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Derivative-based Global Sensitivity Measures
and Their Link with Sobol’ Sensitivity Indices

Sergei Kucherenko and Shugfang Song

Abstract The variance-based method of Sobol’ sensitivity indicegeiy popular
among practitioners due to its efficiency and easiness efprétation. However,
for high-dimensional models the direct application of thisthod can be very time-
consuming and prohibitively expensive to use. One of thermdttive global sensi-
tivity analysis methods known as the method of derivativeellaglobal sensitivity
measures (DGSM) has recently become popular among poaetis. It has a link
with the Morris screening method and Sobol’ sensitivityioes. DGSM are very
easy to implement and evaluate numerically. The computakitme required for
numerical evaluation of DGSM is generally much lower thaat fior estimation of
Sobol’ sensitivity indices. We present a survey of recemvaades in DGSM and
new results concerning new lower and upper bounds on thevatiSobol’ total
sensitivity indices§®. Using these bounds it is possible in most cases to get a good
practical estimation of the values §f*. Several examples are used to illustrate an
application of DGSM.

Keywords: Global sensitivity analysis; Monte Carlo methods; QuasinidoCarlo
methods; Derivative based global measures; Morris metBobdpl sensitivity in-
dices

1 Introduction

Global sensitivity analysis (GSA) is the study of how the entainty in the model
output is apportioned to the uncertainty in model inp@s[14]. GSA can pro-
vide valuable information regarding the dependence of theaghoutput to its input
parameters. The variance-based method of global sehgsitidices developed by
Sobol’ [11] became very popular among practitioners due to its effayieand eas-
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iness of interpretation. There are two types of Sobol’ diMityi indices: the main
effect indices, which estimate the individual contributaf each input parameter to
the output variance, and the total sensitivity indices,alulieasure the total contri-
bution of a single input factor or a group of inpu8.[The total sensitivity indices
are used to identify non-important variables which can therfixed at their nomi-
nal values to reduce model complexig}.[For high-dimensional models the direct
application of variance-based GSA measures can be exy¢imelconsuming and
impractical.

A number of alternative SA techniques have been proposethisnpaper we
present derivative based global sensitivity measures (@)G8d their link with
Sobol’ sensitivity indices. DGSM are based on averagingll@erivatives using
Monte Carlo or Quasi Monte Carlo sampling methods. Thesesurea were briefly
introduced by Sobol’ and Gershman it?]. Kucherenkeet al [6] introduced some
other derivative-based global sensitivity measures (DE&NM coined the acronym
DGSM. They showed that the computational cost of numerigdlation of DGSM
can be much lower than that for estimation of Sobol’ sengjtindices which later
was confirmed in other work$]. DGSM can be seen as a generalization and for-
malization of the Morris importance measure also known esiehtary effectsq].
Sobol’ and Kucherenkdl proved theoretically that there is a link between DGSM
and the Sobol' total sensitivity inde§® for the same input. They showed that
DGSM can be used as an upper bound on total sensitivity i§#exThey also in-
troduced modified DGSM which can be used for both a singletiapd groups of
inputs [L6]. Such measures can be applied for problems with a high nuailgput
variables to reduce the computational time. Lambaral [7] extended results of
Sobol’ and Kucherenko for models with input variables begiag to the class of
Boltzmann probability measures.

The numerical efficiency of the DGSM method can be improveddigg the au-
tomatic differentiation algorithm for calculation DGSM asis shown in$]. How-
ever, the number of required function evaluations still @@ to be proportional to
the number of inputs. This dependence can be greatly redigirgd an approach
based on algorithmic differentiation in the adjoint or neseemode ]]. It allows es-
timating all derivatives at a cost at most 4-6 times of thaefeluating the original
function [4].

This paper is organised as follows: Section 2 presents Sgladial sensitivity
indices. DGSM and lower and upper bounds on total Sobol'igeitsindices for
uniformly distributed variables and random variables aesented in Sections 3 and
4, respectively. In Section 5 we consider test cases wHigdtite an application of
DGSM and their links with total Sobol’ sensitivity indicdsinally, conclusions are
presented in Section 6.
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2 Sobol’ global sensitivity indices

The method of global sensitivity indices developed by Soisdbased on ANOVA
decomposition11]. Consider the square integrable functif(x) defined in the unit
hypercubéd® = [0,1]9. The decomposition of (x)

f0+ Zlf Xi +lef” X|7XJ + - +f12 d(XL '7Xd)a (1)

I>i

wherefo = [,;a f(X)dx, is called ANOVA if conditions

[ fs- s, = 0 2)

are satisfied for all different groups of indices- - - ,xssuchthat Ki; <ir < ... <
is < d. These conditions guarantee that all termsljrafe mutually orthogonal with
respect to integration.

The variances of the terms in the ANOVA decomposition addaihe total
variance:

. d d
D= [, Podx-B=3 5 By
Hd S=1ip < <is
whereD; ;= [ fI1 is(Xis s Xig)dXiy, ..., Xis are called partial variances.
Total partial variances account for the total influence efftctorx;:
DI = > Dipie;
<I>
where the sumy is extended over all different groups of indiogs- - - , xs satisfy-

<i>
ing condition 1< ip <ip < ... <is < n, 1< s< n, where one of the indices is equal
toi. The corresponding total sensitivity index is defined as

§% =D{*/D.
Denoteu;(x) the sum of all terms in ANOVA decompositiofh)(that depend on
X

d
u)=filx)+ > fij(xx) 4+ fraa(xa, o %)
j=1)#

From the definition of ANOVA decomposition it follows that

/H Ui(x)dx=0, 3)

The total partial variancB!® can be computed as
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DIt :/ uiz(x)dx:/ u2(x;,z)dx;dz.
Hd Hd

Denotez = (x1,...,%-1,X+1,---,Xd4) the vector of all variables bug, thenx =
(x,2) and f(x) = f(x,z). The ANOVA decomposition of (x) in (1) can be pre-
sented in the following form

F) = ui(%,2) +Vv(2),

wherev(z) is the sum of terms independentefBecause 0fZ) and @) it is easy to
show thatv(z) = [« f(x)dx. Hence

wix,z) = F(x)— [ f(x)dx. (4)

JHd
Then the total sensitivity inde§® is equal to

 Jua UP(x)dx
§% = HT (5)

We note that in the case of independent random variablesfiiitions of the
ANOVA decomposition remain to be correct but all derivashould be considered
in probabilistic sense as shown it4] and presented in Section 4.

3 DGSM for uniformly distributed variables

Consider continuously differentiable functidiix) defined in the unit hypercube
HY = [0,1]9 such thav f /9x; € L.

Theorem 1. Assume that ¢ < g— < C. Then

.
X
2 2
°“ < Sot < C_
12D 12D

(6)

The proof is presented iif].

The Morris importance measure also known as elementargtefteiginally de-
fined as finite differences averaged over a finite set of ranglmints [B] was gener-
alized in []:

B af(x)
= e | % dx. (7)
Kucherenkeaet al [6] also introduced a new DGSM measure:
o af(x)\?
Vi = » <0—x.) dx. (8)

In this paper we define two new DGSM measures:
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m [ _mdf(x)
W, —/de, X dx, 9)

wheremis a constantn > 0,

q—%Adm(l—m)(agg))de- (10)

We note thav; is in fact the mean value c(ﬁf/axi)z. We also note that

ﬂiaui

ax  ox (112)

3.1 Lower bounds on §*

Theorem 2. There exists the following lower bound between DGSM (8) and the
Sobol’ total sensitivity index

(Jua [f (L,2) = 1(0,2)][f (1,2) + f (0,2) — 2f (X)] dX)2 - Sm
4vy,D ’

(12)

Proof. Consider an integral

C L OU(X)
/H U005 b (13)

Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality we obtain the felltg result:

(Adui(x)ajéx)dx)z < 'Adu?(x)dx-'/;d (aj)ix))zdx. (14)

It is easy to prove that the left and right parts of this indifpuaannot be equal.

Indeed, for them to be equal functiom$x) anda‘g—é’() should be linearly dependent.
For simplicity consider a one-dimensional case: [0, 1]. Let's assume
du(x)
Ix - AU(X),

whereAis a constant. The general solution to this equatic = Bexp(Ax) , where
B is a constant. It is easy to see that this solution is not stersi with condition )
which should be imposed on functiox).

Integral fiya Ui (X) ﬁ‘;)iix)dx can be transformed as
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Joaa i () 24X dlx = sz = U0 gy
= lfdel( W(1,2) ~17(0.2)) dz (15)
=3 [yd1 (u.(l z) - u.(O z))(u.(l 2) +ui(0, z))dz
=3 Jua (f(1,2) = 1(0,2)) (f(1,2) + £(0,2) — 2v(2)) dz.
All terms in the last integrand are independenkotence we can replace inte-
gration with respect talz to integration with respect tdx and substitute/(z) for
f(x) in the integrand due to conditioB); Then (L5) can be presented as

. du.
/Hdu.(x 0x. 2/ 0,2)][f (L2) + f (0,2) — 2f (x)]dx (16)
From (11) a‘;)g af)(q) hence the right hand side of4) can be written as
viD!. Finally dividing (14) by viD and using {6), we obtain the lower bound ®).
O
We call

(Jua[f (1,2) = £(0,2)][f (1,2) + f (0,2) — 2f (x)] dx)?
4vy,D

the lower bound number one (LB1).

Theorem 3. There exists the following lower bound between DGSM (9) and the
Sobol’ total sensitivity index

(2m+1) [ o (£(1.2) - f(x))dx—wi(m“)r

ot
(m+1)?D <9 7
Proof. Consider an integral
/ X"u; (X)dx. (18)
JHd
Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality we obtain the felltg result:
. 2 . .
(/ XMy (x)dx) g/ x,-zmdx~/ u2(x)dx. (19)
Hd Hd Hd

It is easy to see that equality i19) cannot be attained. For this to happen
functionsu; (x) andx™ should be linearly dependent. For simplicity consider aone
dimensional casex € [0, 1]. Let’s assume

u(x) = Ax™,

whereA # 0 is a constant. This solution does not satisfy conditB)mhich should
be imposed on function(x).
Further we use the following transformation:
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1,
/Hda(#:'(x))dx_(m+l)/ X{ui (x dx+/ m“au'f(l ) dx

to present integrall) in a form:

Jra X"ui (X)dx = ﬁ [.fHd de Jna le+lﬁu. )dx]
= mbi [ e 1Ui(1,2)dz— fo X2 >dx] (20)
=1 | Jne (F(L,2) = T(x)) dX — [lya m+1"“l )dx}

We notice that

/ X" 2m1L (2m+1) (21)
Using 0) and 1) and dividing (L9) by D we obtain (7). a

This second lower bound d§® we denote/(m):

(2m+1) [fHd (f(1,2) — f(x))dx — W(ml)} 2
y(m) = (mT 1D < g 22)

In fact, this is a set of lower bounds depending on paranmet#/e are interested
in the value ofm at whichy(m) attains its maximum. Further we use star to denote
such a valuen: m* = argmaxy(m)) and call

(2 +1) [ o (£(1,2) — 1)) che—wf™ Y| ’

") = 23
the lower bound number two (LB2).
We define the maximum lower bouh@* as
LB* = max(LB1,LB2). (24)

We note that both lower and upper bounds can be estimateddiyéderivative
based measures:

¥={v,w"}m>0 (25)

3.2 Upper boundson §%

Theorem 4.
§% < —-. (26)
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The proof of this Theorem in given iri§].

Consider the set of valuag, ..., vy, 1 <i < n. One can expect that smaller
correspond to less influential variabbes

We further call 26) the upper bound number one (UB1).

Theorem 5. G
SHE 27)
whereg is given by (0).

Proof. We use the following inequality?]:

1 1 2 1 /1
0< / u?dx— </ udx> <z / X(1 — x)u’%dx. (28)
0 0 2 Jo
The inequalit%/ is reduced to an equality onlyifs constant. Assume thatis given
by (3), then fy udx = 0, and from 28) we obtain 27). O

Further we call% the upper bound number two (UB2). We note t%a-t(l—xi)
for 0 < x < 1is bounded: 6 $x(1—x) < 3. Therefore, 0< g < $vi.

3.3 Computational costs

All DGSM can be computed using the same set of partial dé\mat%,i =

1,...,d. Evaluation ofa;@ can be done analytically for explicitly given easily-

differentiable functions or numerically.

In the case of straightforward numerical estimations opaitial derivatives and
computation of integrals using MC or QMC methods, the nundfeequired func-
tion evaluations for a set of all input variables is equali{d + 1), whereN is a num-
ber of sampled points. Computing LB1 also requires valudg0fz) , f (1, z), while
computing LB2 requires only values &f(1,2). In total, numerical computation of
LB* for all input variables would requingt® = N(d+1) + 2Nd = N(3d + 1) func-
tion evaluations. Computation of all upper bounds reghif& = N(d + 1) function
evaluations. We recall that the number of function evatiretirequired for compu-
tation of §% is N2 = N(d + 1) [10]. The number of sampled pointé needed to
achieve numerical convergence can be different for DGSMShdlt is generally
lower for the case of DGSM. The numerical efficiency of the DMG8ethod can be
significantly increased by using algorithmic differentiatin the adjoint (reverse)
mode fl]. This approach allows estimating all derivatives at a @shost 6 times
of that for evaluating the original functiof(x) [4]. However, as mentioned above
lower bounds also require computation of0,2), f (1,2) so NEB" would only be
reduced tdNE®" = 6N -+ 2Nd = N(2d + 6), while NYB would be equal to K.
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4 DGSM for random variables

Consider a functiorf (xi, ...,Xq), Wherex, ..., Xq are independent random variables
with distribution functiond; (x1), ..., Fg (X4). Thus the poink = (xq,...,Xq) is de-
fined in the Euclidean spa¢® and its measure 8Fy (x1) - - - dFg (Xq).

The following DGSM was introduced irLp]:

Vi = /Rd (%(:())ZdF(x). (29)

We introduce a new measure

- df(x)
RA - OX

dF (x). (30)

4.1 The lower bounds on S for normal variables

Assume thax; is normally distributed with the finite variancé and the mean value
Hi.
Theorem 6.

2\
9 _ ot (31)
D
Proof. Consider/ga Xui(x)dF (x). Applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality we ob-
tain
2
Ui (X)dF (x </ Zde-/u-zxde. 32
(foxumareo) < [ oo [ @oodrx. (@2

Equality in 32) can be attained if functiong(x) andx; are linearly dependent. For
simplicity consider a one-dimensional case. Let's assume

u(x) = A(x— ),

whereA # 0 is a constant. This solution satisfies conditi@ for normally dis-
tributed variablex with the mean valugi: [ra u(X)dF (x) = 0.
For normally distributed variables the following equaigytrue ]:

2
n n n 0u(x)
(dF :/ 24F / Y 4F (x). 33
( [ xu <x>) [ dF o). [ SR () (33)
By definition [z X?dF (x) = 0. Using @2) and @3) and dividing the resulting
inequality byD we obtain the lower boun@®(). a
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4.2 The upper bounds on § for normal variables
The following Theorem 7 is a generalization of Theorem 1.
Theorem 7. Assume that ¢ < ‘g—;i‘ <C, then
22 202
g ¢ a_ GC
a7 < <= 34
5 <S8 <=5 (34)
The constant factor ¢ cannot be improved.

Theorem 8.

IN

2
o
g* 3' Vi (35)
The constant factor o cannot be reduced.

Proofs are presented it.

5 Test cases

In this section we present the results of analytical and migaleestimation ofS,
§%, LB1, LB2 and UB1, UB2. The analytical values for DGSM &l were calcu-
lated and compared with numerical results. For text case @resent convergence
plots in the form of root mean square error (RMSE) versus theber of sampled
pointsN. To reduce the scatter in the error estimation the valuesM$R were
averaged oveK = 25 independent runs:

K I | 2 %
1 ik—lo
K=1 0
Herel* is numerically computed values &%, LB1, LB2 or UB1, UB2,l is
the corresponding analytical value §f, LB1, LB2 or UB1, UB2. The RMSE can

be approximated by a trend lidl 9. Values of (-a) are given in brackets on the
plots. QMC integration based on Sobol’ sequences was usatrinmerical tests.

Example 1. Consider a linear with respect x¥pfunction:

f(x) = a(2)x + b(2).
For this function§ = §%, D!** = L ,4-18%(2)dz, v = [4e-18%(2)dz, LB =

)R (f,q-1a(2)d2)°

(fya (a3(2)—282(2)x ) dzdx;)®
: =0 andy(m) = 4(m+2)2(m+1)2D

D J4_122(2)dz . A maximum value
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of y(m) is attained am*=3.745, wheny* (m*) = 29401 ( 1a(z)dz)®. The lower and

upper bounds areBx ~ 0.485%. UB1 ~ 1.225%. UB2 = 145 [5 a(2)?dz=§°. For
this test function UBZ< UB1.

Example 2. Consider the so-called g-function which is often used in G&A
illustration purposes:

d
f(x) = iugi,

whereg; = %, a(i =1,...,d) are constants. It is easy to see that for this
d
functionfi(x) = (gi—1), ui(x) =(gi—1) [] 9;andasaresultLB1=0. The total
j=1j#
d
variance isD = —1+ J_|;|l (1+ %) The analytical values d§, smt and LB2

are given in Table 1.

Table1l The analytical expressions f&y, §% and LB2 for g-function

S S* y(m) ,
d
1/3 1/3 4(1-(1/2)m+1
1/3 ra) j:r'#i <l+ i+ >2) (2m+1) [1— dgar) M2 )}
(1+a)?D D (1+a)?(m+1)2D

By solving equation™ — 0 , we find thatm*=9.64, y(m") = (10%—(;?)7225‘ It is

interesting to note that* does notdepend am, i = 1,2,....d andd. In the extreme
cases: ifgj — oo for all i, %rlft—) — 0-257,3‘% — 1, while if g — O for all i, %"—Qr) —
%ﬂ—l, 3‘% — Wsl)dj. The analytical expression f&*, UB1 and UB2 are given
in Table 2.

Table2 The analytical expressions f&* UB1 and UB2 for g-function

= UB1 UB2
d d d
L3 1+ -23,) |16 1+ 2 4 1+ 23,
(1+&)? j:”j;éi ( (1+a )2> j:lﬂj;éi ( (1+aj)2> j:Dj;éi ( (1+aj)2>
D (1+q)2m®D 3(1+a)°D

For this test function% = 4%, % =1, henceg22 = lfz < 1. Values ofS,
§%, UB and LB2 for the case &=[0,1,4.5,9,99,99,99,99}=8 are given in Table
3 and shown in Figure 1. We can conclude that for this testtion¢he knowledge
of LB2 and UB1, UB2 allows to rank correctly all the variableghe order of their

importance.
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-0-S
ot
of —H=S
-/ UB
@ LB
_l,
ar
3
@ -2
=
o
_3,
_4,
-5
0
Fig. 1 Values of §,9% LB2 and UBLl for all input variables. Example 2,

a=[0,1,4.5,9,99,99,99,99§=8.

Fig. 2 presents RMSE of numerical estimations3f, UB1 and LB2. For an
individual input LB2 has the highest convergence ratepfeiihg by §%, and UB1
in terms of the number of sampled points. However, we reball tomputation of
all indices requireNEB* = N(3d + 1) function evaluations for LB, while fog®
this number ifNg = N(d + 1) and for UB it is alsdNYB = N(d + 1).

4 n
Example 3. Hartmann functionf (x) = — 5 ciexp|— 5 aij(xj — pij)z VX €
i=1 i=1

[0,1]. For this test case a relationship between the values LB2, &RIS varies
with the change of input (Table 4, Figure 3): for variableandxs LB1> S> LB2,
while for all other variables LB& LB2 <S. LB* is much smaller tharg® for all
inputs. Values ofm* also vary with the change of input. For all variables butiahate
2 UB1> UB2.

Table 3 Values of LB*, S, §% , UB1 and UB1. Example 2=[0,1,4.5,9,99,99,99,994i=8.

X1 X2 X3 X4 X5...Xg
LB* 0.166 0.0416 0.00549 0.00166 0.000017
S 0.716 0.179 0.0237 0.00720 0.0000716
g 0.788 0.242 0.0343 0.0105 0.000105
uUB1 3.828 1.178 0.167 0.0509 0.000501
uB2 3.149 0.969 0.137 0.0418 0.00042
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—-57(-0.993)
£ UBL(-0.894
¥ LB2(-0836)

~. —H—5°(-0.977)
% A-a A UB1(-0.962)
v o V- LB2(-1134)

0g,(RMSE)
0g,(RMSE)
og RMSE)

Fig. 2 RMSE of §%, UB and LB2 versus the number of sampled points. Example 2,
a=[0,1,4.5,9,99,99,99,99}=8. Variable 1 (a), variable 3 (b) and variable 5 (c).

-0-5

iIE Stot
-/ UB
@ LB1
%7 LB2

Iogz(RMSE)

Fig. 3 Values ofS,S§%, UB1, LB1 and LB2 for all input variables. Example 3.

Table4 Values ofm*, LB1, LB2, UB1, UB2S andS for all input variables.

X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X

LB1 0.0044 0.0080 0.0009 0.0029 0.0014 0.0357
LB2 0.0515 0.0013 0.0011 0.0418 0.0390 0.0009
m* 4.6 10.2 17.0 55 3.6 199
LB* 0.0515 0.0080 0.0011 0.0418 0.0390 0.0357
S 0.115 0.00699 0.00715 0.0888 0.109 0.0139
30‘ 0.344 0.398 0.0515 0.381 0.297 0.482
uBl 1.089 0.540 0.196 1.088 1.073 1.046
uB2 1.051 0.550 0.150 0.959 0.932 0.899
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6 Conclusions

We can conclude that using lower and upper bounds based oiVi&Jossible in
most cases to get a good practical estimation of the valugi§ it a fraction of the
CPU cost for estimating{®. Small values of upper bounds imply small values of
S°. DGSM can be used for fixing unimportant variables and subesegmodel re-
duction. For linear function and product function, DGSM gare the same variable
ranking as§. In a general case variable ranking can be different for DG
variance based methods. Upper and lower bounds can be estiosing MC/QMC
integration methods using the same set of partial derwatalues. Partial deriva-
tives can be efficiently estimated using algorithmic déftiation in the reverse
(adjoint) mode.

We note that all bounds should be computed with sufficientiaery. Standard
techniques for monitoring convergence and accuracy of MBZ@stimates should
be applied to avoid erroneous results.
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