliably improves
the surrogate quality at low dimensions but has been
shown to suffer from high computational costs for higher
dimensional problems. The second strategy, adding gra-
dients to train surrogates, typically results in regression
surrogates. Counter-intuitively, these gradient-enhanced
regression-based surrogates do not exhibit improved ac-
curacy compared to surrogates only interpolating func-
tion values.

This study empirically establishes three main find-
ings. Firstly, constructing the surrogate in poorly scaled
domains is the predominant cause of deteriorating re-
sponse surfaces when regressing with additional gradi-
ent information. Secondly, surrogate accuracy improves
if the surrogates are constructed in a fully transformed
domain, by scaling and rotating the original domain,
not just simply scaling the domain. The domain trans-
formation scheme should be based on the local curva-
ture of the approximation surface and not its global
curvature. Thirdly, the main benefit of gradient infor-
mation is to efficiently determine the (near) optimal
domain in which to construct the surrogate.

This study proposes a foundational transformation
algorithm that performs near-optimal transformations
for lower dimensional problems. The algorithm consis-
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tently outperforms cross-validation-based component-
wise domain scaling for higher dimensional problems.
A carefully selected test problem set that varies be-
tween 2 and 16-dimensional problems is used to clearly
demonstrate the three main findings of this study.
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optimisation - Gradients - Gradient-Enhanced - Radial
Basis Functions

1 Introduction

This paper develops and proposes a novel domain trans-
formation scheme, completed as a preprocessing step,
to improve the performance of surrogate models. The
main application of surrogate models is in the field of
Surrogate Based optimisation (SBO), where computa-
tionally expensive simulations are replaced with a sur-
rogate model to reduce the computational cost of opti-
misation.

Although many papers [1-4] make the claim that
in this scenario gradient information of the function
is not available, it is often not the case. Many papers
[5-8] detail procedures to calculate the design sensitiv-
ities for functions that are computed using the Finite
Element Method (FEM) or Computational Fluid Dy-
namics (CFD). Many finite element packages have ad-
joint sensitivities implemented, for example, Calculix
[9]. This gradient information can be calculated with
respect to many different design variables to perform
optimisation in a wide range of problems such as shape
optimisation, thermodynamics, and vibration analyses
[5,7,10-12]. Many SBO studies do make use of the avail-
able design sensitivities [13-18], but often report either
a small improvement in surrogate model accuracy, or
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consider the computational cost of these models pro-
hibitive.

Attempts to improve surrogate model accuracy in-
clude scaling the input or design domain. The current
standard preprocessing strategy merely scales all di-
mensions of the input domain between 0 and 1 [1,4].
This implicitly assumes that the underlying function
is isotropic, i.e. the function behaviour is similar in all
directions for an equivalent isotropic measure such as
distance. In other words, the function is equally sensi-
tive to variations in all input variables when evaluated
at the same isotropic metric [19,20]. Attempts to dis-
card the implicit isotropic assumption include

— component-wise scaling of the domain, i.e. distinct
scaling factors per dimension, as an attempt to re-
cover isotropy after scaling [21,22], or

— adapting the surrogate model to explicitly handle
non-isotropic functions [4,17,20,23].

The problem with these strategies is that the designer
is either left with an under-performing surrogate model,
the implicit isotropic assumption [20], or the surrogate
models become computationally intractable to construct
for higher dimensional problems (typically > 10) [17].
Therefore current efforts aim to decrease the computa-
tional cost of constructing models that attempt to em-
brace the non-isotropic nature of functions in typical
engineering problems [17,23, 24].

The main contribution of this paper is identifying
and proposing a domain transformation scheme (scal-
ing and rotation) that is an essential preprocessing step
before the surrogate surface is constructed. It will be
shown that the performance error of a surrogate model
can be described as a summation of two distinct error
sources. Firstly, there is the error associated with the
sparsity of information, i.e. there are too few samples
in the design space to fully capture the behaviour of
the underlying function. The second, and the focus of
this research, is the error associated with the mismatch
between the domain the surrogate is constructed in and
the implicit assumptions of standard surrogate models.
It is shown in this research that even for simple low-
dimensional problems the second domain-based error
source can have a larger influence on the accuracy of
a surrogate model than the more known or discussed
sparsity error source. This second error can diminish to
zero if the transformation scheme maps the original un-
suitable design space to an ideal construction space for
the surrogate model. Therefore, the optimal construc-
tion of a surrogate model is defined in this paper as one
where the model is constructed in an ideal transformed
domain.

The proposed domain transformation scheme makes
use of local Hessian estimates. Two options are pro-

posed: estimate the Hessian from gradient information,
or from function values. The transformation scheme
based on gradient information is computationally ef-
ficient, as opposed to requiring a high-dimensional op-
timisation problem to be solved as with the component-
wise Kriging scaling [22]. Hence, scaling is not left to
the user to identify but rather resolved automatically
from the available data resulting in near optimal trans-
formation. The benefits of this domain transformation
(that includes scaling and rotation) include

— gradient-enhanced surrogate models consistently out-
perform function value-only surrogate models,

— the improvement from function value-only surro-
gates to gradient-enhanced surrogates becomes more
apparent for higher-dimensional problems,

— significantly fewer data points are required to con-
struct similar quality surrogate models when no scal-
ing or only basic scaling is performed.

This paper is constructed as follows. Firstly, this paper
offers a brief overview of SBO emphasising the basic
steps in its implementation. This is followed by a de-
tailed exposé of the construction and training of typical
function-value based and gradient-enhanced surrogate
models. From this breakdown the isotropic characteris-
tic is discussed, as well as other lesser discussed char-
acteristics, and a transformation scheme is developed.
Lastly, the transformation scheme is assessed on test or
benchmark problems, using both function and gradient-
enhanced models of the same flexibility, before conclu-
sions and recommendations are offered.

2 Surrogate Based optimisation

In general, the unconstrained optimisation problem at-
tempts to find some vector of designs variables, x =
[€1, X2, ...,z,]" € R™, that minimises some scalar func-
tion F(x) : R™ — R. In many modern engineering
optimisation problems, the evaluation of the function
F(x) often includes a computationally expensive simu-
lation. A recent example of this is the work completed
by Thapa and Missoum [25].

Therefore, the implementation of surrogate-based

optimisation is often used when dealing with time-consuming

simulations. A surrogate attempts to replace the ex-
pensive simulation with a computationally in-expensive
model. The processes of surrogate-based optimisation is
summarized into three phases [1]:

— Phase 1: Select and evaluate a training set of design
vectors.

— Phase 2: Use the training set to construct a surro-
gate model.
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— Phase 3: Solve the surrogate optimisation problem
and update the training set.

Phases 2 and 3 are then repeated until some termina-
tion condition is met.

Phase 2, the construction of the surrogates, is the
topic of interest in this paper. Therefore, an in-depth
discussion of the processes used for this step in SBO is
given in Section 3.

Phases 1 and 3 are outside the scope of this pa-
per. Hence, in this study, we merely sample points us-
ing the defacto-standard Latin Hyper-Cube sampling
(LHS) without the space-filling condition enforced [26].

3 Basic Surrogate Models

Surrogate models can be classified into function-value
based, gradient-enhanced and gradient-only [27]. Note
that surrogate models that regresses through both func-
tion value and gradient information are referred to as
either gradient-enhanced (GE) models [15,17], cooper-
ative models (CO) [13,14], or first order (FO) models
[18,27]. For the remainder of this research gradient-
enhanced (GE) is used to describe surrogate models
that regresses through both gradient and function value
information.

Common function-value based surrogate models in-
clude Kriging Models, Radial Basis Functions (RBF)
and polynomial surrogate models [1,4, 17, 20, 21, 23].
Firstly, before gradient information can be included in
these models, the more familiar function-value based
models must be discussed and derived. Following these
derivations, the gradient-enhanced models can be dis-
cussed.

3.1 Function-Value Based Surrogate Models
8.1.1 Polynomial Surrogate Models

The simplest surrogate model to implement is the poly-
nomial model. An n-dimensional polynomial function of
order k can be expressed as

n k
Foo(®) =D Y Wijoj (@) + W, (1)
i=1j=1

where W;; is the weight associated with j* order of the
polynomial in the i*" dimension in the design space, and
¢;j(x) is the basis function

i) = . (2)

The sampled point x is a column vector of size n. There-
fore, there are K = (k x n)+ 1 basis functions when we
include the constant basis function.

Note that typically the coupling terms such as z;z;,
1 # j are omitted from the basis functions. This omis-
sion is due to the exponential growth of the number of
weights needed to fit the surrogate if these terms are
included [1,4].

If p samples are taken from the design space then
Equation (1) can be re-written as the system of equa-
tions

d)kn(:cl) N ¢11($1) 1

?; - ¢kn.($2) . . ¢11§ﬂ32) 1 in/:il
f:p px1 ¢kn(wp) ,..(;511(-’13;;) 1 Wl Kx1

px K

where f; is the function value at the sample location x;,
and the weights (W;; and W) were assembled into a
single vector and renumbered from 1 to K. This system
of equations can then be expressed as

f=M,(x)W,. (4)

The training of a polynomial surrogate refers to the
task of finding the optimal values of the weight vector
W,. If p= K, M, is square, and the weights can be
solved using a linear algebra solver as long as M, has
full rank. More commonly p > K, therefore the system
is over-determined [27], and needs to be computed using
the least squares form

M, f=M,"M,W,. (5)
3.1.2 Kriging Models

Kriging, sometimes referred to as a Gaussian process,
was first introduced by D.N Krige in 1951 [28]. Kriging,
unlike the other two surrogate models presented in this
paper, models the underlying function using a statisti-
cal approach. Jones [22] offers an intuitive derivation of
the model which will be summarised and adapted here.

Firstly, the model starts by assuming that the un-
derlying function is a normally distributed process with
a mean of y and a variance of o. Assuming the under-
lying function is continuous, the correlation between
two values f; and f; at locations «; and x; in the n-
dimensional design space is modelled mathematically
with

Conlf ] = e 3 (@~ (@) ) - (6)

k=1
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Here (x;)y refers to the k-th component of the location
vector x;.

The distance measure, ((z;); — (z;);)?, intuitively
implies that the correlation between two points will be
high if points x; and x; are near one another in the
design space, and decrease as the points are further
from one another. The € variable is a hyper-parameter
that quantifies the dependency of the correlation on the
distance in the k-th dimension in the design space. The
covariance can then be expressed as

Cov(f) = > M, (7)

where M, in an p X p matrix, where p is the number of
samples in the design space. Each component of My is
given by Equation (6).

To estimate the ideal values of u, o2, and €, for all
n directions a vector of sampled values f of length p is
used in the equations

io= M f) ML (®)
o2 = %(f ~ LM M(f — Ti), (9)

where I is the identity matrix. Equations (8) and (9)
depend on the matrix M which, in turn, depend of
the vector of ¢, values. The optimal € is found by max-
imising the log-likelihood function

L(e) = — 5 log(0”) — 5 los(|My). (10)

Strategies to solve the optimisation problem in Equa-
tion (10) is presented in Section 3.5.

The predicted value from the Kriging model of the
underlying function at some location x* is found with

Fena(®) = 1+ rTM . (f — If), (11)

where r is a vector of the correlations computed by
Equation (6), of the new point &* and the previously
sampled points:

Corr(f*, f1)
Corr(f*, f2)

r =

(12)
Corr(f*, fp)
3.1.8 Radial Basis Function Surrogate Models

Radial basis function surrogates refer to the family of
surrogates that use a linear summation of basis func-
tions that depend on a distance measure between two
points. Popular options as basis functions include

— Inverse quadratic: ¢(x, ¢, €) = m,

— Multi-quadratic: ¢(zx, c,€) = v/||x — || + €2,

— Gaussian: ¢(x, ¢, ) = e~cll@—ell,

where the variable € is referred to as the shape param-
eter and the point c is the center of the basis function.
The most widely used basis function is the Gaussian
function [1,2]. The RBF surrogate is expressed as a
linear combination of K basis functions

K
Jrer = ZWi¢i($7ci7€)- (13)

i=1

This equation becomes a system of equations similar to
Equation (4)

f = MR(:B’cv e)WRa (14)

but now the matrix M g becomes

(b(wlaclve) ¢($1,CQ,€) ¢($17CK7€)

¢($2,C1,€) ¢($2,Cg,€) s ¢($27CK?€)
Mp = ) : )

qﬁ(acp,.cl,e) ¢(mp’.027€) qﬁ(:cp,.cK,e)
(15)

The remaining parameters of the surrogate include the
number and locations of the centres ¢ and the value of
the shape parameter e.

A popular choice for the centres is to select p =
K, meaning that the number of centres is equal to the
number of sampled points and to position the centres
at the location of the sampled points. For this choice
the matrix M r becomes square and the weight vector
can be solved directly from Equation (14). This is the
method implemented for this research.

Some research implemented a fussy K-means clus-
tering scheme to allocate the centres in the domain
[1,2]. From this scenario the system once again be-
comes over-determined and the least squares solution
in Equation (5), where M, and W, now become M g
W g respectively, is then used.

As with the Kriging hyper-parameter problem, the
selection of a good shape parameter value € for the RBF
surrogate is discussed in Section 3.5.

3.2 Gradient-Enhanced Implementations

Gradient-enhanced models are typically separated into
two categories, namely direct and indirect approaches
[15,17,23,27]. These approaches refer to the usage of
the gradient information obtained at every sampled lo-
cation.
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3.3 Indirect Gradient Enhancement

The indirect gradient enhancement approach typically
refers to some infill strategy. Using the 1st order Taylor
series expansion,
of
f(x; + Azper) = f(x;) + 8—Axk, (16)
T
additional points are added to the dataset, where Axy,
is the distance from the known sample point to the new
infilled point and ey is the unit vector in the direction
along dimension & [13,29]. The function value at the
infilled point is not evaluated explicitly but estimated
from Equation (16), by making use of the available gra-
dient information. This strategy does not scale well with
dimensionality, as for each point in the dataset, this
method adds n points. This means that the system can
quickly become ill-conditioned due to the closeness of
the newly added points.

3.4 Direct Gradient Enhancement

The other approach to gradient-enhanced models is to
directly include the gradients in the models themselves.
This can either be done in an interpolating sense, such
that the model directly interpolates both the function
and gradient information at every point in the design
space [4], or in a regression sense, such that the model
neither exactly fits the function or gradient information,
but rather attempts to fit both in the least squares sense
[27].

A regression-based model is typically preferred to a
fully interpolating model for two main reasons. Firstly,
computational simulations that require discretisation
and iterative solvers can result in noisy solutions. There-
fore, if the model fits the solutions exactly the model
may fit more to the noise in the data than to the un-
derlying function. Secondly, a full interpolation matrix
in either higher dimensional or densely sampled prob-
lems may become prohibitively large to solve, while
a regression-based model can still offer useful results
at a more reasonable computational cost. Therefore,
regression-based derivations are offered in this section
for the discussed surrogate models.

Another reason that regression models are preferred
in this research is that the goal of the numerical investi-
gations is to isolate the effect that the domain transfor-
mation has on the performance of the surrogate model.
Therefore, the flexibility of the function and gradient-
enhanced models are kept constant (by keeping the
number and location of the centres the same), so that
the only variable that is altered is the domain trans-
formation strategy. The effect of increased flexibility in

gradient-enhanced models, and how this increased flex-
ibility is achieved, are outside the scope of this research.

3.4.1 GE Models

Both the polynomial and the RBF surrogate models can
be expanded to include gradient information in their
construction. This can be done by first taking the gra-
dient of their associated basis functions

d(zﬁifc) = jad ™!, (a7)
% = 26h(x, ¢, ) (@ — c), (18)

where Equations (17) and (18) return column vectors
of the gradients of the polynomial and RBF basis func-
tions respectively.

A new system of equations can then be created from
the gradient information at each sampled point for p
samples for the polynomial surrogate model

d dppn(x1 doi1 (1

o e K %

%ﬁz dprn(T2) doii(x2) 0 W1

Il = d'm . d.m . . ) (19)
@, dbn(@,)  ddur(ey) ’

e bn\Zp) | S0ZR) Wi

or the RBF surrogate model

df dp(xz1,c1,e) do(x1,c2,€) do(zy,cK ,€) W
a5 do(dhcric) do(@aene)  do(wsie . *
aj2 r2,C1,€ x2,C2,€ Z2,CK €

dx _ dx dx e dx WK_l
dfp do(zp,c1,6) do(xp,c2,€) dé(zp,cx ,€) %%
dzx da de ce dx

(20)

These two systems, Equations (19) and (20), can then
be written as either

V=M, 1 W o, (21)
in polynomial model case, or
Vf=Mpg_ W r-fo, (22)

in the RBF model case. The subscript — fo denotes that
first-order information is used in the system. The gra-
dient information can then be added to the original
function-based systems, Equations (4) and (14), to cre-
ate a new system of equations

{fo] - [Mﬂfp fo] Wp-ar, (23)
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in the polynomial case, or the in RBF case,

4)- i Jwes

The weight vector now contains the subscript —GE to
show that the weights solved from this system are for
the gradient-enhanced versions of the surrogate models.

An important characteristic to note of the GE mod-
els is the size of the systems that need to be solved. In
the function-value based models p scalar samples are
taken of the underlying function, creating a system of
size p X K, while in the GE models p scalars and p
gradient vectors of size n x 1 are sampled, creating a
(p+p xn) x K system. As the weight vector, Wgg,
is the same size, specifically K x 1 in both the function
and GE models, the models are of equal flexibility. The
difference between the function and GE models is there-
fore that the GE models are constructed by regressing
the model to the gradient information using the least
squares formulation (similar to Equation (5)).

3.4.2 GE-Kriging Models

The derivation for direct gradient-enhanced Kriging is
more complex than the derivations for the other two
models discussed in this paper. Therefore, for the sake
of brevity, and not to distract from the main contribu-
tion of this paper, the interested reader is referred to
the literature [13,14,17] for the complete mathematical
description and implementation.

3.5 Hyper-parameter Selection Strategies

Unlike the polynomial surrogate model, the Kriging
and RBF models require the optimisation or tuning
of hyper-parameters. This optimisation sub-problem in
SBO is a widely researched and discussed topic in litera-
ture. These two surrogate models can require vastly dif-
ferent algorithms to find the optimal hyper-parameter
or set of hyper-parameters.

It has been shown that the numerical value of the
hyper-parameter greatly impacts the performance of
the model. Therefore, before further research can be
completed it is necessary to discuss the current optimi-
sation methods implemented for the hyper-parameter
selection of these models.

3.5.1 The Kriging Hyper-parameter problem

The main challenge when solving the Kriging hyper-
parameter optimisation problem in Equation (10), is
the fact that there are as many e values as there are
dimensions in the sampled design space.

Therefore many papers apply some global optimiser
to solve this problem, such as the Genetic Algorithm
(GA) or Particle Swarm Optimisation (PSO) [20]. In
higher dimensions, this becomes computationally ex-
pensive, so much so that it can become the bottle-
neck in computation time for SBO. Toal et al. [20] in-
vestigated four different tuning strategies on problems
varying from 1D to 30D. Each of the tuning strategies
sampled the model 10 000 times before a set of hyper-
parameters was selected.

Other papers attempt to reduce the number of hyper-
parameters in the model. Bouhel et al. [17,23] used a
partial-least squares (PLS) method to introduce new
kernels based on the information from the PLS method.
The number of hyper-parameters is then reduced to the
number of principal components (PC) the designer de-
cides to keep based on the information gathered from
the PLS method. The ideal number of PC to be re-
tained depends on the problem as well as the location
of the sampled points. There is currently no consistent
method to determine this value.

The last option is to reduce the hyper-parameter
vector to one value, i.e. one constant value for all the
directions. This has been shown [20] to produce better
results than the other two methods if the underlying
function is isotropic in nature. This isotropic assump-
tion significantly affects the accuracy of surrogates and
will be discussed further in Section 4.

In this research a simplex search algorithm, such as
that used by Toal et al. [20], is implemented to find op-
timum scaling values for the Kriging hyper-parameter
problem. To keep the computationally costs reasonable,
as well as competitive with the other methods imple-
mented, the algorithm is limited to 100 iterations for 5
initial scaling vectors.

3.5.2 The RBF Hyper-parameter problem

As in the case of Kriging, the selection of the shape pa-
rameter of the RBF model is an often discussed and re-
searched topic in literature. Some papers propose some
heuristic to calculate the single scalar value ¢, typically
based on the dimensionality of the problem and the
distance between the sampled points [30, 31]. Others
implement some cross-validation schemes such as K-
fold cross-validation or leave-out-one cross-validation
(LOOCV) [4,21].

In this research, LOOCYV is implemented to optimise
the shape parameter of the RBF model. The LOOCV
method typically involves the following steps:

1. Divide the dataset into many subsets, where each
subset contains all the points except one (a different
one for each subset).
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2. Construct the surrogate for each subset of the sam-
pled points.

3. Find the error for each constructed surrogate at the
point that was excluded from the subset.

4. Sum all the errors.

These steps are then repeated for each trail shape pa-
rameter value in some predetermined set of values. The
value that results in the lowest summed error value is
then used to construct the surrogate on the full dataset.
For large datasets, this can become computationally ex-
pensive as p surrogates are trained for each tested shape
parameter value. Therefore, the algorithm proposed by
Rippa [32] is used. An estimated error value F is com-
puted from

K
1 W,
E= E; T (25)

where the values of W, and Mijl are found by con-
structing the surrogate on the entire data set. W; is the
solved weight for the i-th basis function, and Mizl is
the i-th diagonal of the inverse of the basis function
matrix. Equation (25) allows for only one surrogate to
be constructed per trail shape parameter value instead
of p surrogates.

4 Implicit Isotropic Assumption

This section discusses what is meant by isotropic and
non-isotropic functions as well as why this characteris-
tic can be detrimental to the performance of the sur-
rogate. Section 3 demonstrated that surrogates are a
linear combination of basis functions. Clearly, if these
basis function shapes do not share some similarity with
the underlying function, the performance of the over-
all surrogate will suffer. Figure 1 illustrates the Gaus-
sian basis function, the most common basis function,
with three different shape parameter values for the two-
dimensional case.

0.95
0.90
0.85

Fig. 1 The Gaussian basis function for shape parameters of
10, 1, and 0.1.

From the sub-figures in Figure 1 it is clear that
the Gaussian basis function is symmetrical or isotropic.

This means that the surrogate makes the implicit as-
sumption that the variables of the underlying function
are all equally important to the outcome of the func-
tion.

This can be investigated in more depth by looking
at the effect that the shape parameter has on the Gaus-
sian basis function. Notice from Figure 1 that changing
the shape parameter € only impacts the curvature of the
basis function. Both the function value and the gradient
vector are independent of the shape parameter at the
center = c¢. This can be seen mathematically in Equa-
tions (13) and (18) if the the equations are evaluated
at the point * = ¢

o(x, ¢, €)|p=c =1, (26)
d(b(x) C, 6) _
o - =0. (27)

The second derivative of the function is given by

d? d
% _ 726£(m P ) (28)
If the second derivative is evaluated at the point

x = c, this results in

d*¢(z, c, €)

I —2¢l. (29)

r=c
Therefore, the act of altering or optimising the shape
parameter therefore clearly results in an equal change
in the curvature of the basis function (at the center) in
all directions.

Therefore, if one shape parameter is used for all di-
rections, the model will have ideal performance if the
underlying function exhibits similar curvature in all di-
rections. However, it is unlikely that a practical en-
gineering design or optimisation problem will contain
variables that all have equal (or at least similar) im-
pact on the outcome of the design. Therefore, what is
currently done is either a different shape parameter is
assigned to each principal direction in the design space
or a different scale parameter is used for each principal
direction in the design space, such that the underlying
function becomes isotropic. Figure 2 shows the Gaus-
sian basis function with different shape parameters and
scale parameters in each principal direction.

From Figure 2 it can be seen that the two options
are equivalent, i.e. for a certain shape parameter there
is a corresponding scale parameter, specifically there
is a square root relationship between the two, that will
alter the curvature by either “stretching” or “shrinking”
the domain such that the curvature will be equivalent.
This vector of hyper-parameters, either shape or scale
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£=[10,1] e=[2,1] £=[0.5,1]

0.75
0.50
0.25

0.8
0.6
0.4

0.75
0.50
0.25
1

1 1

-1 o -1 4

o

0 -1
[
1 1 -1

o
-1

1
Scale Vector = [V0.5,1]

1
Scale Vector = [V2,1]

Scale Vector = [V10, 1]

Fig. 2 The Gaussian basis function with independent shape
or scale parameters for each dimension.

parameters, means that the curvature in each principal
direction can be altered independently, thus removing
the implicit assumption that all variables impact the
outcome equally.

As has already been discussed in Section 3, find-
ing the optimal values of either scale or shape parame-
ters for each dimension in a design problem, creates a
computationally expensive hyper-parameter optimisa-
tion problem. However, what has not been discussed is
that this formulation also makes the implicit assump-
tion that the variables all independently impact the un-
derlying function. This assumption is revealed from the
observation that the shape parameters are incapable of
changing the curvature in any direction other than the
principal directions. This feature makes the implicit as-
sumption that the variables all independently influence
the outcome of the function and that there is no in-
herent or underlying relationship between two or more
variables. This can once again be seen by taking Equa-
tion (28) and adapting it to an n-dimensional vector of
€ values. The second derivative of the basis function is
then given by

d*¢(, ¢, €)

I = —2¢,.

(30)
Notice that the Hessian at * = ¢ can be written as
a diagonal n x n Hessian where the diagonal vector is
—2€, i.e. a constant times the shape parameter vector.

Therefore, the goal of this paper is to develop a
transformation scheme that will define a domain that
will force the underlying function to be both isotropic
and independent (uncoupled or decomposable). The sur-
rogate can then be constructed in this transformed do-
main. The transformation scheme can be used to map
to and from the original and transformed domains. This
transformation scheme needs to be general and robust,
i.e. it cannot return a domain in which the accuracy of

the model will worsen, and it must be computationally
efficient.

4.1 Example Function

To demonstrate the above arguments, the following un-
coupled 2D function with each dimension in the domain
x; € [0,1] is considered:

F(x) = sin(2mz1) + sin(27zq). (31)

The effect that the scaling and rotating of the domain
have on the performance of the RBF surrogate model
is demonstrated by defining two new domains. Firstly,
a scaled domain x* is defined in which the domain of
the function is scaled using the equation

z* = S, (32)
where the matrix S is defined as

20
5= @

The scaled domain x* is then rotated to the domain
. In this domain, the function becomes coupled. The
domain transformation is given by

&= Rx* = RSz (34)
where the rotation matrix R is defined as

cos(30°) —sin(30°)

sin(30°)  cos(30°) (35)

The function in the three domains, namely the orig-
inal, scaled, and rotated domains is shown in Figures 3
and 4.

uriginal vomain

Scalea uomain

Kotatea Lomain

08 00

Fig. 3 Example function illustrated in the original domain,
scaled domain and rotated domain.

Three RBF surrogates are then constructed using
various sample numbers (varying from 10 to 26), one
in the original domain, one in the scaled domain, and
lastly one in the rotated domain.

The performance of each surrogate is measured at
1000 randomly sampled test points. The number of test
points is selected so much higher than the number of
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Original Domain Scaled Domain Rotated Domain

Fig. 4 Contour plots of the example function illustrated in
the original domain, scaled domain and rotated domain.

construction points to ensure that the error measure is
an accurate reflection of the quality of fit, and is not af-
fected by the location of the test points. To account for
the randomness present in the location of the construc-
tion points, the error calculation is repeated 50 times
and the mean is recorded. To evaluate the dependency
of the surrogates on the locations of the construction
points, a measure of the variance of the shapes of the
surrogates is recorded. This is done by taking the vari-
ance of the error for each point in the test set and then
recording the mean of this variance across all the points.
Ideally, this result should be zero, otherwise, the surro-
gate greatly depends on the randomness of the sampling
technique.

The performance measure used is the Root Mean
Square Error (RMSE), expressed by

RMSEZUZZN(V%VVI%)Z (36)

where V. is the target value and V; is the predicted
value from the surrogate. The results are shown in Fig-
ure 5 where the shaded region in the plots indicates the
variance of the surrogates.

—— Original Domain
—— Rotated Domain

309 —— Scaled Domain

254

0.0

RMSE

T
10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Number of Samples

Fig. 5 The mean (solid lines) and variance (shaded regions)
in the RMSE for the surrogates constructed in the three do-
mains for an increasing number of samples.

Clearly, the domain the surrogate is constructed in
has a meaningful and measurable impact on the per-
formance of a surrogate. The transformed domains, i.e
x* and &, negatively impacted both the performance
of the surrogate (increased error), as well as the consis-
tency of the surrogate (increased variance), especially
at lower sampling densities. One can also see the bene-
fit of a complete transformation (rotation and scaling)
that would transform the problem back from the ro-
tated & domain to the original  domain.

The total error of a surrogate, E7, can then be de-
fined as a summation of two errors. The first is the error
associated with the sparsity of information, Eg, and the
second is the error associated with the domain the sur-
rogate is constructed in, Ep. These errors are indicated
in Figure 6.

——— Original Ideal Domain
304 Scaled and Rotated Domain
2.5 1 N
.
N\
2.0 N
w
2
< 1.5
1.01
0.5 4
0.0 1

10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Number of Samples

Fig. 6 The sources of poor performance of a surrogate. The
total error Er consists of the sparsity of information error
FEs and the construction domain error Ep.

5 Proposed Transformation Scheme

In practical design or optimisation problems the ideal
values of the matrices R and S, the rotation and scaling
matrices, will be unknown. Therefore, in this section, an
efficient, consistent, and general domain transformation
scheme is developed. To begin this discussion consider
a simple multidimensional non-linear polynomial func-
tion, the 2-dimensional quadratic function. This func-
tion can be expressed as

1
flx) = §£UTA:I: +bTx + ¢, (37)

where A is a 2 X 2 matrix, b is a 2 X 1 vector, and c is
a scalar. For this discussion, the case where b and c are
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zero is considered. Therefore Equation (37) becomes

flx) = %wTAa:. (38)

In this form, the A matrix is equal to the Hessian or
curvature matrix of the function.

Figure 7 shows the 3D representation and Figure 8
shows the contour plots, for f, for three cases

10 31 105
Al_{01]’A2_[11}’A3_[0.5 1] (39)

-10

Fig. 7 3D plots of quadratic A1, A2, and As functions re-
spectively.

00 1 ~ 00
X1 X1

Fig. 8 Contour plots of quadratic Ay, As, and A3 functions
respectively.

The shape of the function in the case of A;, when
the function is isotropic, closely resembles the shape of
the Gaussian basis function. Therefore, the Gaussian
basis function is more suitable for the case where A =
A; than when A = A or A = As.

Therefore, the goal of the transformation scheme
should be to create a domain where for any A, the func-
tion evaluated in the transformed domain should resem-
ble the case where A = A;. If; as is currently a popular
choice, the domain is only scaled independently in each
principal direction, and there is coupling between vari-
ables (i.e. the Hessian matrix is not a diagonal matrix),
then Figure 9 is obtained. Here each dimension is scaled
by the square root of the corresponding diagonal entry
in the Hessian.

Figure 9 clearly demonstrates that only co-ordinate
based scaling is insufficient to create an isotropic func-
tion. The relationship between the variables must there-
fore be taken into account.

Original Domain

Scaled Domain

-0 -05 0o os 10 15 10 -05 00 05 10 15 10 05 oo o5 10

Fig. 9 Quadratic functions scaled in the principal directions
with the square root of the diagonal entries of their Hessians.

A transformation scheme that can transform the do-
main such that the resulting function becomes isotropic
can be achieved by considering the eigenvalues and eigen-
vectors of the Hessian. Figure 10 shows the eigenvalues
and eigenvectors for the three problems overlaid with
their corresponding contour plots. The eigenvectors are
indicated with dashed lines, with the length of each
dashed line chosen proportional to the magnitude of
the corresponding eigenvalue.

00 0 — 0.0 - 0 — 0.0
X1 X1 X1

Fig. 10 Contour plots of quadratic functions with Hessians
given by A1, A2 and As. The dashed lines indicate the eigen-
vectors and their lengths are chosen proportional to the eigen-
values.

To start, we propose a transformation scheme when
the Hessian is known. First, the eigenvectors and eigen-
values of the Hessian are computed. The domain is then
rotated using the eigenvectors of the Hessian and scaled
by the square root of the eigenvalues for each direction.
Figure 11 shows the contours using this transforma-
tion scheme, for the 3 different A matrices. Clearly, by
taking into account the curvature in all directions the
problem can be recast into a domain where the function
is isotropic.

This scheme must now be generalised such that it
can be implemented on any non-linear function (i.e.
Hessian unknown). Initially, it seems reasonable to take
some global curvature measure as, after all, the surro-
gate is fit on the entire domain. The issue with this
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Fig. 11 Contour plots of quadratic functions with Hessians
given by A1, As and As, after applying the proposed trans-
formation scheme to the original domain.

assumption is demonstrated on the problem in Equa-
tion (31) in the scaled and rotated domain. Figure 12
shows the function overlaid with a quadratic fit of the
function, while Figure 13 shows the contour plots of the
quadratic fit and the function.

0.0

P

20 -1.00

Fig. 12 Global quadratic fit of the underlying function in
orange and blue respectively.

Quadratic Fit

Scaled and Rotated Domain

0.75 0.75

0.50 0.50

0.25

0.00 ‘\

-0.25

0.25

0.00

X2

-0.25
-0.50 —-0.50

-0.75 -0.75

-1.00 -1.00
0. 0.

.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 .0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0
X1 X1

Fig. 13 Contour plots of the global quadratic fit and the
underlying Function.

The global quadratic fit offers very little resemblance
to the curvature of the underlying function. This oc-
curs as the quadratic assumption cannot capture the
full non-linearity of the underlying function across the

entire domain. The regressed quadratic fit instead of-
fers a poor representation of the underlying curvature
as it completes a global least squares fit using function
information. Although the regressed quadratic fit has a
low function value error, as this is the information it is
constructed with, it offers a poor representation of the
curvature of the underlying function. This paper, there-
fore, proposes the use of local quadratic fits to inform
a global curvature-based transformation scheme.

Figure 14 shows the rotated underlying function
overlaid with the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the
Hessians, i.e. local curvature information, at random
locations in the domain. As before, the dashed lines in-
dicate the eigenvectors, and their lengths are selected in
proportion to the corresponding eigenvalues. At some
locations, the eigenvalues are similar in both directions,
but it occurs more frequently than the eigenvalue in the
rotated x5 direction (black dashed line) is larger than
the eigenvalue in the rotated x; direction (red dashed
line). Therefore the local curvature information more
accurately reflects the curvature of the underlying func-
tion, rather than the curvature of a global approxima-
tion of the underlying function.

—0.50 4

—0.75 1

—1.00 4

00 05 10 15 20 25

Fig. 14 Local Hessian information overlaid with the rotated
underlying function.

To remove variance in the local information some
average measure of the local measures must be found.
Obtaining an average orthogonal matrix from all the lo-
cal eigenvectors is not a trivial computation [33]. Aver-
ages of orthogonal matrices are not themselves orthog-
onal. Therefore one average global Hessian is created
from the many local Hessians. This is done by using the
decomposition used in the Saddle-Free Newton method
[34]

H=vxvT (40)
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where V' and X are the eigenvectors and a diagonal
matrix containing the eigenvalues along the diagonal,
respectively. Each local Hessian is then recreated by
taking the absolute value of the eigenvalue matrix,

H, =VXZVvT’ (41)

The average global Hessian matrix is then calculated by
taking the average of these reconstructed local Hessians:

1 N
Havg = NZHneW' (42)
%

Next the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of this average
global Hessian is computed. The domain is rotated us-
ing the the eigenvectors as columns in an orthogonal
matrix, and each direction is scaled with the square
root of the eigenvalues. To demonstrate the proposed
method Figure 15 shows contour plots of Equation (31)
in the scaled and rotated domain, a transformed domain
computed from 5 random samples, and a transformed
domain computed from 9 random samples. Although in
this example the local Hessians are known analytically,
in general, the local Hessians must be estimated from
data.

10 -~ Design Domain | o

Fig. 15 Contour plots of Equation (31) in the scaled and
rotated domain, a transformed domain at 5 samples, and a
transformed domain at 9 samples.

5.1 Hessian Estimation

What is clear from arguments presented in Sections 4
and 5 is that some understanding of the nature of the
curvature of the underlying function is required. Al-
though the exact nature of the curvature is often un-
available, there are many methods that can estimate
the curvature or Hessian of a function.

For the research completed in this paper two meth-
ods are selected depending on the information available.
In the case where gradient information is available, the
Symmetric Rank 1 (SR1) Hessian update method [27]
is used:

(yp — HyAxy)(y, — HpAzy)”

H =H
wH e (y, — HpyAzxy)T Az,

(43)

The initial Hessian estimate Hg is an identity matrix
and the term y,, is defined as

y, = VEF(x), + Azy) — VF (). (44)

To ensure that the local Hessian approximation is rank
sufficient, N SR1 updates are performed at the N clos-
est points surrounding the point where the Hessian is
estimated. This of course requires the gradient vector
at each of these N points.

Otherwise, if only function information is available,
a quadratic function is fitted locally to the underlying
function. This quadratic function takes the form

N N N
f= Z Z Wijzix; + Z Wixy + We, (45)
g k

where the weights W;, Wy, and W, are associated with
the quadratic and coupling terms, the linear terms, and
the constant term in the equation respectively. The W;;
weights solved from this fitted function can then be re-
arranged into the Hessian of the quadratic fit

2W11 W12
Wa1 2Woso ...

Wln

W2 n

H = , (46)

Wio1t Wha ... 2Wh,

where W15 = Ws; as the matrix is symmetric. In the
implementation of this paper, an interpolating fit is con-
structed. This requires as many function values as there
are unknown coefficients in the fit. These points are se-
lected as the closest points surrounding the point at
which the Hessian is approximated, resulting in a local
approximation of the Hessian.

A key difference between these two Hessian estima-
tion methods is the minimum number of points each
method requires in order to provide an estimation of the
local Hessian. The SR1 method requires N + 1 points
(the center point and the closest N points) while the
quadratic fit requires a local cluster containing N (N —
1)/2 4+ N + 1 points in N-dimensional space. This im-
plies that when gradient information is available, the
proposed transformation scheme scales favorably with
problem dimension (linear scaling), while the function
value-based Hessian approximation method becomes pro-
hibitively expensive (quadratic scaling). This scaling
behaviour is shown visually in Figure 16.

5.2 Effect of Transformation on the Gradient Vector

When the domain is transformed, the gradients are in-
directly also transformed. Therefore the gradients need
to be transformed into the new domain before they are
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5000 1 —— Function Information
Jacobain Information

4000 1

3000 4
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Number of Local Points
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Dimensionality

Fig. 16 Number of Points required to compute a Hessian
estimation as a function of the dimensionality of the problem.

used in the construction of the surrogate in the new
domain. This is done by first expressing the underlying
function as a function of the transformed domain

F(z) = F(z(x)). (47)
Using the chain rule Equation (47) becomes

dF _ dF di

il 48
de  dz dx’ (48)
where % is the gradients that were found when the

underlying function was sampled and flig is the gradi-

ents in the new transformed domain. Therefore the new
gradient vector can be found in solving

dF _dF (d&\"'

il (i 4
dz  dx (dm) ’ (49)
The required term (42)~! follows from

&= RSx. (50)
Taking the gradient of Equation (50) yields

dz

— =RS. 51
T (51)

Since R is a orthogonal matrix, R~' = RT. Therefore,

N —1
<m> =(RS) '=8"'R!=8"'R. (52)
dx

Since the scaling matrix S is a diagonal matrix, its in-
verse is simply the inverse of each diagonal entry placed
in the same location on the diagonal. The final trans-
formed gradient from Equation (49) then becomes

dF dF

o= Es—lRT. (53)

5.3 Summary of Proposed Transformation Procedure

The implementation of the proposed transformation pro-
cedure can be separated into 3 Sub-procedures. The
first Sub-procedure, Sub-procedure 1, iterates through
all the sampled points and calculates an average Hes-
sian estimation.

Sub-procedure 1: Transformation Procedure

: Sampled Information of the Underlying
Function.
Output: Transformation Matrix Rotation R, and
scaling matrix S.
for All sampled points do
if Gradient Information is available then
‘ Use Procedure 2
else
‘ Use Procedure 3
end

Input

end
for All Hessian Estimations do
| Compute Equation (41)
end
11 Compute Equation (42);
12 Return The eigenvectors and eigenvalues of the
average Hessian.

© 0N ook wNE

[
o

Sub-procedures 2 and 3 compute local Hessian esti-
mations from some subset of points in the sample set.
This summary is presented visually as a flow diagram
in Figure 17.

Sub-procedure 2: Gradient Information

Based Hessian Estimation
Input : A sampled point
Output: A Local Hessian Estimation
Find the n + 1 closest points;
Arrange from furthest to closest;
for Closest Points Subset do
| Compute Equation (43)
end
Return The local Hessian Estimation.

D ph W N

Sub-procedure 3: Function Information

Based Hessian Estimation
Input : A sampled point
Output: A Local Hessian Estimation
1 Find the 2n + 1 closest points;
2 Fit local Quadratic function using Equation (45) ;
3 Rearrange weight vector into Hessian using
Equation (46);
4 Return The local Hessian Estimation.




14

Johann Bouwer' et al.

[Transformation Scheme
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Fig. 17 Flow diagram summarising the proposed transfor-
mation scheme.

6 Test Problem

In order to further evaluate i) the benefit of adequate
domain transformation, and ii) the proposed transfor-
mation scheme, an N-dimensional test problem is con-
structed. The test problem will then be used to investi-
gate the benefit of appropriate domain transformation
as a function of problem dimension. If we select the test
function as a decomposable function

f(@®) = fi(zr) + fa(wz) + -+ folan), (54)

then the resulting Hessian will be a diagonal matrix.
Then independent scaling along each coordinate axis
might create an isotropic or near-isotropic function.
Therefore we select our test function as a decomposable
function, ensuring that we know the optimal reference
frame in which to express the function. The remaining
feature that we deliberately embed into the test func-
tion, is varying length scales in different coordinate di-
rections. This results in a test function for which we

can easily alter certain characteristics, such as problem
dimension and complexity. The fact the key character-
istics of the function can be easily altered allows for
an independent study of desired characteristics with-
out the need to create a new test function entirely. The
test function is chosen to have the form

1 N
F@) =+ Z A; sin(Fyx;), (55)

where N is the problem dimension and F; and A; are
the frequency and amplitude in the i*" coordinate di-
rection. The amplitudes and frequencies are found from

—(2i — N)?
N
3

71'
F, = 4 —. (57)
—20i+N
2 + 2 exp T 2

A; = —2exp +3, (56)

These frequency and amplitude equations attempt to
keep the complexity of the function relatively constant
as the problem dimension increases. The frequency is
bound between [0.57; 27| and the amplitude between
1, 3].

Another feature that is easily added to the test func-
tion, is to rotate the problem into an arbitrary reference
frame. As the original test function exhibits a diagonal
Hessian, a rotation of the design space is added to cre-
ate a problem where the variables are not independent.
This version of the test function will then assess how
well the rotation aspect of the proposed transformation
scheme works. The original domain is rotated using a
random rotation matrix R created from

R = expm(m(A — AT)), (58)

where A is a random matrix with elements sampled
between [—0.5,0.5] and expm is the exponential map.
The exponential map of a skew matrix (A — AT) results
in an orthogonal matrix [27]. This is done as during the
testing phase the ideal transformed domain is available
(it is assumed to be the reference frame in which the test
function is a decomposable function) by simply using
the same method shown in Section 4.1.

In this research, the case where gradient information
is available is also discussed. Therefore, the gradients of
the N-dimensional test function are needed. The gradi-
ent of Equation (55) is simply

OF;
8.%1‘

= A;F; cos(Fiz;), (59)

where in the case of domain rotation, the process de-
tailed in Section 5.2 is followed.
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7 Results

The numerical results in this section follow a two-step
process

1. a domain transformation,
2. followed by surrogate construction.

The results, therefore, attempt to separate the contri-
bution of these two steps to the performance of a surro-
gate. Specifically, the information used to perform do-
main transformation is deliberately separated from the
information used to construct the surrogate.

This is done by constructing the two types of sur-
rogates discussed in Section 3, the function-value based
and GE surrogates, in five different domains. These five
domain transformations are

— Domain transformation (rotation and scaling) per-
formed using gradient information,

— Domain transformation (rotation and scaling) per-
formed using function information,

— Domain scaling (no rotation) using the Kriging hyper-
parameter optimization strategy discussed in Sec-
tion 3.5,

— The domain is min-max scaled (no rotation) to [0; 1]
in all dimensions, and

— The ideal transformation is used, as discussed in
Section 4.1. This transformation is only possible since
we have an analytical expression for the underlying
function, hence we can compute the Hessian analyt-
ically.

By using two different models in five different domains,
it will become apparent in the results if the domain
consistently impacts the performance of the surrogate
model, regardless of the information used in the con-
struction of the model. The two surrogate models, func-
tion value and GE, have the same model flexibility, i.e.
the same number of centres, to further isolate the effect
the domain the models are constructed in has on the
performance of the surrogate model. By fixing the flex-
ibility of the surrogate model it will be shown that the
ill-suitably of the domain the model is constructed in,
and not a lack of construction information is the main
source of the approximation error.

As in Section 4.1, the surrogates are constructed us-
ing various numbers of sampled points. This construc-
tion is repeated 50 times for a fixed number of sam-
ples, allowing the calculation of the mean and variance
of the surrogate performance. To offer a more visual
demonstration of the effect of the domain transforma-
tion, 1D lines through N —dimensional space are con-
structed, on which both the underlying function and the
surrogate are sampled. This allows simple visualisation
of the higher dimensional problems.

7.1 RMSE Results

The RMSE of the surrogates is found by sampling the
error at 10° test points. Such a large number of test
points is selected to ensure that an accurate RMSE is
computed even for the high-dimensional versions of the
test problem. This process is then repeated 50 times to
be able to compute the average RMSE error, as well
as the variance in the RMSE. Figure 18 presents the
results for the 2-dimensional test problem. The average
RMSE (solid lines) and the variance in RMSE (shaded
areas) are shown for the functional and GE RBFs in
all five construction domains. The RMSE results are
presented in the log domain so that the performance
of the models can be compared across a wide range of
accuracy levels.

Function RBF GE RBF

—— Min-Max
Ideal Transformation

! —— Gradient Transformation
—— Function Transformation
—— Kriging Scaled

6 8 10 12 14 16 6 8 10 12 14 16
Number of Samples Number of Samples

Fig. 18 Log RMSE results for the 2-dimensional test prob-
lem.

This 2D example shows that there is a benefit in
constructing the surrogate in the transformed domain
instead of the [0; 1] scaled domain, most noticeable when
only 7 or 8 samples are used for the surrogate construc-
tion. It is also noticeable that only scaling the domain,
i.e. the Kriging scaled results, is not nearly as bene-
ficial as complete domain transformation (scaling and
rotation).

As soon as a sufficient number of samples is used
(between 10 and 12 in this test problem), the sampling
density is sufficient to overcome the non-isotropic and
coupled nature of the problem and constructing the sur-
rogate in any of the five domains returns satisfactory
results. This is demonstrated in Figure 19 using the 2D
GE surrogate models for 7 or 10 samples.

As will be shown, overcoming the coupled and non-
isotropic nature of the function with dense enough sam-
pling becomes far more difficult in higher dimensional
problems. Figures 20 and 21 present the results for the
4 and 8-dimensional problems respectively.

Another important aspect of the results is the rate
of improvement of the surrogate. That is quantifying
the improvement when additional information or sam-
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Fig. 19 3D Plots showing the benefit of appropriate domain
transformation with the underlying function in orange and
the GE surrogate models in blue.
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Fig. 20 Log RMSE results for the 4-dimensional test prob-
lem.
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Fig. 21 Log RMSE results for the 8-dimensional test prob-
lem.

ples are added to the surrogate. When Figure 21 is
considered it is clear that initially, the improvement is
minimal when no domain transformation is completed.
In the case where the ideal transformation or the pro-
posed gradient transformation scheme is implemented
far more performance is gained at low sampling density.

This increase in problem dimension highlights both
the importance of a complete transformation scheme
as well as the benefit of gradient information. Firstly,
for the 4-dimensional problem, there is some benefit
of the Kriging-based scheme over the proposed func-
tion transformation and the simple min-max scaling.
But, as the problem dimension increases to 8, this ben-
efit diminishes to almost zero. The second observation
to note is the clear performance gain when a suitable
completely transformed construction domain is used.
This gain is evident in both the ideal domain and the
gradient-transformed domain cases. Gradient informa-
tion offers a better approximation of local curvature,
and therefore, returns a near-optimal approximation of
the ideal transformed construction domain.

The problem dimension is then further increased to
16 and the same results are repeated in Figure 22. From
these results, it becomes apparent that the benefit of
appropriate complete domain transformation, over both
min-max scaling or Kriging scaling, grows with problem
dimension. As with the lower dimensional problems, the
surrogates constructed in ill-suited domains offer min-
imal performance improvement in low sample density
scenarios when additional samples are added. This slow
rate of improvement for the “non-transformed” surro-
gate means that the proposed gradient-based transfor-
mation scheme and the ideal transformation domain
require far less computational cost to achieve the same
accuracy. For example, if the 16-dimensional problem
had a goal RMSE of 0.1 the proposed transformation
scheme would require, on average, 1200 and 800 sam-
ples for the function and GE models respectively, while
the standard min-max scaling would require >2000 and
1600 samples. Therefore, for this simple test function,
the proposed transformation scheme results in almost
half the computational cost of the standard scaling pro-
cedure.

Function RBF GE RBF

—— Min-Max
—— Ideal Transformation

—— Gradient Transformation
—— Function Transformation
— Kriging Scaled

log RMSE

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800
Number of Samples Number of Samples

Fig. 22 Results for the 16-dimensional test problem
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7.2 1D lines in N —dimensional space

For each test problem dimension, four 1D lines through
N —dimensional space are sampled for GE-RBFs in the
min-max scaled domain, and in the gradient-transformed
domains. The proposed gradient transformation scheme
is compared to the min-max scaling case since this is
the de facto standard in RBF construction. For each
domain, four lines are sampled simply to demonstrate
the possible variance in the shapes of the surrogates.
The number of samples are then increased, such that
each test problem dimension will have two sets of fig-
ures, to visualise the improvement of the surrogates as
more samples are added. The four-dimensional case is
presented in Figures 23 and 24 for 30 and 50 samples
respectively.

0.2 o 0.4+ ,*" === Actual Function
——- Min-Max Scaling
=== Gradient Transformation

0.1 0.2 4

0.89 16
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0.6 1
—0.24

0.4 4
—0.4
0.2 1

—0.6 4

0.04

Fig. 23 1D lines in 4D space: 30 Samples used to construct
GE-RBFs.

The 1D lines through N-dimensional space demon-
strate the difficulty the surrogates have when presented
with a problem constructed in an unsuitable domain.
For the standard min-max scaling surrogate approach,
the curves at low sampling density offer almost no re-
semblance to the shape of the underlying function, and
each generated surrogate can return wildly different re-
sults.

At low sample density, the min-max scaled surro-
gates struggle to offer any resemblance to the shape of
the underlying function and are therefore greatly de-
pendent on the randomness in the sampling locations.
When the number of samples is increased the perfor-
mance of both surrogates improves, but, as with the

—0.2 4

—0.3 4

-0.4 4

051 0.8 | ==~ Gradient Transformation

——- Min-Max Scaling t

—0.6 1

Fig. 24 1D lines in 4D space: 50 Samples used to construct
GE-RBFs.

RMSE results, the transformed surrogates remain more
accurate and consistent.

The testing procedure is then repeated for the 8 and
16-dimensional cases in Figures 25 - 28 respectively. The
same behaviour that is found in the 4-dimensional case
is present in the 8 and 16-dimensions problems. At low
sampling densities, if the surrogate is not constructed
in an appropriate domain, the results are inconsistent
and poor when compared to a surrogate constructed in
a suitably transformed domain.

8 Conclusion

The work presented in this paper demonstrates that
the domain in which common surrogate models are con-
structed can have a significant influence on the predic-
tive performance of the surrogate. This is done with a
few main findings.

Firstly, the addition of gradient information into the
construction of a surrogate model will not result in the
expected improvement of the predictive performance of
the surrogate if the domain is not suitable. Therefore,
attention needs to be given to a pre-processing step
that will adequately transform the domain in which the
surrogate model will be constructed.

The information needed to inform the pre-processing
step is a collection of local curvature information rather
than one global estimation of the curvature. This local
curvature will need to be estimated in most practical
engineering problems. This estimation can be done with
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Fig. 26 8-dimensional lines at 190 Samples for GE-RBF's.

either gradient or function information but gradient in-
formation offers a more efficient and accurate approxi-
mation of the local curvature.

The domain the models are constructed in impacts
the performance of the surrogate model regardless of
the information used to construct the model. There is
improvement in both the function-value and GE sur-
rogate models when the domain the models are con-
structed in is transformed using the developed domain
transformation scheme. The transformation must be a

—_

! 091 --- Gradient Transformation '\

—=- Min-Max Scaling

1.05 4

at 850 Samples for GE-RBF's.

===~ Gradient Transformation =
=== Min-Max Scaling

1.0

0.9

0.4

Fig. 28 16-dimensional lines at 1250 Samples for GE-RBF's.

fully coupled rotation and scaling as only scaling the
domain is not sufficient.

Lastly, the use of gradient information allows for
the estimation of local curvature to complete a power-
ful, automatic, and fully coupled domain transforma-
tion scheme that results in near-optimal performance.
Therefore, using the gradient information to transform
the domain can be far more beneficial to surrogate per-
formance than including this information directly in the
construction of the surrogate model.
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9 Future Work

Although the proposed transformation scheme offers
a significant improvement over the standard min-max
scaling scheme, there are two main scenarios that were
not investigated:

— The underlying function curvature varies greatly along

a principal direction (commonly referred to as non-
stationary problems), and

— one dimension is sampled more densely than the
other dimensions, such as with time series data.

These scenarios may require adaptation to the proposed
transformation scheme to achieve the same level of im-
provement as demonstrated in this paper.
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