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ABSTRACT

In simulation-based engineering design with time-consuming simulators, Gaussian process (GP)
models are widely used as fast emulators to speed up the design optimization process. In its most
commonly used form, the input of GP is a simple list of design parameters. With rapid development
of additive manufacturing (also known as 3D printing), design inputs with 2D/3D spatial information
become prevalent in some applications, for example, neighboring relations between pixels/voxels
and material distributions in heterogeneous materials. Such spatial information, vital to 3D printed
designs, is hard to incorporate into existing GP models with common kernels such as squared
exponential or Matérn. In this work, we propose to embed a generalized distance measure into
a GP kernel, offering a novel and convenient technique to incorporate spatial information from
freeform 3D printed designs into the GP framework. The proposed method allows complex design
problems for 3D printed objects to take advantage of a plethora of tools available from the GP
surrogate-based simulation optimization such as designed experiments and GP-based optimizations
including Bayesian optimization. We investigate the properties of the proposed method and illustrate
its performance by several numerical examples of 3D printed antennas. The dataset is publicly
available at: https://github.com/xichennn/GP_dataset.

1 Introduction

Computer models are widely used in engineering areas to study and predict the behavior of complex systems. With the
ever-increasing complexity of such models, the simulation time, however, becomes prohibitive that it’s impractical to
achieve the conventional objectives, e.g. simulation-based optimization, uncertainty assessment, sensitivity analysis, etc.,
within a feasible time window [1, 2]. As a remedy of this, metamodels (aka. surrogates, emulators) which statistically
approximate the computer models hence more time-efficient, have become prevalent [3]. Gaussian processes (GPs)
[4, 5], among all the metamodeling techniques, stand out due to its two distinctive advantages: the ability to quantify
prediction uncertainty and requirements of a relatively small number of sample data points for model training. Computer
simulations can be categorized as deterministic and stochastic. In this paper, we focus on deterministic simulations
where identical outputs will be generated for the same inputs.

GPs are characterized by their kernel functions, which quantify the similarity between pairs of data inputs. For example,
many traditional kernels rely on Euclidean distance metrics, such as the radial basis function (RBF). However, with
rapid advancements in additive manufacturing, or 3D printing, technologies, the landscape of 2D/3D free-form designs
has become increasingly intricate, involving spatially varying material properties. Tensors have emerged as a versatile
representation for such data, encapsulating complex structures [6]. While a straightforward approach for handling
tensorial inputs involves flattening them into vectors and subsequently applying Euclidean-distance based kernel
functions, this method presents serious drawbacks. The flattening process and the subsequent Euclidean distance
measure neglects the nuanced structural information inherent in the data, leading to suboptimal designs. Consequently,
there is a strong need for more sophisticated approaches that can effectively leverage the inherent structure of tensorial
data to enhance the modeling capabilities of GPs in the context of complex, spatially varying designs.
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Two distinct research directions have recently emerged in the pursuit of integrating GPs with tensorial inputs. The first
avenue draws inspiration from convolutional neural networks (CNN). [7] proposed a deep kernel learning architecture
where the multidimensional inputs were first transformed by a CNN before feeding into the kernel. The large number of
parameters introduced by the CNN are treated as kernel hyperparameters. [8] proposed the first convolutional Gaussian
process where the process itself was convolved. The same patch-response kernel function was applied to image
subpatches and the results were aggregated in the same spirit as additive models. [9] and [10] extended the convolutional
kernel within a deep GP architecture, further enhancing the model’s capacity to capture intricate relationships within
image data. The second path has its roots in the tensor regression task. [11] reformulated the low-rank scalar-on-tensor
regression problem as a Tensor-GP model with multi-linear kernel. [12] further extended the Tensor-GP model by
introducing a dimensionality reduction technique, demonstrating its efficacy on multi-channel imaging data.

While each avenue showcased its capability in capturing local features and multidimensional interactions for tensorial
inputs, the computational demands associated with these approaches can be prohibitively high, particularly when
dealing with tensorial inputs that, while spatially informative, may not possess excessively high dimensions, as is the
case with 3D printed antennas. Recognizing the potential overhead incurred by the computationally intensive models,
we propose a pragmatic middle-ground strategy. Our approach embeds an Image Distance Metric (IMED) [13] in
replacement of the Euclidean distance in conventional kernels. IMED excels in considering the spatial proximity
of pixels/voxels, offering a computationally efficient alternative. The efficacy of our proposed methodology will be
illustrated and validated through numerical examples involving 3D printed antennas.

2 Background

In this section, we review the Gaussian Process and introduce the Image Euclidean Distance that will lay the groundwork
for our proposed method.

2.1 Notation

We represent a voxellized 3D geometric design with associated material properties as a tensor input X ∈ RV×H×W×P ,
where V is the number of voxels along the vertical axis, H is the number of voxels along the horizontal axis, W is
the number of voxels along the depth (or width) axis, and P is the number of material properties such as conductivity,
permittivity, etc. The material tensor X can be indexed as X p(i, j, k) representing the p-th material property at voxel
(i, j, k), where 1 ≤ i ≤ V, 1 ≤ j ≤ H, 1 ≤ W, and 1 ≤ p ≤ P . The scalar output associated with each input X is
denoted as y.

2.2 Primer on Gaussian processes

A Gaussian Process (GP) is a kernel method that characterizes a complete distribution over the function being modeled,
[4] specifies the prior for y as

y = f(X ) + ϵ, f(X ) ∼ GP(µ(X ), k(X ,X ′)), (1)
where ϵ is the observational noise, µ(X ) is the mean function, and k is the kernel function that measures the similarity
between any pair of design inputs X and X ′. Since we are dealing with deterministic computer simulations where
ϵ = 0, to guarantee numerical stability, we adopt a very small value ϵ = 1e− 4 in the model. Additionally, we adopt a
constant mean µ(X ) = µ as its sufficiency being proved by extensive studies [14, 15].

Consider a 3D geometric dataset with the training data points {Xi, yi}Ni=1 and the N∗ test data points {X∗, y∗}. Given
the inputs X and X∗, the joint distribution of the training output y and the test output y∗ prior is[

y
y∗

]
∼ N (µ1,

[
K(X ,X ) K(X ,X∗)
K(X∗,X ) K(X∗,X∗)

]
), (2)

where K(X ,X∗) ∈ RN×N∗ denotes the covariance matrix evaluated at all pairs of training and test points, and similarly
for the other entries K(X ,X ), K(X∗,X ), K(X∗,X∗). The posterior distribution is obtained by conditioning the joint
Gaussian prior distribution:

y∗|X∗,X ,y ∼N (µ+K(X∗,X )K(X ,X )−1(y − µ),

K(X∗,X∗)−K(X∗,X )K(X ,X )−1K(X ,X∗)).
(3)

The hyperparameters include µ and parameters from the kernel function k, e.g. lengthscale, signal variance, etc. These
parameters are commonly learned by maximizing the log marginal likelihood, given by:

log p(y|X ) = −1

2
(y − µ)TK−1(y − µ)− 1

2
log |K| − n

2
log 2π. (4)
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2.3 IMED: Image Euclidean Distance

The kernel function determines various properties of the GP, such as stationarity, smoothness etc. The most widely used
kernel function is the radial basis function (RBF), as it can model any smooth function, given by

k(X ,X ′) = σ2 exp(− 1

2l
dE(X ,X ′)), (5)

where σ2 represents the signal variance and the lengthscale l determines the variations in function values across the

inputs. dE(X ,X ′) =
P∑

p=1
(vec(X p)− vec(X ′p))T (vec(X p)− vec(X ′p)) is the Euclidean distance between two inputs.

The assumption underneath the Euclidean distance is that all the base vectors of the input features are orthogonal. One
can rewrite the Euclidean distance equation as

dE(X ,X ′) =

P∑
p=1

(vec(X p)− vec(X ′p))TGp(vec(X p)− vec(X ′p)), (6)

where Gp ∈ RV HW×V HW is the unit diagonal matrix. For a 3D geometric design treated as a data point, the pixel or
voxel values serve as features that characterize its configuration. In geometric designs where structural information
is inherent; specifically, the pixel or voxel values are not independent but intercorrelated according to their spatial
locations, the assumption of an orthogonal feature space is challenged. IMED [13] was motivated by the fact that
images are insensitive to small perturbations which cannot be reflected by traditional Euclidean distance. They propose
to accommodate the pixel spatial relationships using non-orthogonal base vectors, i.e., there are off-diagonal elements
in matrix Gp. To be a valid metric matrix, Gp has to be positive definite which can be fully characterized by a positive
definite function, taking Gaussian function as an example:

gpαβ = fp(|Jα − Jβ |) =
1

2π(γp)2
exp((−|Jα − Jβ |2/2(γp)2), (7)

where gpαβ represents the element indexed at (α, β) in the matrix Gp and γp denotes the lengthscale parameter of
material property p. Jα and Jβ are the αth and βth voxel respectively. Suppose Jα is at location (i, j, k), Jβ is at
(i′, j′, k′), then we have:

|Jα − Jβ |2 = (i− i′)2 + (j − j′)2 + (k − k′)2.

3 Methodology

In this section, we introduce the proposed method and discuss its possible extensions, as well as the computational
issues.

3.1 IMED kernel

For tensor input X with spatial structures, we propose to embed IMED as the distance measure into existing GP kernels.
Taking RBF as an example, incorporating IMED gives

k(X ,X ′) = σ2 exp(− 1

2l
dIMED(X ,X ′)), (8)

dIMED(X ,X ′) =

P∑
p=1

(vec(X p)− vec(X ′p))TGp(vec(X p)− vec(X ′p)), (9)

where Gp is a positive-definite matrix with its entries defined by Equation 7. Comparing to the original RBF with
dE(X ,X ′), only one more hyperparameter γp is introduced, which governs the locality of pixels/voxels. Direct
computation of dIMED using Gp can be expensive. However, leveraging the positive definiteness of Gp, the computation
can be greatly simplified by introducing a linear transformation. Consider a decomposition of Gp, Gp = ApTAp. If we
transform all the tensor input X p by Ap and denotes Zp = Apvec(X p), then dIMED between X and X ′ is equal to the
traditional Euclidean distance between Z and Z ′, Z ∈ RV HWP :

dIMED(X ,X ′) =

P∑
p=1

(vec(X p)− vec(X ′p))TApTAp(vec(X p)− vec(X ′p))

=

P∑
p=1

(Zp −Z ′p)T (Zp −Z ′p).
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As Gp is solely dependent on the inherent 3D structures, its computation is required only once. Leveraging the
transformed tensor input Z allows us to exploit all the nice properties of conventional Euclidean distance-based kernels.
For instance, one can easily introduce the concept of automatic relevance determination (ARD) [16] into Equation 8,
which we refer as ARD-IMED.

Similarly, the IMED kernel naturally accommodates the directional variations of the 3D structural space by incorporating
varying lengthscale γp associated with different voxel directions in Equation 7.

3.2 Computational issues

Although the decomposition described in Section 3.1 can significantly simplify the computation, the widely used
Cholesky decomposition still incurs a computation complexity of O((V HW )3), which becomes prohibitive for
applications with a large number of voxels.

An alternative solution was proposed by [17], wherein the conventional Cholesky decomposition is replaced with
the conjugate gradients algorithm. This replacement results in additional reduction of computation time complexity
from O(N3) to O(N2). The utilization of GPU further accelerates the computation. This approach holds promise for
addressing the computational challenges associated with large Gp.

4 Simulations and Model Setup

In this section, we will first introduce the simulation configuration for two numerical examples of 3D-printed antennas.
The GP model setup will then be presented.

4.1 2D monopole antenna

A monopole antenna consists of a straight rod-shaped conductor (monopole), which often mounts perpendicularly over a
ground plane. Controllable radiation patterns can be achieved by varying the 3D-printed polymer structure with arbitrary
dielectric property distribution surrounding the monopole [18], as shown in Figure 1(a). In the computer experiment, a
quarter-wavelength monopole antenna at the design frequency of 15 GHz was placed on a finite ground plane with size
40× 40 mm2, as shown in Figure 1(b). The monopole had a 0.5 mm diameter and a 4.8 mm height. It was surrounded
by 36 (6 by 6) dielectric unit cells. Each unit cell was designed to have a maximum size of 6.67× 6.67× 6.67 mm.
Each constant associated with the dielectric property varied continuously from 1.1 to 2.3, which can be physically
realized by changing the size of the 3D printed dielectric blocks, similar as in Figure 1(a). Details of the realization
are beyond the scope of this paper; interested readers can refer to [19]. The left and right half of the dielectric plane
were symmetric (vertically), hence only 18 dielectric constants need to be designed to achieve desired electromagnetic
properties. The simulation for the study was configured and executed using Ansys/HFSS. To ensure a representative
and space-filling selection of simulation samples, a Latin-hypercube design (LHD) was utilized and 1000 dielectric
configurations were sampled.

4.2 3D monopole antenna

In the 3D case, the monopole was surrounded by a 6× 6× 3 dielectric unit cells as shown in Figure 2. The monopole
antenna was located at the center of the ground plane. Each dielectric constant varied continuously from 1.1 to 2.3 as in
the 2D examples. The vertical symmetry was removed here, hence all the dielectric constants were considered in the
design. We picked 2700 dielectric configurations following LHD.

4.3 Functional output

The radiation pattern, represented by gain values on a linear scale (refer to Figure 1(c)), of each dielectric configuration
was collected at every angle spanning from 0 to 360 degrees, which yields a functional output y(X , t), 0 ≤ t < 360.
The B-spline technique was employed for dimension reduction, where a set of B-spline basis vectors were selected for
approximation of the original functional output: y(X , t0)

...
y(X , tl)

 ≈
l′∑

j=1

Bjkaj (10)
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1: 2D monopole antenna. (a) a monopole antenna with a 3D-printed dielectric loading, left and right half planes
are symmetric. (b) layout of the HFSS model of a monopole antenna surrounded by a grid (6 by 6) of dielectric cells
with vertical symmetry. (c) a radiation pattern on a linear scale spanning from 0 to 360 degrees, used as monopole
antenna performance measurement.

Figure 2: 3D monopole antenna. Layout of the HFSS model of a monopole antenna surrounded by 6× 6× 3 dielectric
unit cells

where Bjk is the jth B-spline of order k, and given the order and knot sequence, Bjk is completely determined.
Therefore, the functional output is uniquely defined by l′ number of coefficients aj . In this way, the output dimension is
reduced from l = 360 to l′, where l′ is often a small number.

For the functional output of the 2D monopole, leveraging its inherent symmetry, only gain values within the range [0,
180] are considered as the model output. After some experimentation, we utilized 21 basis vectors to approximate the
radiation curve by splines of order 4, effectively reducing the dimension from 180 to 21. The same order and uniformly
placed knot sequences were applied for all the functional outputs. Similarly, the output dimension of the 3D monopole
was reduced from 360 to 41. Subsequently, independent GP models were trained on each of the B-spline coefficient aj .

After obtaining the predicted mean and variance of all the aj’s, we converted them back to the functional output mean
and variance following an independent assumption of the coefficients:

ŷ =

l′∑
j=1

Bjkâj , σ̂2
y =

l′∑
j=1

B2
jkσ̂

2
aj

(11)

where ŷ, σ̂2
y ∈ Rl are the predicted mean and variance vector of the radiation pattern, respectively.
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4.4 Model setup and implementations

For the 2D monopole, the model takes a 6 × 3 tensor as input, and the output is a scalar representing the B-spline
coefficient. Individual GP models were trained for each coefficient. Once predictions for all coefficients were obtained,
we calculated the predicted mean and variance for the radiation pattern at each angle degree following Eq. 11. For the
3D monopole, the model input becomes a 6× 6× 3 tensor. The train/test ratio was 8:2 for both 2D and 3D examples,
and both of them satisfy the 10d rule of thumb [20] with d being the model input dimension.

We compare the IMED kernel and its variant ARD-IMED to four baseline kernels: RBF, ARD-RBF, the weighted
convolutional kernel (details in A), and the multi-linear kernel (M-Lin, obtained by Eq. 18). For both 2D and 3D
monopole designs, we have only one material property (P=1). For the weighted convolutional kernel, two patch
sizes were considered for the 2D monopole antenna {3 × 3, 6 × 3} and two cubic sizes for 3D monopole antenna
{5×5×3, 6×6×3}, denoted as WConv1 and Wconv2, respectively. ARD-RBF was adopted as the baseline kernel for
the patch-response prior k(z, z′) in Eq. 17. We implemented the IMED, ARD-IMED, WConv1, and WConv2 kernels in
the GpyTorch Python package, comparing them to the existing RBF and ARD-RBF functions. The multi-linear (M-Lin)
kernel was implemented following the Python script outlined in [12].

4.5 Estimation of G

The hyperparameters in the GP with an IMED kernel consist of the kernel lengthscale, signal variance, likelihood noise
(constrained to be very small due to the deterministic characteristics of computer simulations) and material property
lengthscale γp. We collectively denote this set as Θ, which are commonly learned by minimizing the negative log
marginal likelihood as computed in Equation 4 and we re-state it here

L(Θ|X ,y) ∝ −yTK−1y + log |K|. (12)

Θ is obtained by getting the derivatives

dL

dΘ
= yTK−1 dK

−1

dΘ
K−1y + Tr(K−1 dK

−1

dΘ
). (13)

An efficient computation scheme for solving Equation 13 can be found in [17]. After getting the estimate of γp, we can
get Ĝ as defined in Equation 7.

5 Results Analysis

In this section, two evaluation metrics will be introduced and then both quantitative and qualitative results will be
demonstrated to compare different tensor kernels on the 2D and 3D monopole antenna datasets.

5.1 Evaluation metrics

The prediction performance for the radiation pattern was evaluated by using two metrics: the root mean squared error
(RMSE) and the mean standard log loss (MSLL)[4]. The former calculates the rooted average L2 distance of each data
point along the radiation pattern curve, and the latter considers the uncertainty quantification. The smaller the MSLL,
the more confident and accurate the predictions are. Their formulas are given below:

RMSE =
1

Ntest

Ntest∑
n=1

√∑l
i=1(yni − ŷni)2

l
, (14)

MSLL =
1

Ntest · l

Ntest∑
n=1

l∑
i=1

(
1

2
log(2πσ̂2

ni) +
(yni − ŷni)

2

2σ̂2
ni

)
, (15)

where ŷni represents the mean of the predicted GP at the ith angle degree of the nth test radiation pattern, and Ntest is
the total number of test samples.

5.2 Quantitative results

The experiment was iterated 10 times, each with a random train/test set split. Results with a 95% confidence interval on
the test set are summarized in Table 1 for the 2D monopole antenna and Table 2 for the 3D monopole antenna.
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For 2D monopole antenna, ARD-IMED achieves statistically significantly smaller RMSE and MSLL, as indicated by a
one-sided paired t-test at the significance level α = 0.05. We can observe a slight improvement after incorporating the
spatial correlations introduced by IMED comparing the RBF/IMED and ARD-RBF/ARD-IMED pairs. The weighted
convolutional kernel has an error jump when using a smaller patch size 3× 3 (WConv1), which can be explained by the
fact that we have a rather small input size 6× 3. The small receptive field 3× 3 struggles to capture complex patterns
present in the input. While the patch size 6× 3 (WConv2), same as the input size, achieves identical RMSE and slightly
smaller MSLL comparing to ARD-RBF. The close results can be explained by the fact that ARD-RBF was used as the
base kernel in the patch-response prior. The multi-linear kernel achieves much worse results, which will be further
investigated in the qualitative analysis part. Also due to its high computational complexity, only one experiment was
conducted.

Table 1: 2D monopole antenna regression performance on the test set under different kernel functions. Results based
on 10 random train/test splits and 95% confidence intervals are reported after ±. WConv1 represents the Weighted
Convolutional kernel with the patch size 3× 3 and WConv2 uses the patch size 6× 3. M-Lin refers the multi-linear
kernel. #params denotes the number of hyperparameters per model.

Kernel RBF ARD-RBF IMED ARD-IMED WConv1 WConv2 M-Lin
RMSE 0.099±0.001 0.087±0.001 0.096±0.001 0.083±0.001 0.373±0.006 0.087±0.001 0.485
MSLL -0.720±0.022 -0.876±0.019 -0.759±0.025 -0.934±0.018 0.546±0.027 -0.899±0.018 0.823

#params 3 20 4 21 15 21 45

For 3D monopole antenna, the results reveals that ARD-IMED has statistically a significantly smaller RMSE while
the weighted convolutional kernel with the patch size 6× 6× 3 achieved statistically significantly smaller MSLL, as
indicated by a one-sided paired t-test at the significance level α = 0.05. While all the kernel performance degrades
compared to the 2D case as the input dimension increases, the multi-linear kernel achieves better results.

Table 2: 3D monopole antenna regression performance comparison under different kernels. WConv1 represents
Weighted Convolutional kernel with cubic size 5× 5× 3 and WConv2 uses cubic size 6× 6× 3.

Kernel RBF ARD-RBF IMED ARD-IMED WConv1 WConv2 M-Lin
RMSE 0.306±0.002 0.275±0.002 0.299±0.001 0.267±0.001 0.645±0.007 0.270±0.002 0.455
MSLL 0.408±0.004 0.318±0.004 0.380±0.004 0.284±0.004 0.927±0.011 0.237±0.005 0.736

#params 3 110 4 111 81 111 81

5.3 Qualitative analysis

We investigate the working mechanism of IMED and M-Lin. For simplicity, we choose the 2D monopole for illustration.
The magic of IMED lies in the distance metric matrix G which gauges the proximity of features by considering
pixel closeness. A randomly chosen estimated matrix Ĝ is displayed in Figure 3(a), showcasing correlations among
neighboring pixels through off-diagonal elements. The two red squares on the matrix, highlighting missing (extremely
small) correlations, correspond to indices (6,7) and (12,13). These indices align with the dielectric cells in Figure 1(b),
emphasizing that the 6th and 7th dielectric cells, as well as the 12th and 13th dielectric cells, are actually spatially
distant from each other.

Figure 3(b) shows the estimated Ĝ in ARD-IMED where different lengthscales were considered for each dielectric
cell. The visualization of the estimated K̂ matrix of the M-LIN kernel shown in Figure 3(c) unveils its essence, where
pixel correlations are defined as the product of column and row similarities. Although the performance was suboptimal
in the 2D monopole case, a substantial improvement was observed in the 3D monopole scenario. Examination of the
estimated K̂ in Figure 3(d) reveals a structure much closer to the ARD-IMED kernel, providing evidence that IMED
effectively captured the underlying structural information.

In the context of radiation patterns, the main lobe represents the primary direction where the antenna emits the majority
of its energy. Predicting this region poses a considerable challenge due to its steep nature. We define the main lobe as
the ±7 degrees around the peaks of each radiation pattern, constituting approximately 11% of the total squared error in
the entire pattern. When recalculating the RMSE and MSLL exclusively for the main lobe areas of the 2D monopole, as
detailed in Table 3, notable increases in MSLL values were observed across all compared models, indicating a rise in
prediction uncertainty. Notably, ARD-IMED consistently outperforms ARD-RBF and WConv2 under both evaluation
metrics. The nuances of these kernels are further illustrated by two randomly selected sample predictions in Figure 4.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 3: (a) one randomly selected estimated matrix Ĝ for 2D monopole, off-diagonal elements account for correlations
among pixels whose indices are annotated. (b) an estimated Ĝ in ARD-IMED for 2D monopole with the pixel value
annotated. (c) an estimated K̂ = K̂2 ⊗ K̂1 in M-Lin for 2D monopole with the pixel value annotated. (d) an estimated
K̂ = K̂3 ⊗ K̂2 ⊗ K̂1 in M-Lin for 3D monopole.

Table 3: 2D monopole antenna regression performance comparison at the main lobe.
Kernel ARD-RBF ARD-IMED WConv2
RMSE 0.095±0.002 0.090±0.002 0.093±0.002
MSLL -0.362±0.073 -0.435±0.07 -0.423±0.066

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose to integrate IMED into the Gaussian process, allowing for learning structural information
for 3D printed antennas in a supervised learning context. We see improvements on the regression performance over
the previous convolutional kernel and multi-linear kernel in both 2D and 3D monopole tasks. The capability of
the model in generating an interpretable structural representation makes it ideal for spatially structured data with
moderately sized dimensions. The current model has several limitations. First, the computational complexity introduced
by the metric matrix G poses challenges when dealing with higher-dimensional data. Exploring techniques such as
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Figure 4: Predicted mean for radiation pattern at the main lobe of randomly selected 2D monopole designs, ARD-IMED
outperforms ARD-RBF and WConv2.

the conjugate gradient algorithm [17] could offer promising solutions. Second, while IMED essentially serves as a
transformation function for inputs, excelling in its simplicity and interpretability with the introduction of only one
additional hyperparameter, it may lack the flexibility to capture more intricate structural information. On the other
hand, neural network-based transformation functions provide greater flexibility but come at the cost of increased
computational complexity. A middle ground should be found.

A Weighted Convolutional kernel

The convolutional kernel was inspired directly from the convolutional neural network (CNN) where the function
evaluation on an image is considered as the sum of functions over the patches of the input image [8]. Given the 3D
geometric input X ∈ RV×H×W×P , we introduce the same idea of the multi-channel convolutional kernel, where we
define patch-response functions gp : Rv×h×w → R for each material property p to take a v × h× w patch input. We
obtain a total of M = (V −v+1)× (H−h+1)× (W −w+1) patches. The overall function is obtained by summing
over all the patch responses. If giving gp(·) a GP prior, we can still get a GP prior on f(·):

gp ∼ GP(0, kp(z, z
′)), f(X ) =

M∑
m=1

P∑
p=1

wmpgp(X [mp]) (16)

⇒ f(X ) ∼ GP(0,

M∑
m=1

M∑
m′=1

(

P∑
p=1

P∑
p′=1

wmpwm′p′kp(X [mp],X ′[mp]′
))) (17)

where X [mp] indicates the mth patch for the pth material of X , the weights {wmp} adjust the relative importance of the
response for each material property at each location of the 3D geometry.

Implementation of the convolutional kernel requires (PM)2 evaluations for each entry of KX ,X ′ .

B Multi-linear kernel

The multi-linear tensor kernel is given by:

k(X ,X ′) = vec(X )T (K4 ⊗K3 ⊗K2 ⊗K1)vec(X ′) (18)

where vec(·) is the vectorization operator and ⊗ denotes the matrix Kronecker product. K1 ∈ RV×V ,K2 ∈
RH×H ,K3 ∈ RW×W ,K4 ∈ RP×P captures the mode-specific covariance structure.

To speed up the computation, each multi-linear kernel factor can be approximated with a factorized form:

K1 = UT
1 U1, K2 = UT

2 U2 K3 = UT
3 U3 K4 = UT

4 U4 (19)

where U1 ∈ Rv×V , U2 ∈ Rh×H , U3 ∈ Rw×W , U4 ∈ Rp×P . U1, U2, U3, U4 are orthogonal matrices with v ≤ V, h ≤
H,w ≤ W,p ≤ P . The tuning parameter is set as such that v = V, h = H,w = W,p = P throughout the paper but
can be set to smaller values to enforce a low-rank constraint. With the factorization assumption, one can decompose the
gram matrix K as Ũ ŨT , where:

Ũ = X̃ T (U4 ⊗ U3 ⊗ U2 ⊗ U1)
T (20)

9



where X = [vec(X1); vec(X2); . . . ; vec(XN )]. The factorized form of K can reduce the computational complexity
from O(N3) to O(N2D), where D = V HWP is the dimension of the data tensor.
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