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Abstract. In this work, we address the efficient computation of parameterized systems of linear
equations, with possible nonlinear parameter dependence. When the matrix is highly sensitive to
the parameters, mean-based preconditioning might not be enough. For this scenario, we explore
an approach in which several preconditioners are placed in the parameter space during a precom-
putation step. To determine the optimal placement of a limited number of preconditioners, we
estimate the expected number of iterations with respect to a given preconditioner a priori and use
a location-allocation strategy to optimize the placement of the preconditioners. We elaborate on
our methodology for the Helmholtz problem with exterior Dirichlet scattering at high frequencies,
and we estimate the expected number of GMRES iterations via a gray-box Gaussian process re-
gression approach. We illustrate our approach in two practical applications: scattering in a domain
with a parametric refractive index and scattering from a scatterer with parameterized shape. Using
these numerical examples, we show how our methods leads to runtime savings of about an order of
magnitude. Moreover, we investigate the effect of the parameter dimension and the importance of
dimension anisotropy on their efficacy.

Key words. Preconditioning, Uncertainty quantification, Gray-box Gaussian process regression,
Helmholtz equation
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1. Introduction. In many scientific and engineering applications, solving large
systems of parameterized linear equations is a fundamental task. These systems ap-
pear in, among others, uncertainty quantification, PDE-constrained optimization, and
inverse problems, where the repeated solution of linear systems is a major computa-
tional bottleneck.

For a given linear system, i.e. a fixed parameter value, various methods for its efficient
solution exist. While direct methods are feasible for systems of moderate size, larger
systems require iterative solvers like Krylov methods [40]. Their performance is highly
dependent on the system’s condition number, which can be reduced by using a precon-
ditioner [67]. Performing preconditioning requires itself some computational resources,
which are compensated by the realized reduction in Krylov iterations. Choosing the
right preconditioner is application-specific and extensively studied [51, 67].

When solving multiple linear systems, we would like to reduce the computational
load. One could, for example, try to parameterize the preconditioner [19]. Another
well-studied option is to recycle either the Krylov subspaces [50] or the precondi-
tioner(s). For the Helmholtz application we will consider, Krylov subspace recycling
has been considered in [41]. In this work, we will focus our attention on preconditioner
recycling.

For this, we could take inspiration from [34], and apply a single preconditioner to mul-
tiple systems. Initial exploration of this approach has been performed for stochastic
spectral finite element methods applied to the diffusion equation [31, 44, 52] and the
Helmholtz equation [66, 41]. Preconditioning was performed through block-diagonal
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preconditioning, where a single mean-based preconditioner is used in a block-diagonal
setting. These ideas were then applied to the much more challenging Navier-Stokes
equations, where the stochastic Galerkin discretization of said equations was inves-
tigated numerically [54]. Outside the stochastic Galerkin framework, we can make
use of mean-based preconditioning as well, which was initially explored for the dif-
fusion equation [26, 29]. To get a complete overview of the history of mean-based
preconditioning, we refer the reader to an excellent overview by Owen Pembery [53,
Section 4.7]. While mean-based preconditioning is computationally efficient, it might
break down if the effect of parameter changes on the matrix is large.

Improvements could be gained by considering multiple preconditioners throughout
the parameter space. This has been investigated in [65] for the diffusion equation
with short correlation lengths, focused on Voronoi quantizers placed without prior
knowledge of the parameter locations. For the Helmholtz equation, a greedy approach
for known parameter locations was presented in [53, Section 4.6]. However, this
approach requires prior knowledge about the maximum iterations and the distance
function on the parameter space, and it might struggle if the problem has hidden
parameter anisotropy or a high dimension.

Our approach exploits the structure and a-priori knowledge of parameter locations
and overcomes the limitations in [53]. The main novelty of our work is to train a
surrogate model to predict the number of Krylov iterations needed and determine
preconditioner placement while incorporating dimension anisotropy. Since computing
the best locations to place the preconditioners is known to be NP-hard [59], we use
a location-allocation heuristic [9]. After having introduced the problem in Section 2,
Section 3 explains this process and Section 4 discusses methods to obtain such a
surrogate using known convergence bounds of the Krylov method.

To validate our approach, we apply it to high-frequency Helmholtz scattering with
heterogeneous coefficients which have C1-parameter dependence, which is addressed in
Section 5. The Helmholtz equation is known to be particularly ill-conditioned at high
frequencies, making it a great benchmark for evaluating preconditioning strategies [12,
34]. For the Helmholtz equation, [34] derived frequency-explicit upper bounds on
the number of GMRES iterations for a given tolerance. We exploit this a priori
knowledge to build a good prior mean and kernel of our surrogate, a gray box Gaussian
process regression model [55]. The Gaussian process is trained with an active learning
strategy using the parameter values for which the linear system needs to be solved
anyway. Choosing the right training point is no simple task either, as evaluating the
training points can be very expensive. Since in particular the costs of evaluating a
training point is not constant, we use a cost-aware optimization strategy to train our
surrogate model. We consider both an affine parameter dependence and a setting
with a parameterized domain, going beyond the affine case.

Section 6 presents numerical studies, analyzing isotropic and anisotropic parame-
ter dependencies. Finally, we end with a summary and concluding remarks in Sec-
tion 7.

2. Problem statement. Let {A(yi)}yi∈W be a family of parameterized ma-
trices with parameter vectors W = {yi ∈ Y }i∈I for some finite index set I and

Y =
∏N

i=1 Yi with Yi a bounded interval in R. Our goal is to solve the system
A(yi)u(yi) = b for all parameter vectors yi. We turn our attention to preconditioned
Krylov methods and consider the preconditioned system to find the high-dimensional
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vector u(yi) for yi ∈W :

(2.1) P(yi)A(yi)u(yi) = P(yi)b.

We do not specify the exact choice of preconditioner for now, but we will be more
explicit in Section 4. We place Npc preconditioners P (ŷk) ∈ Y . These preconditioners
form a partition Wk of W , each with a selected preconditioner location ŷk. Then, we
set P(yi) = P(ŷk) for yi ∈W .

We note that the parameter space Y may be isotropic or anisotropic, implying that
the effect of different parameter dimensions on the conditioning of the system may not
be equal. Moreover, we will consider left preconditioning. Right- and split methods
can be treated similarly.

To find a good preconditioning strategy, we will place several preconditioners in the
parameter space in the next section.

3. Preconditioner placement. To place the preconditioners in Y , we rely on a
problem-specific approximation of the expected number of iterations, which we denote
by m̃:

m̃(y, ŷ) := # Krylov iterations to solve P(ŷ)A(y)x = P(ŷ), for y, ŷ ∈ Y,

and by

(3.1) Nratio =
τpc

τKrylov

the ratio between the computation time of a preconditioner τpc and τKrylov, the time
to perform a single Krylov iteration. Moreover, we assume that the number of Krylov
iterations required is invariant under translations:

Assumption 3.1. We have m̃(y, ŷ) = m̃(y + ỹ, ŷ + ỹ), for all y, ỹ, and ŷ in Y .

This way, it is sufficient to define m(·) such that, for y, ŷ ∈ Y ,

m(y − ŷ) := m̃(y, ŷ).

Although Assumption 3.1 is not always satisfied, it provides an effective framework
for building a good surrogate of m(·) that is efficient to evaluate. When not fulfilled,
we can think of our surrogate as incorporating a modeling approximation.

We must determine Npc, the number of preconditioners first. A small Npc wastes
computational potential, while a larger Npc increases the cost of the preconditioning
strategy. For now, we fix Npc and discuss its choice in Section 3.3. For the time being,
we assume we have m(·) and discuss its construction in Section 4.

To place the preconditioners efficiently, we need to solve

(3.2) min
{ŷk}

Npc
k=1

∑
yj

m
(
yj − ŷ

(
yj

∣∣{ŷk}
Npc

k=1

))
,

where

ŷ
(
yj

∣∣{ŷk}
Npc

k=1

)
= argmin

ŷ∈{ŷk}
Npc
k=1

m(yi − ŷ)
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maps each parameter location yi to its assigned preconditioner location ŷk. Equa-
tion (3.2) is equivalent to the NP-hard uncapacitated facility location problem [9, 59].
Therefore, we resort to iterative algorithms for computational feasibility, despite the
possible occurrence of local minima [16].

We turn our attention to the well-known location-allocation algorithm [20, 45], which
iterates through a location and an allocation step. First, the preconditioners are ini-
tialized (Section 3.1). Then the values in W are clustered iteratively, where each step
assigns parameters to the preconditioner with the lowest expected number of Krylov
iterations. The preconditioner location is then optimized to minimize Krylov itera-
tions given the assigned parameter values, and this process continues until convergence
or diminishing returns (Section 3.2).

3.1. Initialization. Since the optimization problem (3.2) has many local min-
ima, good initialization is key. Several initialization methods have been considered;
random initialization proved inefficient, Quasi Monte Carlo sequences can incorpo-
rate anisotropy [39] but require many optimization steps, and Bayesian optimization
is effective but suffers from the curse of dimensionality. We use greedy initialization
instead, which is effective and computationally inexpensive. This means iteratively
placing preconditioners at the parameter location with the highest expected number
of Krylov iterations.

3.2. Location-allocation. After initialization, we iterate through location and
allocation steps. In each location step, we need to find the center of each cell in the
partitionWk. This boils down to computing, for every element of the partition:

(3.3) argmin
ŷ∗∈Y

∑
yj∈Wk

m(yj − ŷ∗).

This minimization problem, also known as the Weber problem or the generalized
Fermat problem, is very challenging to solve [9, 43]. The Weiszfeld algorithm solves
this efficiently for Euclidean distances [21, 68] and the applicability of generalized ver-
sions [25, 22] depend on the structure of m(·). We thus resort to an iterative approach
to solve (3.3) by employing a general-purpose optimizer readily available in many pro-
gramming languages. For large values of Npc, the location step is costly. However,
greedy initialization tends to initialize near local minima in these cases.

In the allocation step, each yi ∈ W is assigned to the preconditioner minimizing
Krylov iterations, and we obtain a partition new Wk of W . This defines a generalized
Voronoi diagram [15].

Remark 3.2. Differently from previous work [34], we do not assume {ŷk}
Npc

k=1 ⊂ W .
Restricting the preconditioners to the parameter locations may be suboptimal and al-
lowing the preconditioners at any point in the parameter enables continuous optimiza-
tion.

3.3. Determining the number of preconditioners. Determining Npc resem-
bles a clustering problem. Instead, we re-use the greedy initialization: at each step,
we estimate the total computation time

τest(Npc) = NratioNpc +
∑
yj

m(yj − ŷ(yj)),
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and, if τest(Npc) > τest(Npc − 1) > τest(Npc − 2), we discard the last two placed
preconditioners and set Npc = Npc − 2. Although this procedure has no rigorous
guarantee to find the optimal value for Npc, it gave us satisfactory results at a cheap
cost. We note that other alternatives are available [63, 56, 64], but these require
multiple expensive clustering runs.

We summarize the preconditioner placement in Algorithm 3.1.

Algorithm 3.1 Preconditioner placement

Input W , Nratio, pcfixed = {}
▷ Parameter locations, Cost ratio, Precomputed preconditioner locations

Output pcloc ▷ Computed preconditioner locations

1: Npc ← |pcfixed| − 1 ▷ The number of preconditioners
2: pcloc ← pcfixed ▷ Preconditioner locations

3: cost←
{
∞, Nratio ∗Npc +

∑
yi∈W m(yi, ŷ(yi|pcfixed))

}
▷ Expected costs of the preconditioning strategy

4: while cost not increasing twice in a row do ▷ Initialization and compute Npc

5: Npc ← Npc + 1
6: pcloc ← pcloc ∪ {argmaxyi∈W m(yi, ŷ(yi|pcloc))}
7: cost← cost ∪ {Nratio ∗Npc +

∑
yi∈W m(yi, ŷ(yi|pcloc))}

8: end while
9: Npc ← Npc − 2, pcloc ← pcloc[: −2] ▷ Discard last two preconditioners

10: while Preconditioner has changed and compute time < strategy gain do
▷ continue location-allocation as long as there is change and it is worthy

11: Wk ← partition(W,pcloc,m) ▷ Compute the partitions Wk

12: for ŷk ∈ pcloc do ▷ Location step
13: ŷk ← argmin ˆ̂

∗y∈Y

∑
yi∈Wk[ŷk]

m(yi − ŷ′)

14: end for
15: end while
16: return pcloc

Remark 3.3 (Concentration of measure for isotropic parameter space). As the pa-
rameter dimension grows, the distance to the origin, and hence the number of Krylov
iterations, concentrates [1]. Thus, in high-dimensional isotropic parameter space, the
expected number of Krylov iterations with a mean-based preconditioner is nearly uni-
form. If this number is below the cost ratio, mean-based preconditioning is optimal;
otherwise, separate preconditioners per parameter value are preferred. Consequently,
in this case the optimal value of Npc is either one if m (E[∥X∥2]) < Nratio, or the
cardinality of W .

4. Estimating m(·) for GMRES. To apply Algorithm 3.1, we need a function
approximating the number of Krylov iterations. We propose an approach based on
Gaussian process regression (GPR), using a priori bounds on the number of iterations
to initialize a gray-box GPR [3]. We illustrate this on GMRES iterations with LU
preconditioning, setting P(yi) = A(ŷ(yi))

−1 to solve

(4.1) A(ŷ(yi))
−1A(yi)u(yi) = A(ŷ(yi))

−1b, for yi ∈W
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Next, we construct the gray-box GPR in Sections 4.1–4.3 and the training of the GPR
is presented in Section 4.4. This surrogate can then be used in the preconditioner
placement strategy outlined in Section 3.

4.1. Gray-box GPR. To infer m(·), we use an active learning strategy based
on Gaussian process regression and an acquisition function that balances knowledge
gain and training cost. The uncertainty band provided by the Gaussian process, and
the GPR will allow us to define a termination criterion. We consider a Gray-box
GPR [3], modelling m as a nonlinear function of a Gaussian process, with which we
include prior knowledge in our estimate.

For GMRES, we use the Elman estimate [27, 34], which states that the relative tol-
erance ε at the m− th GMRES iteration is bounded by

ε =
∥rm∥
∥r0∥

≤
(

2
√
α

α+ 1

)m

,(4.2)

with ∥I − A−1(ŷ(yi))A(yi)∥ ≤ α < 1, if we are solving equation (4.1). Therefore,
an upper bound on ∥I − A−1(ŷ(yi))A(yi)∥ provides us with an upper bound on the
required GMRES iterations. Moreover, if we estimate α as a function of yi − ŷ(yi),
equation (4.2) provides us with an estimate for m(yi− ŷ(yi)). Hence, we rewrite (4.2)
and define

(4.3) m(y) := ln(ε) ln

(
2
√
E [α(y)]

E [α(y)] + 1

)−1

,

for y ∈ Y and where, exploiting translation invariance, α(y) models α in terms of y,
sampled from a Gaussian process

(4.4) α(y) ∼ GP (µ0(y, C),K(y,y′)),

with prior mean µ0(y, C) possibly dependent on Nhyp hyperparameters C = (C1, · · · ,
CNhyp

) ∈ RNhyp , and kernel K(y,y′). The prior mean is problem-specific, and needs
to be chosen carefully. In Section 5, we will expand on this in the case of Helmholtz
scattering. Moreover, we elaborate on the kernel choice in Section 4.2. To simplify
the notation, we set

(4.5) g(α) := ln(ε) ln

(
2
√
α

α+ 1

)−1

, such that m(y) = g (E [α(y)]) .

Remark 4.1 (Nonlinearity of g(α)). Ideally, we would like to use m(y) = E [g(α(y))],
as this accurately describes the expected value. However, this requires integrating over
the probability space, which is analytically intractable and computationally expensive.

To perform the preconditioner placement outlined in Section 3 accurately, it is impor-
tant for m(·) to be accurate near the boundaries of the partition {Wk}k: this deter-
mines the distance between the preconditioners, and therefore, Npc. At the boundaries
of the partitions, the values of α are neither very low or high As we can see in Fig. 1,
g(α) is concave for small (α < 0.01) values of α, and convex for large. Outside of
these regions, that is in the area [0.01, 0.03] in Fig. 1, g(α) remains rather linear, such
that the effect of switching E [·] and g(·) is minimal.
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0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6

α

g
(α

)

0 0.01 0.02

Fig. 1: Plot of g(α) up to a constant from 0 to 0.6.

Remark 4.2 (Different estimates). The Elman estimate is based on the field of values
of A(ŷ(yi))

−1A(yi), but different estimates could be considered, based on eigenvalues
or pseudospectra, see [28] for a clear overview. However, different estimates all have
their strengths and weaknesses, and we considered the Elman estimate because of the
available bounds for the field of values for the Helmholtz equation.

4.2. Kernel. For our method to work efficiently in high parameter dimensions,
we have to be careful in choosing the kernel. The curse of dimensionality poses a
challenge in Gaussian processes. Kernel selection may seem like an art, and [23,
Chapter 2] provides a useful guide in the ‘Kernel cookbook’, while an overview of
dimensionality issues can be found in [6]. For computational efficiency, we consider
univariate kernels [24, 48]:

(4.6) K(y,y′) =

N∑
i=1

Ki(yi, y
′
i).

Each kernel Ki(·, ·) combines a symmetric Matérn kernel [23] and a linear kernel,
ensuring zero variance at the origin and increasing variance as ∥y∥ → ∞:

Ki(yi, y
′
i) = Ksym

i (Klin(yi, y
′
i)K

Matérn
ν (yi, y

′
i))

=
∑

(m1,m2)∈{−1,1}2

Klin(m1yi,m2y
′
i)K

Matérn
ν (m1yi,m2y

′
i),

where KMatérn
ν (·, ·) is the standard Matérn kernel and Klin(·, ·) is a linear kernel [23].

The symmetrization has been performed using the sum over orbits technique [23] and
for minimal regularity, we choose ν = 1

2 for the smoothness parameter. We take the
correlation lengths of the Matérn kernels to be inversely proportional to the impor-
tance of the corresponding parameter dimension, to reduce the model complexity. In
Section 5, we outline how we can obtain these anisotropy weights.

4.3. Hyperparameter tuning. In the previous sections, we have introduced
hyperparameters in the prior mean. The standard approach of selecting them is by
maximizing the likelihood of the training data [42, 55] given the prior mean and kernel.
However, since we use correlation lengths inversely proportional to the importance of
the dimension to reduce computational cost, large correlation lengths negatively affect
the accuracy of the chosen hyperparameters.
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To address this, we choose hyperparameters minimizing the mean squared error of
the training data with respect to the prior mean:

C = (C1, · · · , CNhyp
) = argmin

C∗∈RNhyp

∑
yitrain

(
µ0(yitrain |C∗)− αyjtrain

)2
,

where yi,train are the training locations and αyi,train
the corresponding values for α.

We solve this minimization problem using a gradient-based optimization routine, as
the objective function is smooth and has explicit derivatives.

4.4. Training the Gray-box GPR. In our active learning strategy, we ini-
tialize a mean-based preconditioner at ȳ, the center of W , and solve the linear sys-
tem (5.2) using the mean-based preconditioner A(ȳ)−1 for training points yi,train ∈
W , recording {yi,train, α(yi,train)}. These evaluations provide both linear system so-
lutions and training pairs. Following [3], we iteratively select training points from W
by maximizing an acquisition function facq :W → R.

Since evaluation costs depend on m(y), we account for this in facq, similarly to cost-
aware Bayesian optimization [47, 69]. We define facq as the variance-to-cost ratio,
capped at a cutoff-value mmax =

τpc
τGMRES

, ensuring unimportant training data is
not selected. The values of τpc can be calculated when computing the mean-based
preconditioner and τGMRES can be computed on the fly using the computed training
points. This is a particular instance of the well-studied expected improvement per
unit cost [61]:

(4.7) facq(y;mmax) :=

{
V[g(α(y))]
E[g(α(y))] for E [g(α(y))] ≤ mmax,

−∞ else,

where E [g(α(y))] and V [g(α(y))] are the mean and variance of g(α(y)) from (4.5),
respectively. To compute (4.7), we approximate V [m(y)] by central differences:

V [g(α(y))] ≈ g(E [α(y)] + V [α(y)])− g(E [α(y)]− V [α(y)])

2
.

This will introduce a small bias but enables for efficient computations as the expected
values can be computed directly [7, Chapter 6].

Each new training point is then selected by

yi,train = argmax
yi∈W

facq(yi − ȳ;mmax),

and each time we add a training point, we fit the hyperparameters again. The acqui-
sition function requires the hyperparameters itself and hence, to start the training, we
initialize the Gaussian process with two points, ȳ and ymin = argminy∈W µ0(y, 1).
At ȳ, we set α(0) = g−1(1), and at ymin we solve A(ȳ)−1A(ymin) = A(ȳ)−1b to obtain
m(ymin − ȳ).

Training continues until the surrogate model reaches a satisfactory accuracy. Ideally,
accuracy is assessed using a test set, but this is computationally expensive. Instead,
we use the Stabilizing predictions (SP) stopping criterion [8, 18], stopping training
when the averaged disagree ratio drops below 1%. Since this criterion is originally
defined on labelled data, we adapt it to the continuous scale of m(·) by defining an
‘agree’ whenever the relative difference between two iterations is lower than 1%, with
a minimum of 1 iteration.



DISTRIBUTED PRECONDITIONING FOR PARAMETRIC HELMHOLTZ EQUATION 9

4.5. Assembling the surrogate. With the collected training points Wtrain =
{y1,train, · · · ,yNtrain,train} and obtained Gaussian process values αtrain= {αy1,train

,
· · · , αyNtrain,train

}, we define m(·) as (4.3), with

E [α(y)] = µ0(y) +K(y + ȳ,Wtrain)
⊤K(Wtrain,Wtrain)

−1(αtrain − µ0(Wtrain)),

where µ0(·) is the prior mean from (5.6) and K(·, ·) is the kernel (4.6). We summarize
our strategy in Algorithm 4.1.

Algorithm 4.1 Gray-box GPR m(y) training

Input W , ȳ ▷ Parameter locations, Mean-based parameter location
Output Yeval, m(·), mmax

▷ Evaluated locations, m(·) function, maximal valid value of m(·)
1: α← GP (µ0(·),K(·, ·)(·, ·)) ▷ Initiate GP (4.4)
2: α← (0, g−1 (1 iteration))
3: τPC ← PC(ȳ) ▷ Initialize mean-based PC and store computation time
4: ymin = argminy∈W µ0(y, 1)
5: Yeval ← {ymin} ▷ List containing all evaluated parameter locations
6: τymin

,mymin
← GMRES(A(ȳ)−1A(ymin) = A(ȳ)−1b) ▷ Initialize by evaluating

for smallest ∥ · ∥γ,2
7: τtot,mtot ← τymin ,mymin ▷ Total GMRES iterations computed and time spend

on it
8: α← (ymin − ȳ, g−1 (mymin

)) ▷ Add training data to the GP
9: SP ← {} ▷ List for SP results

10: while running average(SP ) > (1% and 1) do
11: mmax ← τPC/(τtot/mtot) ▷ Update the maximal relevant value of m(·)
12: ytrain ← argmax {facq(yi − ȳ;mmax) : yi ∈ (W \ Yeval), } ▷ New train point
13: Yeval ← Yeval ∪ {ytrain}
14: τytrain

,mytrain
← GMRES(A(ȳ)−1A(ytrain) = A(ȳ)−1b)

15: α← (ytrain − ȳ, g−1 (mytrain
)) ▷ Add training data to GP

16: SP ← SP ∪ {SP (g (E [α]))} ▷ Compute disagreement ratio
17: τtot ← τtot + τymin ▷ Bookkeeping
18: itertot ← mtot +mymin

19: end while

20: return Yeval, g (E [α(·)]) , τPC/(τtot/mtot)

With this approximation m(·) satisfying Assumption 3.1, we can use Algorithm 3.1
to locate the preconditioner locations for the remaining parameter locations. Since
a mean-based preconditioner was placed during the Gray-box GPR training, we pass
this information on to the location-allocation procedure. Specifically, we run Algo-
rithm 3.1 with W = W \ {Yeval}, Nratio = mmax to discard the already evaluated
preconditioners, and the mean-based preconditioner pcfixed = {ȳ}.
Remark 4.3 (Parallel training). Instead of our sequential training approach, parallel
approaches could be explored. See, for example, [32, 61].

5. Helmholtz problem. We study the Truncated Exterior Dirichlet Problem
(TEDP) of the Helmholtz equation in two dimensions, where an incoming wave scat-
ters from an impenetrable scatterer with boundary Γin. We truncate hte unbounded
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domain with a circle Γout of radius rout enclosing the scatterer. We use a Robin bound-
ary condition [60] on the scattered wave to approximate the Dirichlet-to-Neumann
map [49, Section 2.6.3]. Denoting D =

{
x ∈ R2 : rin(θ(x)) < ∥x∥ < rout

}
, we thus

consider the variational problem: for y ∈ Y , find u(y) ∈ H1(D) such that∫
D

A(y)∇u(y) · ∇vdx− k20
∫
D

n(y)u(y)vdx− ik0
∫
Γout

u(y)vdx

=

∫
Γout

(
∂

∂n̂
− ik0

)
uinvdx, for all v ∈ H1(D),(5.1)

where uin is the incoming wave, n(y; ·) is a heterogeneous, real-valued refractive
index of the medium, and A(y; ·) a heterogeneous coefficient, taking values in R2×2.
Moreover, we require both n(y, ·) and A(y, ·) to be C1 in y to go beyond affine
expansions in y.

Discretization with the finite element method leads to linear systems

(5.2) A(y)u(y) = b.

To use a-priori bounds from [34], we assume that problem (5.1) is nontrapping, where

we denote ∥·∥2Hk0
(D) := ∥∇·∥

2
L2(D) + k20 ∥·∥

2
L2(D):

Assumption 5.1 (Nontrapping). The quantities D, A, and n are such that, given
f ∈ L2(D), the solution u(y) of (5.1) exists, is unique, and satisfies

∥u(y)∥H1
k0

(D) ≤ Cbound∥f∥L2(D),

where Cbound is independent of k0 and y ∈ Y .

For high k0, solving (5.2) becomes challenging with GMRES. To solve (5.2) many
times for different parameter values, we follow Section 3 to assign the linear systems
to a limited number of preconditioners using the surrogate outlined in Section 4.
Therefore, we need a good approximation for the prior mean, which we will construct
in the next section, and a measure of dimension importance, which we will discuss in
Section 5.2.

5.1. The prior mean. Choosing a prior mean is a delicate task. We could use
the estimates in [34] and set

(5.3) µ0(y, C) := C1∥A(y; ·)−A(ŷ; ·)∥L2
op(D) + C2∥n(y; ·)− n(ŷ; ·)∥L2(D),

where C1 and C2 are hyperparameters and ∥ · ∥L2
op(D) is the L2-norm of the point-

wise spectral 2-norm. However, computing this requires integration over D, which is
costly.

To evaluate (5.3) efficiently, we exploit the differentiability of A and n:

n(y, ·) = n(ŷ, ·) +∇yn(η
1, ·) · (y − ŷ) ,

for some η1 ∈ Y between y and ŷ. Expanding the second term in (5.3), we ob-
tain:

∥n(y; ·)− n(ŷ; ·)∥L2(D) = ∥∇yn(η
1, ·) · (y − ŷ) ∥L2(D)

=
(
(y − ŷ)

⊤ B(η1) (y − ŷ)
) 1

2

= ∥y − ŷ∥B(η1) ,
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where ∥·∥B(η1) denotes a weighted ℓ2-norm with a weight matrix B(η1), parameterized

by η1. In this case, B(η1) is a symmetric matrix with entries

(5.4) Bij(η
1) =

∫
D

∂ein(η1, ·)∂ejn(η1, ·)dx.

Similarly, we obtain ∥A(y; ·)−A(ŷ; ·)∥L2
op(D) = ∥y − ŷ∥D(η2) , where D(η2) is a sym-

metric matrix with entries

(5.5) Dij(η
2) =

∫
D

∥∥∂eiA(η2, ·)∂ejA(η2, ·)
∥∥
2,2

dx,

where η2 ∈ Y lies between y and ŷ and ∥·∥2,2 is the spectral matrix norm.

The matrices B(·) and D(·) can often be approximated by constant matrices by ex-
ploiting the structure of the parameter dependence. We will discuss this for an affine
expansion in Section 5.3, and for a parameterized domain in Section 5.4. However,
the results presented in both sections are more widely applicable than these two ex-
amples, which merely show the process of applying these methods. We also note that,
because of the hyperparameters C1 and C2, it is sufficient to know them up to an
(unknown) constant.

We can then combine (5.3) with B and D to obtain:

(5.6) µ0(y|C) = C1 ∥y − ŷ∥D + C2 ∥y − ŷ∥B ,

for the prior mean of the gray-box Gaussian process (4.4).

5.2. Anisotropy weights. Next to the prior mean, we need a value for the
anisotropy weights γj proportional to the importance of dimensions in the parameter
space. Therefore, we define them in terms of the matrices B and D:

γj := C1

√
Dii + C2

√
Bii,

where C1 and C2 are the hyperparameters from equation (5.3). Now, the correlation
length li of the Matérn kernel in dimension i is given by:

li = diam(D)
maxi γi
γi

≥ diam(D),

where diam(D) is the diameter of the computational domain.

To validate our methods, we will work through two applications. In the next section,
Section 5.3, we will consider an affine dependence on the parameter y for n and in
Section 5.4, we consider a parameterized domain test case, where shape of the central
scatterer depends on the parameter y.

5.3. Affine expansion. We investigate affine dependence on the parameter y
for n, and a constant A = I2. The affine expansion of the refractive index n is given
by

(5.7) n(y,x) := n0(x) +

N∑
i=1

ψi(x)yi,

with n(y,x) such that the resulting problem is non-trapping problem for all y ∈ Y
and {ψi} is uniformly positive over x.
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To apply the methods we developed in Section 4, we need to estimate the matrices
D and B. Since A is independent of y, we set Dij = 0. To estimate B, we use
equation (5.4) and compute

(5.8) Bij =

∫
D

ψi(x)ψj(x)dx.

In the numerical experiments, we will consider the expansion

(5.9) n(y,x) := 1 +

N∑
i=1

1Ωi
(x)χ(x)ηi

yi − 1

2
,

for a partition {Ωi}Ni=1 of D, weights ηi ∈ R, y ∈ Y = [−1, 1]N , and χ a mollifier
satisfying the assumption below:

Assumption 5.2. The mollifier χ(x) is continuous on D, χ(x) = 1 on Γin and
χ(x) = 0 on an open neighbourhood f Γout.

By employing a mollifier, we ensure that n(·,x) ≡ 1 and ∇xn(y,x) = 0 on the outer
boundary Γout, to obey the premise of the Sommerfeld radiation condition. Moreover,
we choose the partition {Ωi}Ni=1 of D as

Ωi =

{
x ∈ D ,

2πi

N
≤ θ(x) < 2π(i+ 1)

N

}
,

such that, together with the term (yi−1) in (5.9), the non-trapping Assumption 5.1 is
fulfilled [33, Condition 2.6]. Moreover, B is a diagonal matrix with entries Bii = Cχη

2
i

where Cχ ∈ R is a constant depending on the mollifier that will be absorbed into the
hyperparameters. This reduces the correlation lengths to

li = diam(D)
maxj ηj
ηi

.

For a generic n, the matrix B from (5.8) can be computed similarly to the techniques
we present in the next section.

5.4. Parameterized domain. Our second test case considers scattering against
a star-shaped object Dscat(y), parameterized by y ∈ Y = [−1, 1]N . Due to this star-
shaped property, we can express Dscat(y) in polar coordinates as the region inside a
simple, closed curve r(y, θ), θ ∈ [0, 2π]:

Dscat(y) =
{
x ∈ R2 : |x| ≤ r(y, θ(x))

}
,

where r(·, θ) ∈ C0,1
per([0, 2π)) for all y ∈ Y and θ(x) is the angle of x in polar coordi-

nates. The resulting scattering problem is posed on the domain

D(y) =
{
x ∈ R2 : r(y, θ(x)) ≤ |x| ≤ rout

}
.

We model the boundary r(y, θ) as an affine combination of a nominal radius rin(θ) ∈
C0,1

per([0, 2π)) and a set of basis functions {ψj(θ)}Nj=1 ⊂ C
0,1
per([0, 2π)):

(5.10) r(y, θ) = rin(θ) +

N∑
j=1

ψj(θ)yj , for all θ ∈ [0, 2π) and y ∈ Y.
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Moreover, we require {ψj}Nj=1 to be such that miny∈Y minθ∈[0,2π) r(y, θ) > 0 ensur-

ing (5.10) defines a non-intersecting curve for all y ∈ Y . First, we will consider the
formulation on the parameterized domain D(y), and then we will reconnect it to the
model problem (5.1) through a mapping approach.

Similarly to the beginning of Section 5, we use a Robin boundary condition and obtain
the variational problem: for all y ∈ Y , find u(y) ∈ H1(D(y)) such that:∫

D(y)

A(y,x))∇u(y) · ∇vdx− k20
∫
D(y)

n(y,x)u(y)vdx− ik0
∫
Γout

u(y)vdx

=

∫
Γout

(
∂

∂n̂
− ik0

)
uinvdx, for all v ∈ H1(D(y)),(5.11)

where A and n are defined on the hold-all domain DH = ∪y∈YD(y) satisfying [33,
Assumption 2.4] such that they define a nontrapping problem [33, Theorem 2.5]1.
We take care to distinguish u, the solution on the parameterized domain, from u,
which will later be the solution on a fixed domain. Without loss of generality, we
take A(y,x) and n(y,x) constant and set them to one such that, together with the
star-shaped property of Dscat(y), we satisfy Assumption 5.1 [46, Prop. 3.1, Chapter
5] with the constant Cbound independent of y [13].

We use a mapping approach [62, 70], in the spirit of [11, 35, 36], on the reference
domain to pull the variational formulation (5.11) back to the reference domain D =
D(0). We perform the pullback using a parameter-dependent diffeomorphism Φ(y) :
D 7→ D(y), which we consider to be affinely dependent on the entries of y [17]:

(5.12) Φ(y,x) = x+

N∑
j=1

Φj(x)yj , x ∈ D,

where Φj(·) ∈ W 1,∞(D) are the partial transformation maps such that Φ−1
j (y, ·),

Φ−1(y, ·) ∈ W 1,∞(D). With this, the Courant-Fisher theorem for singular val-
ues [38, Thm. 3.1.2] applied to the Jacobian matrices DxΦ(y) and DxΦ

−1(y) ensures
that:

σmin ≤ σ1(y;x), · · · , σd(y;x) ≤ σmax, for a.e. x ∈ D(y) and for all y ∈ Y.

Denoting by u the pulled back solution, we have the variational problem: for every
y ∈ Y , find u(y) ∈ H1(D) such that∫

D

A(y, ·)∇u(y) · ∇vdx− k20
∫
D

n(y, ·)u(y)vdx− ik0
∫
Γout

u(y)vdx

=

∫
Γout

(
∂

∂n̂
− ik0

)
uinvdx+

∫
D

fvdx, for all v ∈ H1(D),

where the coefficients are A(y;x) = DxΦ
−1(y;x)DxΦ

−⊤(y;x) det(DxΦ(y;x)) and
n(y;x) = det(DxΦ(y;x)). Hence, we are considering a parameterized Helmholtz
equation of type (5.1), which we solve using a finite element approach to get linear
systems of the form (5.2).

1To use this result, we require the boundary excitation to be zero. This is not true for our total
field equations, but we can use a bound on the linear combination of the scattered field and the total
field such as in [14, Corollary 1.6] to obtain the required results.
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Similar to the affine expansion in Section 5.3, we still have to obtain the matrices B
and D by approximating (5.4) and (5.5). To do this, we will use upper bounds in [35]
on the first derivative of A and n with respect to y.

We treat the B matrix first, by employing [35, Lemma 4] to obtain:∣∣∂ein(η1, ·)
∣∣ ≤ 2(1 + σmax)

2 ∥Φi∥W 1,∞(D) , i = 1, · · · , N,

for all η1, where σmax is the upper bound from the Courant-Fisher Theorem, and Φi

are the partial transformations from equation (5.12). Hence, we bound:

Bij(η
1) =

∫
D

∂ein(η1, ·)∂ejn(η1, ·)dx ≤ CB ∥Φi∥W 1,∞(D) ∥Φj∥W 1,∞(D) =: CBBij ,

where the constant CB = |D|4(1 + σmax)
4 will be absorbed into the hyperparameter

C2. Similarly, we use [35, Theorem 4] to bound (5.5):

Dij(η
2) ≤ CDDij ,

where Dij = Bij = ∥Φi∥W 1,∞(D) ∥Φj∥W 1,∞(D) and CD = 16(1+σmax)
2

σ2
min

4(1+cγ)
2

σ4
min ln(2)2

is

a constant which will be absorbed into the hyperparameter C1. Moreover, cγ =∑N
k=1 ∥Φk∥W 1,∞(D). In the numerical experiments, we will consider a Fourier expan-

sion for {ψj}Nj=1:

ψj(θ) :=


ϑ for j = 1,

ϑ
(
j+2
2

)−α
sin(jθ/2) for j even ,

ϑ
(
j+1
2

)−α
cos((j − 1)θ/2) else,

where ϑ > 0 is a scaling constant determining the magnitude of the shape deformations
and α a parameter that describes the decay in Fourier modes, introducing anisotropy
into the parameter domain. To make sure that r(y, θ) in equation (5.10) defines a
non-intersecting curve for all parameter dimensions N , we take

ϑ < ϑmax(α) :=
infθ∈[0,2π) rin(θ)

1 +
√
2 (ζ(α)− 1)

,

where ζ(α) is the Riemann Zeta function evaluated at α. Now, combined with the
Fourier expansion, we define the partial transformations Φj(x):

Φj(x) := χ(x)ψj(θ(x)),

with a mollifier satisfying Assumption 5.2 such that we can compute:

(5.13) ∥Φj∥W 1,∞(D) ≤


2ϑ ∥∇χ(x)∥L∞ for j = 1,(
j+2
2

)−α
ϑ
(
1 + ∥∇χ(x)∥L∞ +

(
j
2

))
for even j,(

j+1
2

)−α
ϑ
(
1 + ∥∇χ(x)∥L∞ +

(
j−1
2

))
else.

Finally, we can use the estimates of B and D to compute the correlation lengths:

li = diam(D)
maxj ∥Φj∥W 1,∞(D)

∥Φi∥W 1,∞(D)

.
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6. Numerical illustrations. To show the efficacy of our method, we consider
the two test cases outlined in Section 5. In these, we set rin ≡ 1

4 , rout = 1, and
rmol = 0.9 < rout to define the mollifier

χ(x) :=
|x| − rmol

rin − rmol
,

satisfying Assumption 5.2. We thus have diam(D) = 2 and ∥∇χ(x)∥L∞ = 1
rmol−rin

.

We initialize with a mean-based preconditioner at ȳ = 0 ∈ RN . To test our routine,
we consider |W | = 1000 points, uniformly spaced in Y = [−1, 1]N .

We implement our numerical methods in Python 3.10, running in an Ubuntu 24.04
Docker container. To obtain the linear systems, we mesh our computational domain

using GMesh [30] with uniform mesh size h ∼ k
− 3

2
0 to counteract the pollution ef-

fect [4]. We use DOLFINx [2, 5, 57, 58] to construct the linear systems, which we
solve with GMRES in PETSc [10] until the default relative error (10−5). Moreover, we
construct the required preconditioners using PETSc as well. GMRES iterations and
PETSc preconditioner construction have been timed using the time.process time()

method of the time module in Python. We perform the optimization during the
location-allocation using the L-BFGS-B Fortran subroutine. When timing pieces of
code, we exclude any overhead caused by the assembly of the linear systems (5.2)
because we need to assemble them anyway, independently of the preconditioning
strategy. We will first focus on the parameterized shape problem, as these results
give more insight into the efficacy of the algorithm. Subsequently, we will use the
affine case to discuss the effects of isotropy in the parameter domain and to see a
practical example of the concentration effect.

6.1. Algorithm performance for the parameterized domain. We demon-
strate the improvements of distributed preconditioning over more traditional ap-
proaches like mean-based preconditioning, using parameter dimensions ranging from
N = 2 to N = 25.

For each experiment, we report the time to train the gray-box GPR (ttrain), the
location-allocation time (tl−al), and the execution time (texec) of solving the precon-
ditioned linear systems, rounded to the nearest second, and averaged over several runs
to reduce the variance. Moreover, we list the average number of GMRES iterations in
the executed strategy (itav). The total computation time (ttot = ttrain+ tl−al+ texec)
follows. Additionally, we list the average number of placed preconditioners Npc over
the runs.

6.1.1. Fixed shape variations and anisotropy. Table 1 shows various results
for the shape problem. In Table 1b, we find the results for a medium value for the
shape variation parameter ϑ, and we can clearly see that the dimensionality of the
problem has a large effect on the algorithm performance. As expected, the gray-box
GPR takes longer to train as the parameter dimension increases. Additionally, tl−al

increases rapidly with the parameter dimension and this increase is more pronounced
than in the training time. This is because the GPR training accounts for parameter
dimension anisotropy via the Gaussian process correlation lengths, while the location-
allocation does not. On the other hand, the number of preconditioners placed is
relatively stable across parameter dimensions.

Finally, when we compute the total computation times ttot = ttrain+ tl−al+ texec, we
observe that they range from 8, 000 to 14, 000 seconds, increasing with the parameter
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dimension. In these experiments, a single LU preconditioner takes around tpc = 75
seconds, leading to a baseline computation time of |W | ∗ tpc = 75, 000 seconds when
not using a preconditioning strategy, significantly more than the observed range for
ttot. Therefore, we have realized a significant reduction of the total computation
time. A single mean based preconditioner does not work very well in this case, as the
number of GMRES iterations rises sharply as ∥y∥ → ∞, for which we do not compare
against it. We note that we only know this rises sharply because we have trained the
surrogate m(·), it is not clear a-priori whether this is the case or not. Moreover, we
observed values for mmax in Equation (4.7) of around 100 throughout these and other
experiments.

6.1.2. Varying ϑ. In Table 1a, the maximal shape variation parameter ϑ is
double from the baseline, just large enough that no self-intersecting curves can occur.
In contrast, Table 1c shows the case when the maximal shape variation is halved with
respect to the baseline, resulting in significantly smaller shape variations. This affects
matrix values but preserves the overall structure.

Through these experiments, we observe that increasing ϑ raises training time, while
reducing ϑ lowers it. For ϑ = 1

4ϑmax(α = 2), we observe the same behavior in the
training time with respect to the parameter dimension: larger parameter dimensions
require more training time. The effect of the parameter dimension is lower in the case
of smaller ϑ, as fewer training points are needed to satisfy the stopping criterion. For
ϑ = ϑmax(α = 2), we observe similar behavior for N , as we did for ϑ 1

2ϑmax(α = 2)
where the training time grows rapidly with the parameter dimension.

The number of preconditioners scales with ϑ as m(y − ŷ) grows faster with ∥y − ŷ∥.
Since tpc and tGMRES , and therefore, by equation (3.1), Nratio, are independent of ϑ,
the ‘radius of influence’ of a preconditioner is reduced, and the preconditioners will
need to be packed more densely.

The total computation time is mainly determined by the execution time texec, which
increases for larger ϑ. This is partly due to the different number of preconditioners,
and partly due to the slightly larger number of Krylov iterations required due to the
larger variations in the resulting matrices.

6.1.3. Increased anisotropy. To study the effects of dimension anisotropy, we
modify the decay parameter α in Table 1d. Increasing α has two effects: on one hand
it decreases the importance of higher parameter dimensions, see equation (5.13) and
on the other hand, ϑmax(α = 3) > ϑmax(α = 2) which we have put to represent total
shape variations of the same magnitude.

Foremost, we observe that the values of ttrain are larger than the values for α = 2
due to the larger value of ϑ. On the other side, we see that the train time does
not increase much for larger parameter dimensions, clearly showing the effects of the
faster decay in the parameter importance. By contrast, location-allocation cost tl−al

still rises sharply since it does not account for anisotropy.

6.1.4. Lower and higher frequency. To change problem conditioning and
matrix sizes, we modify the frequency k0 of the Helmholtz equation, shown in Table 2.
We consider two cases: a lower frequency of k0 = 30 and a higher frequency k0 = 120.
To compare the numerical performance, we keep the size ofW the same at 1000 points.
However, we emphasise that, when one is interested in the error in a surrogate or an
average using Monte Carlo or sparse grid methods, the number of points should be
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N ϑ = ϑmax(α = 2) ϑ = 1
2ϑmax(α = 2)

ttrain tl−al texec Npc itav ttrain tl−al texec Npc itav

2 1,005 18 12,042 47 10 341 5 7,666 32 7
5 2,092 107 15,599 59 14 421 42 9,785 41 10
10 2,777 554 16,726 70 15 469 166 10,056 34 11
15 2,954 1,239 17,454 59 17 506 447 10,722 39 11
20 4,516 3,412 17,710 60 18 520 1,146 10,962 46 11
25 6,121 5,706 17,943 68 17 597 1,442 11,106 39 12

(a) (b)

N ϑ = 1
4ϑmax(α = 2) ϑ = 1

2ϑmax(α = 3)
ttrain tl−al texec Npc itav ttrain tl−al texec Npc itav

2 158 3 6,202 19 6 399 5 7,238 29 7
5 174 19 7,295 20 7 455 28 8,267 30 9
10 185 81 7,723 24 8 523 104 8,670 36 9
15 188 299 8,074 21 8 534 245 9,069 38 9
20 174 310 8,151 31 8 631 280 8,587 36 9
25 204 580 7,889 22 8 636 340 9,004 39 9

(c) (d)

Table 1: Results of running Algorithm 3.1 and 4.1 with the shape problem introduced
in Section 5.4 with a wavenumbers of k0 = 60. Times in seconds and averaged over
multiple runs.

adjusted with k0 [37]. Due to computational limits, we run our algorithm once for
k0 = 120, without averaging over multiple runs.

We observe a large difference in the overall magnitude of the computation times: a low
value of k0 corresponds to low computation times and vice versa in the high frequency
case. In the case k0 = 30, we compare the total computation times with the baseline
|W | ∗ tpc ≈ 1000 ∗ 1.5 = 1500 and conclude that we have improved the computational
load, but barely when the parameter dimension is large. In the case k0 = 120, we
have |W | ∗ tpc ≈ 1000 ∗ 1000s = 1, 000, 000s ≈ 11.5 days, and we have improved the
computational load by a factor of 10.

In the case k0 = 30, the location-allocation cost does not increase as much as the
case k0 = 60 (Table 1b), although the number of preconditioners is roughly the same
as the dimension increases. This is in contrast to the case k0 = 120, where tl−al

increases significantly. We have seen similar increases before in Table 1, where the
increase was caused by the higher number of placed preconditioners. In this case,
the values of Npc are similar and the increase is due to additional location-allocation
steps. The algorithm runs until no further improvements are found or iteration costs
exceed the improvement gained, and higher computation times allow more resources
for location-allocation iterations. The lower values of tl−al in the case k0 = 30 can be
explained similarly. Finally, the number of preconditioners is higher for k0 = 30, which
is because τpc decreases faster than τKrylov as the matrix dimension shrinks.

6.2. Algorithm performance for the affine expansion. Table 3 shows re-
sults for the case of affine expansion outlined in Section 5.3, with a fully isotropic
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N k0 = 30, α = 2 k0 = 120, α = 2
ttrain tl−al texec Npc itav ttrain tl−al texec Npc itav

2 14 12 836 78 5 8,797 6 42,756 23 10
5 23 33 1,114 58 7 20,431 71 55,280 23 17

10 26 162 1,299 56 8 27,018 386 55,221 19 19
15 41 363 1,242 42 8 18,185 1,096 58,667 23 18
20 53 270 1,153 36 7 32,694 3,372 57,725 24 19
25 47 769 1,381 27 10 26,080 5,086 61,619 29 18

(a) (b)

Table 2: Test results for the shape expansion with α = 2, ϑ = 2−1ϑmax(α = 2) and
varying frequencies. Times in seconds and averaged over multiple runs.

N ttrain tl−al texec Npc itav
2 1,551 3 5,339 12 5
5 1,517 11 7,329 7 9
10 1,756 0 7,167 1 10
15 1,627 0 7,501 1 9
20 1,616 0 7,383 1 9
25 1,756 0 7,168 1 9

Table 3: Tabulated results in seconds for
affine expansion with ηi =

1
4
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Fig. 2: Training RMSE for affine expan-
sion

parameter domain. This case helps us to study the effects of the parameter anisot-
ropy. We present results with ηi = 1

4 , for i = 1 · · ·N . This value is not very high,
which is reflected in the results.

The most obvious effect is shown in the column Npc, showing only one preconditioner
for higher parameter dimensions. This is due to the concentration effect (Remark 3.3)
and is in stark contrast to the anisotropic cases discussed before. Thus, we are in fact
using mean-based preconditioning, with additional training overhead ttrain.

Additionally, the training time ttrain is not significantly impacted by the parameter
dimension. This is because the prior mean approximates the surrogate very well,
requiring only a few training points. To examine this further, we approximate the
root-mean-square error (RMSE) for N = 2, 10, 25 during training. Fig. 2 shows that
the GPR trains fairly well in the lower dimensional limit, decreasing the RMSE from
10 to 6 quickly, after which the training stagnates. For high dimensions (N = 25), the
prior fits the model very well, but training does not improve the surrogate. This is
highlights the curse of dimensionality, showing that parameter anisotropy is necessary
for optimal performance.

6.3. Preconditioner placement. We analyze the efficacy of Algorithm 3.1 in
placing the preconditioners in Fig. 3. To make this insightful, we use a low parameter
dimension of N = 2, which allows for clear visualizations, and we sample uniformly
over the parameter space. Fig. 3a shows the result of the location-allocation algo-
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(a) (b)

Fig. 3: Result of the location-allocation algorithm; Fig. 3a shows the preconditioner
attributions together with the underlying partition ofW , and Fig. 3b shows a contour
plot of the underlying distance function m(·).

rithm. The colored dots represent the parameter values, and they are grouped by
their assigned preconditioner, which is indicated by color. Moreover, in black, the
borders of the generalized Voronoi diagram are shown.

From Fig. 3 it is clear that the edges of the Voronoi diagram are curved because the
Voronoi distance is based on m(·) shown in Fig. 3b, which deviates from the actual
distance to the preconditioner. Moreover, Fig. 3a shows that not all preconditioners
are placed at parameter locations, see Remark 3.2.

6.4. Number of preconditioners. Fig. 4 shows the efficacy of the precondi-
tioner count selection in Algorithm 3.1. As discussed in Section 3.3, we re-use the
initialization approach for efficiency. To compare against the optimal choice, we pre-
form greedy initialization and execute Algorithm 3.1 after each step. This allows us to
check whether our approach is close to the optimal Npc. We perform this comparison
for the parameterized shape problem with parameter dimension N = 15.

The red line represents the greedy initialization costs, and the blue line corresponds
to the costs after the location-allocation are steps taken as long as it is worth the
computation time. As expected, there is an optimal number of preconditioners, as the
curves exhibit a minimum. The red line being above the blue line indicates that the
location-allocation procedure improves preconditioner placement. The black curve
shows results if we run location-allocation until full convergence. Since it mostly
overlaps with the blue, cutting location-allocation short has little impact, and our
strategy is essentially optimal.

Moreover, we observe that the first half of the black and blue curves are a bit volatile,
which we would not expect for the global optimum. This volatility occurs because
the location-allocation heuristic ends up in local minima, as we discussed back in
Section 3.2. Interestingly, other tests that we performed showed that this volatility
disappears for both small (N ≤ 5) and large (N ≥ 25) values of the parameter dimen-
sion. Finally, we see the three curves converging for large values of Npc and indicates

that the greedy initialization performs quite well whenever |W |
Npc

is small.
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Fig. 4: Effect of different Npc values for the parameterized shape problem. The red
curve shows the greedy initialization, the blue curve the location-allocation result
from Algorithm 3.1, and the black dashed curve the result of the location-allocation
algorithm until convergence. N∗

pc is the value where Algorithm 3.1 terminates.

For this run, the chosen value for Npc is at N∗
pc = 35, marked by a vertical line

in Fig. 4. This is lower than the minimum from the greedy initialization, which
happened aroundNpc ≈ 45. Still, the final strategy remains close to optimal. Variance
from local minima overshadows further improvements, making this a cost-effective
method.

6.5. Convergence of the surrogate model. The reliability of our precondi-
tioning strategy hinges on a good estimation m(·) for the number of GMRES itera-
tions, which we will explore in this section by using the parameter domain problem
with parameter dimension N = 15. The results are shown in Fig. 5.

We expect m(·) to predict iterations more accurately with more training data. To
verify this, we train the GPR with different numbers of training data Ntrain. After
each training point we add, we compute the root-mean-square error of m(·) over the
domain {y ∈ Y |m(y) < Nratio/2} using a Monte Carlo estimate. This domain is
taken such that we measure the accuracy of the surrogate over the relevant domain,
as a parameter value with m(y) > Nratio

2 will most likely get assigned to another
preconditioner even further from the origin. We use a parameter dimensions N = 15,
anisotropy α = 2, and ϑ = 1

2ϑmax(α = 2).

Fig. 5 shows the results: the surrogate accuracy improves with more training data but
plateaus at a saturation point. Next to this, we observe that the disagree ratio fluc-
tuates heavily, emphasizing the need for smoothing. Once smoothened, the disagree
ratio decays as we add more training data, and it crosses the 1% threshold before
the saturation threshold. We observe this behavior consistently across multiple runs
and varying parameter dimensions, although the exact stopping point varies. De-
spite the aggressiveness of the stopping criterion, the surrogate still enables effective
preconditioner placement.

Finally, the RMSE converges to a value of approximately 3. This value reflects the
modelling error between the actual number of GMRES iterations needed and our sur-
rogate m(·). This originates from our kernel choice, where we assumed a dimensional
splitting, together with a symmetry around the origin. These assumptions reduce ac-
curacy but mitigate the curse of dimensionality. A RMSE of 3 is still very acceptable,
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Fig. 5: Comparison of the RMSE and disagree ratio for the stabilizing predictions
(SP) stopping criterion. The parameter dimension is N = 15 with ϑ = 1

2ϑmax and
α = 2. The solid line represents the RMSE (left axis), the dashed line the disagree
ratio, and the dotted line a trailing average of the disagree ratio (right axis). The
solid gray line marks the 1% threshold in the stopping criterion.

and the gained computational improvements are well worth it.

7. Discussion and conclusion. In this work, we developed a strategy to place
multiple preconditioners in the parameter space that can reduce the computational
cost of repeatedly solving parameterized linear systems by an order of magnitude.
We use a two-step process: first, we learn a surrogate for the number of Krylov
iterations with gray-box Gaussian process regression trained with a cost-aware active
learning strategy. This surrogate model allows for estimating optimal number of
preconditioners using a greedy approach and finally use a location-allocation algorithm
to optimize their locations. We have applied and studied the algorithm thoroughly
using a Helmholtz scattering problem.

To choose the Gaussian process prior, we use a-priori bounds on the number of GM-
RES iterations, which are available for the parametric Helmholtz equation [34]. The
modeling error caused by the upper bounds is corrected by training the GPR and its
hyperparameters. In different applications where such upper bounds are not available,
the distance to the origin could be used for the prior mean. Because we use a-priori
bounds this way, the prior is more informative and less training is required.

For the Gaussian process kernel, we have used a symmetrized Matérn kernel per
dimension, summed over all dimensions. This assumption limits the richness of the
function space we approximate, and numerical experiments have shown that using
a richer full Matérn kernel allows the surrogate to become more accurate, but it
suffers more from the curse of dimensionality. Moreover, we notice that, to find
large improvements in the total computational burden, a ‘good’ rather than the most
accurate surrogate is enough.

For placing the preconditioners, we solve a high-dimensional optimization problem
where the dimensionality scales with the product of the number of preconditioners
and the parameter dimension. We use a location-allocation approach to handle this
high dimensionality during preconditioner placement. Since the iterations are costly,
we perform them until the improvement is smaller than the computation time. The
main cost lies in the location step, where the geometric median of each partition
cell Wk has to be computed. Although the cost of this preprocessing step using an
off-the-shelf optimizer (L-BFGS-B) is within our requirements, further savings could



22 W.G. VAN HARTEN, L. SCARABOSIO

be achieved with an ad-hoc optimizer. Unlike previous work [65], we do not require
the partitions Wk to be of equal cardinality, possibly resulting in preconditioners
with few allocated parameter locations and others with many. However, this is not
problematic as we have not considered any multithreaded approaches, which might
alter this tradeoff.

Determining the optimal number of preconditioners is difficult, as we cannot execute
the location-allocation algorithm multiple times, and we thus use a greedy approach.
Given the existence of local minima in the preconditioner placement, any further
improvements will be overshadowed by these local minima. Since the number and the
placement of preconditioners depend on the ratio of preconditioner computation time
to Krylov iteration time, our algorithm is the most reliable when there are either no
other computational loads or a constant load.

Because of concentration of measure effects in high dimensions, our approach will not
find significant improvements for high dimensional isotropic parameter spaces. In this
case, the optimal number of preconditioners is either one (mean-based precondition-
ing) or maximal, computing a preconditioner at each parameter location. Adaptive
methods can still determine which case is applicable, ensuring that the correct extreme
is identified.

Further directions that could be of interest are, among others, the application of
different surrogate models, multithreaded approaches, and the use of preconditioners
different from the full LU decomposition.
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