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ABSTRACT

The Theory of Functional Connections (TFC) is a functional interpolation framework
founded upon the so-called constrained expression: a functional that expresses the family of
all possible functions that satisfy some user-specified, linear constraints. These constrained
expressions can be utilized to transform constrained problems into unconstrained ones. The
benefits of doing so include faster solution times, more accurate solutions, and more robust
convergence. This dissertation contains a comprehensive, self-contained presentation of the
TFC theory beginning with simple univariate point constraints and ending with general
linear constraints in n-dimensions; relevant mathematical theorems and clarifying examples
are included throughout the presentation to expand and solidify the reader’s understanding.
Furthermore, this dissertation describes how TFC can be applied to estimate differential
equations’ solutions, its primary application to date. In addition, comparisons with other
state-of-the-art algorithms that estimate differential equations’ solutions are included to
showcase the advantages and disadvantages of the TFC approach. Lastly, the aforementioned
concepts are leveraged to estimate solutions of differential equations from the field of flexible

body dynamics.
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BFGS Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno
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Free function R" +— R. Note that a superscript may be used
to denote the free function for a specific dependent variable, e.g.,
g“(x) is the free function for the dependent variable w.

Jacobian matrix

Loss function R™ — R"

Space of Lebesgue-integrable functions, i.e., [, |f| du < co

Space of square-Lebesgue-integrable functions, i.e., [, |f]* du < oo
Set of real numbers

Support matrix

A vector of the independent variables, i.e., @ = {xy, 29, - , 2.},
where n is the number of independent variables.
The k-th independent variable

Set of integers

Set of positive integers

Set of integers modulo n

Basis function domain variable for the k-th independent variable
Kronecker delta

Portion of the i-th constraint on the k-th independent variable that
does not contain the dependent variable. Note the pre-superscript
is dropped in the univariate formulation as there is only one inde-
pendent variable.

Measure function R +— R

Projection functional for the i-th constraint of the k-th indepen-
dent variable. Note that in the univariate formulation, the pre-
superscript is dropped as there is only one independent variable.
Switching function for the i-th constraint on the k-th indepen-
dent variable. Note that in the univariate formulation, the pre-
superscript is dropped as there is only one independent variable.
Domain

Heaviside function, R — R
Heaviside function where z; = 0

Rounds z to the next largest integer

vil



Rounds z to the nearest integer
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1. INTRODUCTION AND MOTIVATION

Interpolation is a concept that many use every day—for example, to extract an esti-
mated value between experimental data points or between data points of tabulated values
for a computationally expensive function—but pay little attention to. This is not surpris-
ing given that most imagine a discrete set of points when considering interpolation, a fairly
simplistic problem, and the age of the algorithms used to solve them dates as far back as
Waring polynomial interpolation, which was published in 1779 [4]. Yet, if the interpolation
complexity is increased, it quickly becomes difficult or impossible to point to an algorithm
that can easily perform the interpolation.

Consider the advantages of satisfying properties at points other than their value, for
example, their derivatives or a linear combination of derivatives and values between points.
Rather than thinking of properties at points, it may be easier to imagine them as constraints,
for example, wu,(xo) + mu(xy) = v(xy), where x is an independent variable, zg, 1, and x5
are some specific values in the domain, u and v are dependent variables, and u, denotes a
derivative of u with respect to x. Dream bigger. What if one could do this in n-dimensional
domains or write all possible functions that satisfy the constraints rather than just one
function that satisfies the constraints? At this point, one is describing something much
more complicated than simple point-wise interpolation; rather, they are describing a sort of
function-based interpolation.

A rich framework for function-based interpolation could transform problems with linear
constraints into unconstrained problems. In terms of optimization-type problems, this would
mean one could use simpler optimizers, as an optimizer that handles constraints would no
longer be needed, and/or the function to be minimized would not need to be augmented
to include the constraints. Indeed, such a framework would enhance one’s ability to solve
such problems and is the driving motivation behind the Theory of Functional Connections

(TFC): a general framework for function-based interpolation.



The concept of function-based interpolation itself is not new, and numerous methods
exist [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]; however, these previous techniques only work for a class or sub-class
of functions and cannot be used to describe all functions that satisfy a set of constraints.

Therefore, their scope of applications is limited; TFC does not have this restriction.
1.1 Original Idea

The idea that sparked the Theory of Functional Connections (TFC) was conceived by
Daniele Mortari while teaching the Waring, better known as Lagrange, polynomial in-
terpolation method [4], which is used to generate an interpolating function that passes
through a set of points. For example, the Lagrange polynomial, y(x), for a set of n points,

(X1, %1)s s (Tk, Yk), - -+, (Tn, Yn), can be written as,

Zka i
k=1

k—SCz'

The Lagrange polynomial represents one function that passes through the n points. In other
words, the Lagrange polynomial is an interpolating function for these points: a function that
satisfies the constraints y(xy) = yy.

Mortari’s original insight was that by replacing = with an arbitrary function g(z), xy
with g(x), and so on, one could write the the family of all possible functions that passes

through the set of points. That is,

y(f@)—zyknjk__a; — Z?/ H oA

xk —9 xz)

From this seed of an idea sprouted Mortari’s 2016 seminal article [11] that demonstrated
how to embed univariate value and derivative constraints, and constraints consisting of lin-
ear combinations of values and derivatives at points, into the TFC framework. Since then,
the TFC framework has grown to encompass a larger variety of increasingly exotic con-

straints, including integral [12]|, component [13], and inequality [14] constraints. Moreover,



the original univariate framework has been extended to multiple variables [1, 15| and some

non-rectangular domains [16, 17|.
1.2 Overview of the Remaining Chapters

In lieu of a large literature review concentrated at the beginning of the dissertation, most
chapters contain their own smaller literature review whose contents pertain specifically to

that chapter. The rest of this dissertation is structured as follows.
Chapter 2. Theory of Functional Connections

This chapter describes the theory behind the TFC functional interpolation framework.
It is split into two major sections: the univariate theory and the multivariate theory. The
univariate theory is introduced first and describes how to construct constrained expressions
for value, derivative, integral, and component constraints, and linear combinations thereof.
In addition, it includes mathematical theorems that pertain to the univariate constrained
expression. The multivariate theory section generalizes this to n-dimensions. Examples are

included throughout to help solidify the reader’s understanding.
Chapter 3. Applications in Differential Equations

This chapter utilizes the TFC framework introduced in the previous chapter to solve
differential equations by embedding the differential equation constraints into the constrained
expression and using the free function to minimize the differential equation’s residual at a
discrete set of points. In addition, the chapter discusses useful free function choices and
optimization methods and includes a summary of the TFC numerical implementation. To
strengthen the reader’s understanding, a simple PDE is numerically estimated using each
of the common free function choices; additional examples are provided that highlight the

strengths and weaknesses of each free function choice.



Chapter 4. Applications in Flexible Body Problems

Building on the foundations of the previous chapters, this chapter utilizes the TFC frame-
work introduced in Chapter 2 and its application to differential equations introduced in
Chapter 3 to apply the method to differential equations that appear in flexible body prob-
lems. In other words, this chapter contains flexible-body-related ODEs and PDEs that are

solved via TFC.
Chapter 5. Summary and Conclusions

This chapter summarizes the major ideas covered in the dissertation and draws conclu-
sions based on the content discussed throughout. In addition, this chapter presents ideas for

future study.
Appendices

The appendices include more detailed explanations of some of the topics covered in
the main body of the text. In addition, they also include the following extensions of the
TFC framework: nonlinear constraints, inequality constraints, parallelotope domains, lower-
dimensional constraints in n-dimensions, and an extension to general fields, i.e., beyond the

field of real numbers.



2. THEORY OF FUNCTIONAL CONNECTIONS

The seminal article on the Theory of Functional Connections' (TFC) introduced the
notion of a constrained expression [11|: a mathematical expression that utilizes a function
that can be chosen by the user, the so-called free function, that can describe all possible
functions satisfying a given set of linear constraints. At the time the article was written,
this statement was merely a conjecture but has since been proven mathematically. Since
their conception, the process for deriving constrained expressions and the language used to
discuss them has changed, but what they are in mathematical terms has remained constant:
constrained expressions are functionals.? Therefore, it is useful to define a functional and

investigate some of its properties before delving further into TFC constrained expressions.
2.1 Functionals

To begin, consider the following definition of a functional.

A functional, e.g., f(z,g(x)), has independent variable(s) and function(s) as inputs

and produces a function as an output.

Note that a functional as defined here coincides with the computer science definition of a
functional. One can think of a functional as a map for functions. That is, the functional
takes a variable or variables and a function or functions as inputs and produces a function as
its output, e.g., f*(x) = f(z,g(x)). This dissertation is focused on constraint embedding, or
in other words, functional interpolation; hence, for now, there is no need to concern oneself

with the domains and ranges of the input and output functions. Rather, functionals can be

!This theory was originally published under the name “Theory of Connections.” However, this name
conflicted with a specific theory in differential geometry and was not the most accurate description of the
functional interpolation method. Therefore, in 2019, this name was changed to the “Theory of Functional
Connections” to highlight the tie to functional interpolation and the fact that it provides all functions
satisfying a set of linear constraints in n-dimensional space.

2In other literature, functionals are also referred to as “functions of functions” or “higher-order functions.”



discussed in the context of their potential input functions, hereon referred to as the domain
of the functional, and potential output functions, hereon referred to as the codomain of the
functional.

Next, the definitions of injective, surjective, and bijective are extended from functions to

functionals.

A functional is injective if every function in its codomain is the image of at most one

function in its domain.

A functional, f(z, g(x)), is surjective if for every function in the codomain, f*(z), there

exists at least one function, g(x), in the domain such that f*(x) = f(x, g(z)).

Definition 4
A functional is bijective if it is both injective and surjective. ]

To elaborate, Figure 2.1 gives a graphical representation of each of these functionals, and
examples of each of these functionals follow. Note that the phrase “smooth functions” is used
here to denote continuous, infinitely differentiable, real-valued functions.

Consider the functional f(z,g(z)) = e 9% whose domain is all smooth functions and
whose codomain is all smooth functions. The functional is injective because for every f*(x)
in the codomain there is at most one g(x) that maps f(x,g(x)) to f*(x). However, the
functional is not surjective, because the functional does not span the codomain. For example,
consider the desired output function f*(x) = —2: there is no g(x) that produces this output.

Next, consider the functional f(z, g(z)) = g(x) — ¢(0) whose domain is all smooth func-
tions and whose codomain is all smooth functions f*(z) such that f*(0) = 0. This functional
is surjective, because it spans the set of all smooth functions that are 0 when x = 0, but it

is not injective. For example, the functions g(z) = = and g(z) = = + 3 produce the same



Surjective Non-surjective

g(z) f(x) g(x) ()
f(z,g(x)) f(z,g(x))
(]
2
A3 ® >Q
BN
k= ° >0
g(x) f(z) 9(x) ()

Non-injective

Figure 2.1: Graphical representation of injective and surjective functionals.

result, i.e., f(z,2) = f(z, 2 +3) = x.

Finally, consider the functional f(z,g(z)) = g(x) whose domain is all smooth functions
and whose codomain is all smooth functions. This functional is bijective, because it is both
injective and surjective.

In addition, the notion of projection is extended to functionals. Consider an analogy to
vector projection wherein a projection matrix, i.e., an idempotent matrix P" = P Vn € Z™,
projects a vector from one vector space to another. In other words, the properties of P
are (1) it transports vectors from one vector space to another, and (2) when it operates on
itself (the operator being matrix multiplication), it produces itself (P" = P). A projection
property for functionals can be defined similarly. Functionals already have the first property:
they transport functions from one set, their domain, to another set, their codomain, e.g.,

the constrained expression transports functions from the set of all real-valued functions



defined at the constraints to the set of functions that satisfy the constraints. Following the
analogy, if a functional produces itself when operating on itself, where the operator is using

the functional’s output as its input function, then that functional is said to be a projection

functional.

A functional is said to be a projection functional if it produces itself when operating

on itself.

For example, consider a functional operating on itself, f(z, f(x, g(x))). If
f(z, f(z,9(x))) = f(z,g(x)), then the functional is a projection functional. Note that prov-
ing f(z, f(x,g9(x))) = f(x,g(x)) automatically extends to a functional operating on itself n

times where n € Z*: for example, f(x, f(z, f(z,g(x))) = f(z, f(x,g(x))) = f(z,g(x)), and

SO on.
2.2 Univariate Theory

The majority of this dissertation focuses on multivariate TFC; however, the multivariate
TFC framework is built by recursively applying univariate TFC. Hence, it is paramount
the reader understands univariate TFC before moving to the multivariate case. First, the
original form of the univariate constrained expression from Reference [11] will be presented
via Example 2.1. Then, the constrained expression will be manipulated to expose an un-
derlying structure made up of so-called projection functionals and switching functions [1].
Throughout the remainder of this section, that structure will be utilized to create constrained
expressions for various types of linear constraints and prove mathematical theorems related

to univariate constrained expressions.



Example 2.1: Constraints at a point

Constraints at a point consist of constraints on the value and derivatives at the

point. Consider the follow constraints,

y(0) =1, g(1)=2, and y(2)=3.

Given a set of k point constraints, the univariate constrained expression takes the

following form [11],

y(z, g(x +—§£:Sg ) m;(z, g()), (2.1)

where g(z) is a free function, s;(z) are k linearly independent functions called support
functions, and n;(z, g(x)) are k coefficient functionals that are solved by imposing the
constraints. The free function g(x) can be chosen to be any function provided that it
is defined at the constraints’ locations.

For this example, the support functions are chosen to be s;(z) = 1, so(x) = 22,

and s3(z) = 3. Following Equation (2.1) and imposing the three constraints leads to

the simultaneous set of equations

y(0) =1 =g(0) +m(z, g(z))
Ye(1) =2 = g2 (1) + 2a(, g(2)) + 313 (2, g ()

y(2) =3 = g(2) + m(z, g(x)) + 4nx(x, g(x)) + 8ns(z, g(x)).

Solving this set of equations for the unknowns 7;(z, g(x)) leads to the solution,

m(z,g(z)) =1-g(0)

(@, 9(z)) = _'39(0)'+'29(2)<—-89x(1)




~9(0) — g(2) +2g.(1)
n3(z, g(z)) = o :

Substituting the coefficient functionals back into Equation (2.1) and simplifying yields,

—223 + 322 +4

y(x, 9(2)) = g(z) + . (1 _ g(o>) n ( - 2x2> (2 _ gx(l))

o 27 - i (3 . g(2)>.

(2.2)

It is simple to verify that regardless of how g(z) is chosen, provided g(z) exists at the
constraint points, Equation (2.2) always satisfies the given constraints.
The support functions in the previous example were selected as s1(z) = 1, sa(x) =

72, and s3(z) = 2.

However, these support functions could have been any linearly
independent set of functions that permits a solution for the coefficient functionals
nj(x,g(x)); to clarify the latter of these requirements, consider the same constraints
with support functions s1(x) = 1, so(z) = z, and s3(x) = z2. Then, the set of

equations with unknowns n;(z, g(x)) is,

L0 0| |m(z g(x)) 1 —g(0)
0 1 2] §m(z,g@) =92 9.(1)
1 2 4] | m(z,9(z)) 3-9(2)

Notice that when using these support functions, the matrix that multiplies the co-
efficient functionals is singular. Thus, no solution exists, and therefore, the support
functions sy (z) = 1, sy(x) = x, and s3(x) = 2? are an invalid set for these constraints.
Note that the matrix singularity does not depend on the free function. This means
that the singularity arises when a linear combination of the selected support functions
cannot be used to interpolate the constraints. Therefore, the support function matrix’s

singularity depends on both the support functions chosen and the specific constraints
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to be embedded. This raises another important restriction on the expression of the
support functions: not only must they be linearly independent, but they must consti-
tute an interpolation model that is consistent with the specified constraints.

Notice that each term, except the term containing only the free function, in the
constrained expression is associated with a specific constraint and has a particular

structure. To illustrate, examine the first constraint term from Equation (2.2),

223 + 322 +4

1 (1—-g(0)).
h o) " pi(@g(@))

The first term in the product, ¢;(x), is called a switching function® and is a function
that is equal to 1 when evaluated at the constraint it is referencing and equal to 0 when
evaluated at all the other constraints. For example, when evaluating the switching
function ¢(x) at the constraint it is referencing it is equal to 1, i.e., ¢1(0) = 1,
and when it is evaluated at the other constraints it is equal to 0, i.e., %(1) =0 and
®1(2) = 0. The second term of the product, p;(z, g(z)), is called a projection functional,
and is derived by setting the constraint function equal to zero and replacing y(z) with
g(x). In the case of constraints at a point, this is simply the difference between the
constraint value and the free function evaluated at the constraint point. It is called
the projection functional because it projects the free function to the set of functions
that vanish at the constraint.

The switching-projection structure is important because it shows up in other con-
straint types too. Based on this structure, an alternate way to define the constrained

expression can be derived,

y(z,9(x)) = g(x) + Z ¢j() p;(x, g(x))- (2:3)
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For this case, the projection functionals are simple to derive, but the switching
functions require some attention. From their definition, these functions must go to
1 at their associated constraint and 0 at all other constraints. Hence, the following

algorithm for deriving the switching functions is proposed:
1. Choose k support functions, sj(x).

2. Write each switching function as a linear combination of the support functions

with unknown coefficients.

3. Based on the switching function definition, write a system of equations to solve

for the unknown coefficients.

To validate that this algorithm works, consider the same constraints and support
functions and rederive the constrained expression shown in Equation (2.2). Hence,
d1(x) = 84(x) ay1, P2(x) = s4(x) aye, and @3(z) = s;(x) aus, for some as yet unknown
coefficients c;;. Note that in the previous mathematical expressions and throughout
the remainder of the dissertation, the Einstein summation convention is used to im-
prove readability. Now, the definition of the switching function is used to come up with

a set of equations. For example, the first switching function has the three equations,

!

$1(0) =1, %(1) =0, and ¢(2)=0.

These equations are expanded in terms of the support functions,

$1(0) = (1) - a1 + (0) - a1 + (0) - az1 = 1

o0,
0x

$1(2) = (1) - ann+ (4) - o1 + (8) - az =0,

(1) =(0)-an+(2) an+(3) an=0

12




which can be compactly written as,

1 0 0 11 1
0 2 3 asr ¢ — 30
1 4 8 Q31 0

The same is done for the other two switching functions to produce a set of equations

that can be solved by matrix inversion.

1 0 0 11 (12 (O3 1 0 0

0 2 3 Qg1 Qigg Qa3 | — 010

1 4 8 31 (32 (33 0 0 1
- s s
11 (12 O3 1 0 0 1 0 0
g1 gy 3| = |0 2 3 = % 2 —%
(31 Q39 Q33 1 4 8 —% —1 %

Substituting the constants back into the switching functions and simplifying yields,

—223 + 322 +4
¢1(z) = 1 . $o(z) = —2*+22°, and ¢s(z) =

223 — 322
4

Substituting the projection functionals and switching functions back into the con-

strained expression shown in Equation (2.3) yields,

—223 + 322 +4

y(@,9(2)) = 9(@) + ————(1-9(0)) + (— " +22*) (2 - (1))

LI (5 g),

which is identical to Equation (2.2).
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“Reference [11] introduced these switching functions as “coefficient” functions, B, but they were
not used in the same way the switching-projection form uses them.

As demonstrated in Example 2.1, the switching-projection approach, Equation (2.3), is
a valid method for deriving constrained expressions; although it was only demonstrated for
one set of constraints here, this constrained expression derivation technique will be proven
mathematically in Section 2.2.4. Similar to the original approach, Equation (2.1), there is
a risk of obtaining a singular matrix when solving for «;; if the support functions selected
are not able to interpolate the constraints. However, as will be demonstrated in the sections
that follow, the switching-projection approach can be used for many constraint types, easily
extended to multivariate domains via recursive applications of the univariate theory, and
lends itself nicely to mathematical proofs. Before moving to these other topics, it is useful to
first examine the anatomy of a constraint and define the so-called constraint operator. This
analysis will prove invaluable as it provides a method to unify the way linear constraints are
written. Consequently, mathematical analyses can be done on this unified form and thereby
applied to all linear constraints: without this method, one would need to conduct the same

mathematical analysis for each constraint type separately.
2.2.1 Anatomy of a Linear Constraint

Linear constraints can be conveniently dissected into two portions: (1) an operator that
operates on a dependent variable and (2) the remaining constants and functions of the
constraint. Let the former be called the constraint operator and denoted by the symbol
¢ and the latter denoted by the symbol x. Using this nomenclature, a constraint on the

dependent variable y would typically be written in the form,

k= Clyl.
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For example, the constraint 3 = 2y(2) — 7y, (0) consists of kK = 3 and €[y] = 2y(z) — 7Y (0).

Definition 6 defines the constraint operator more rigorously.

Definition 6

The constraint operator, €, is a linear operator that operates on a function and returns

the function evaluated at the i-th specified constraint.

The word evaluation in the previous definition requires some elaboration; evaluation means to
evaluate the operand function in the same way as the dependent variable in the constraint.
Notice that this means the constraint operator is not affected by terms in the constraint
that do not contain the dependent variable. As an example, again consider the constraint
3 = 2y(2) 4+ my..(0), and suppose it is the first constraint in the set (¢ = 1). For this

constraint, the constraint operator operates as follows,

¢ [f(@)] = 2f(2) + 7 e (0).

In addition, notice that the constraint operator satisfies the two properties of a linear

operator:
L &f(z) + g(x)] = ¢;[f ()] + €g(x)]
2. ¢ fag(r)] = a€,[g(x)]

For example, again consider the linear constraint 3 = 2y(2) + 7y..(0),

¢ [f(2) +g()] = & [f(@)] + & [g(x)] = 2f(2) + 7f22(0) + 29(2) + 72 (0)

¢, [af(@)] = a€,[f(2)] = a(2/(2) + 7£.20) ).

Naturally, the constraint operator has specific properties when operating on the support

functions, switching functions, and projection functionals.

15



Property 1 ~

The constraint operator acting on the support functions s;(x) produces the support

matrix

Sij = €[s;(x)].

\ J

Consider the example given in Example 2.1 where the support functions were s;(x) = 1,

so(x) = 2%, and s3(z) = 2. By applying the constraint operator,

Cifs1(2)] €fsa(x)] €ss()]
Sz‘j:(’:i[sj@)]: Clsi(x)] Cylsa(x)] &yfss(w)]
Cylsi(z)] Cylsa(x)] Clss(z)]

51(0)  s2(0)  s3(0) 100
=@ G GO =102 3
s1(2)  s2(2)  s3(2) 1438

which is identical to the support matrix from Example 2.1. It follows that S;; ojr = a;; S =
ik, where 6;;, is the Kroneker delta, and the solution of the a;; coefficients can be determined

by simply inverting the support matrix.

Property 2 ~

The constraint operator acting on the switching functions ¢;(x) produces the Kro-

necker delta.

&lo;(2)] = €fsk(z)ar;] = €[sk(z)]ow; = Sixar; = i

This property is just a mathematical restatement of the linguistic definition of the switching
function given earlier. One can intuit this property from the switching function definition,
since they evaluate to 1 at their specified constraint condition, i.e., « = j, and to 0 at all

other constraint conditions, i.e., i # j.

16



Using the constraint operator definition, one can define the projection functional in a

compact and precise manner.

Definition 7 N\

The projection functional is the difference between the numerical portion of the con-

straint and the constraint operator acting on the free function. Mathematically,

pi(z,g(x)) = Kk, — €;[g(x)].

Definition 8
The univariate free function is any function g(x): R — R such that €,[g] is defined. ]

Again, consider the constraint 3 = 2y(2) 4+ my,.(0),

pi(z,9(x)) = k1 — & [g(x)] = 3 —29(2) — 7g22(0).

Note that in the univariate case, k; is a scalar value, i.e., k; € R, but in the multivariate
case, k; can be a function. In addition, notice what happens if g(x) is a function that already

satisfies the constraints.

Property 3

If g(x) is a function that satisfies the constraints, then the projection functional is

equal to zero.

Property 3 follows from the definition of the projection functional; if g(z) satisfies the

constraints, then,



Now that the constraint operator has been defined, and consequently, rigorous definitions
for the projection functionals and switching functions have been provided, other constraint
types become easy to embed into univariate constrained expressions: For example, integral

constraints.

p Example 2.2: Integral constraints

Consider the following set of constraints,

/3 y(r)dr =5 and /02 3y(z) dz = 2.

-2
Based on Definition 7, the projection functionals for these constraints can be written
as,

3

pr(2, g(x)) = 5 — / o(r) dr

—2

pal, g()) =2 — / 3(r) dr.

Notice that the integrals in the projection functionals use a dummy variable, 7, rather
than z. Furthermore, based on Property 2, the switching function equations can be

written as,

3 2
/ ¢1(x) dz =1, / 3¢y (x) do = 0,
_9 0
3 2
/ ¢a(z) dz =0, / 3pa(z) dx = 1.
_92 0

Setting ¢1(x) and ¢o(z) to be a linear combination of the support functions s;(z) =1

and so(z) = = with unknown coefficients «;; yields,

5 % Q11 (12 1 0
6 6 Qg1 (99 0 1

18



1
a11 2 5 3

11
Qg1 (2 ~% 3

Hence,

2— 2z 20 — 1

Gi(@) = =2 and yfe) = ——.

Thus, following Equation (2.3), the constrained expression for these constraints is,

oo, @) = o) + 252 (5 [ gt ar) + Z2 (2= [Csgtr) ar).

—2

The previous constrained expression will always satisfy the constraints regardless of

how the free function, g(x), is chosen.

2.2.2 Component Constraints

When handling component constraints, one must decide which dependent variable’s con-
strained expression the component constraint will be embedded into. This dependent variable
will define the constraint operator, and all other dependent variables will become part of the
constraint’s k term. Regardless of which dependent variable is chosen, a valid constrained

expression will be produced.

- Example 2.3: Component constraints

Consider the following set of constraints,

uw(0) +v(0) =5 and wu,(2)+v(3) = 4.

Two different sets of constrained expressions will be produced: one where the compo-
nent constraints are embedded into the constrained expression for u, and the second

where the component constraints are embedded into the constrained expression for v.
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If the constraints are embedded into u, then the projection functionals are,

pr(z, 9" (x), 9" (x)) = 5 = g"(0) — v(0, g"(x))

pa(z, 9" (), 9" (x)) = 4 — g5 (2) — v(3, 9" (%)),

where ¢g“(x) is the free function used in the u constrained expression; similarly, g*(x)
will be the free function used in the v constrained expression. The equations for the

switching function are,

_ 091 oy _
B0)=1,  FH2)=0

_ 092 o\ _
¢2(0) - 0, %(2) = 1.

Let the support functions be s1(z) = 1 and s9(z) = x, then

1 0 11 (12 1 0
0 1 o1 (99 0 1
Q11 Q2 10
Qo1 (g2 0 1

Thus, the switching functions are,

o(z) =1 and ¢o(x) ==z,
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and the first set of constrained expressions, where the component constrains are em-

bedded into w is,

u(r,g"(x),9"(z)) = g"(z) + 5 — g"(0) — v(0, g"(z))
+2(4- g4(2) - v(3,9"(2)) (2.4)

v(z,9°(x)) = ¢g"(x).

A similar derivation yields the second set of constrained expressions, where the com-

ponent constraints are embedded into v,

(1w - 7).

Notice that regardless of how ¢“(z) and ¢”(z) are chosen, Equations (2.4) and (2.5)

will always satisty the constraints.

Example 2.3 shows that component constraints can be placed on either dependent vari-
able. However, notice that in the previous example, one could not put one component
constraint on one dependent variable and the other component constraint on the other; do-
ing so would result in an infinite recursion whenever trying to evaluate either constrained
expression because each constrained expression would require an evaluation of the other. For
example, suppose one tried to embed the first component constraint in u and the second in

v, then, the constrained expressions would be,

u(z,g"(x)) = g"(x) + 5= g"(0) — v(0, g"(x))

v(z, 9" (2), 9" (7)) = ¢"(x) +4 — g"(3) — ua(2, g"(v)).
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Notice that evaluating either constrained expression requires an evaluation of the other;
hence, an infinite recursion is encountered.

The aforementioned infinite recursions can be avoided, in general, by choosing to embed
as many component constraints as possible into one dependent variable, then embed as many
component constraints that remain as possible into the second dependent variable, and so
on, until all component constraints are accounted for. However, there may be instances
when one is interested in all ways in which a set of component constraints can be embedded.
Fortunately, graph theory provides a succinct method to do just that. For readers unfamiliar
with the basics of graph theory, see Appendix A.

For a given set of constraints, consider a directed graph whose nodes are composed of
all dependent variables that contain component constraints and whose edges connect nodes
if there is a constraint between them. The direction of the edges will denote dependency
in the processing order, i.e., for every edge, the target must be processed before its source
is processed. Thus, to determine the order in which to create the constrained expressions,
one need only trace the graph backwards, starting at the leaf node(s) and working towards
the root node(s). Infinite recursions can be avoided by checking that the resultant graph is
acyclic. As mentioned in Appendix A, if a directed graph’s adjacency matrix is nilpotent,
then the graph is acyclic [18]. Hence, one can create all possible graphs for a given set of
constraints by considering all permutations of all source/target pairs—2" possibilities where
n denotes the number of source/target pairs—and then reduce the set to those that do not

contain infinite recursions by using the adjacency matrix.

p Example 2.4: Component constraint graphs

Consider the follow set of component constraints,

u(0) +v(0) +w(0) =5, wuy(l)+v(2) =7

uz(3) +v:(4) =e, and v(l)+w(2) =1.
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Figure 2.2: Valid component constraint graphs.

Let ¢; denote the first component constraint, ¢, the second component constraint,

and so on. Using the graph theory method just described, a set of directed, acyclic
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graphs can be created that show all possible ways in which the component constraints
can be embedded; these graphs are shown in Figure 2.2. For example, the first graph
in Figure 2.2 is associated with embedding the first, second, and third component
constraints into the constrained expression for u, and the fourth component constraint
into the constrained expression for v. Moreover, based on the same graph, when
constructing the constrained expressions, one must build the constrained expression
for w first, the constrained expression for v second, and the constrained expression for
u last: this order was determined by traversing the graph backwards from leaf node

to root node.

2.2.3 Linear Constraints

The term linear constraints refers to constraints that consist of linear combinations of

the constraint types shown earlier. These constraints can be embedded by simply applying

the techniques introduced previously.

p Example 2.5: Linear constraints

Consider the following set of constraints,

uw(0) +u(0) =7, wu(l)+ov(1l) =5,

/_l v(z)dr+v(l) =6, and v(2)=e,

1

and suppose the choice is made to embed the component constraint inside the u con-
strained expression: although in this case, it would be equally valid to choose to embed

it inside the constrained expression for v. Thus, for u, the projection functionals are,

p1(z, g"(r)) =7 — g“(0) — g5(0) and pa(z,g"(z),g"(x)) =5 — g“(1) — v(1, g"(x)),
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and for v they are,

and  pa(z, 9" (7)) = e — g°(2).

pr(e,4"(2)) = —/:fﬁﬁh—fﬂ)

1

For u, the switching function equations are,

HO+ 2O =1, Hi()=0,
5O+ 220 =0, p)=1,

and for v they are,

/;@uwu+¢mn:1, $1(2) =0,

For u, let the support functions be s1(z) = x and sy(z) = 2%, Then,

1 0 11 (12 1 0

1 1 Qo1 (O99 0 1
a1 G2 10
Qg1 (99 -1 1

and the switching functions are,

¢1(z) =z —2* and ¢y(x) = 2>
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For v, let the support functions be s;(z) =1

and so(x) = . Then,

3 1 11 19 1 0
1 2 Qg1 Q99 0 1
oan @az ) % —%
Qo1 (22 —% §
and the switching functions are,
2—x 3r—1
¢1(x) = E and  ¢o(x) = B

Putting the projection functionals and switching functions together yields the con-

strained expressions,

As before, regardless of how ¢g*(z) and ¢”(x) are chosen, these two constrained expres-

sions will always satisfy the constraints.

In addition to actual linear constraints, this technique can be applied to constraints that
can be rewritten as linear constraints. For example, consider the nonlinear constraints shown
in Appendix B; these nonlinear constraints can be rewritten as a set of linear constraints,

which ultimately means they can be embedded into constrained expressions.
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2.2.4 Univariate Constrained Expression Theorems

This section presents important theorems related to univariate TFC constrained expres-
sions. Theorem 1 shows that the constrained expression form given in the previous section
satisfies the constraints regardless of how the free function is chosen. This theorem is critical,
as this is the objective of constrained expressions.

w A

The switching-projection form of the univariate constrained expression,

y(z,g(x)) = g(z) + ¢;(x)p;(z, 9()),

satisfies the user-specified constraints for any free function.

Proof: One must show that &€, [y(x, g(z))] = k;. Apply €, to y(z,g(x)) and drop the

x and g(x) arguments for clarity.

&,[y] = & lg] + €,[9;p5]

Expand p; and simplify,

€. ly) = €.lg] + €655 — €[]
¢yl = €ilgl + &losl(k; — €lg])
&;[yl = &ilgl + 6i5(k; — €9])
¢lyl = Clgl + ki — €ilg]

¢, [y] = k.

Therefore, €,[y(x, g(x))] = k; for an any free function g(z). W

. J
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The natural question that arises after learning that the constrained expression satisfies
the constraints for any free function is, can the constrained expression represent any function
that satisfies the constraints? In other words, does the constrained expression represent the
family of all possible functions that satisfy the constraints? Theorem 2 shows that indeed it

does.

m A

For any function satisfying the constraints, f(z): R — R, there exists at least one free

function, g(x), such that the constrained expression y(x, g(z)) = f(z). In other words,
constrained expressions are surjective functionals whose domain is all free functions

and whose codomain is all functions that satisfy the constraints.

Proof: As highlighted in Property 3, the projection functionals are equal to zero
whenever g(x) satisfies the constraints. Thus, if g(z) is a function that satisfies the

constraints, then the constrained expression becomes,

y(z,g9(z)) = g(z) + pi(z, 9(z))di()
=g(z)+0

= g(w).

Hence, by choosing g(z) = f(z), the constrained expression becomes y(z, f(z)) = f(x).
Therefore, for any function satisfying the constraints, f(x), there exists at least one
free function, g(x) = f(x), such that the constrained expression is equal to the function

satisfying the constraints, i.e., y(z, f(x)) = f(z). B

Given that the codomain of the constrained expression functional is the set of all functions
satisfying the constraints, but the domain is the set of all functions, one might hypothesize

that there may be multiple free function choices that produce the same output: Theorem 3
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shows that there are.

For a given function satisfying the constraints, f(x): R — R, the free function, g(x),
such that the constrained expression y(x, g(z)) = f(x) is not unique. In other words,
constrained expressions are not injective functionals over the domain of all free func-

tions and codomain of all functions that satisfy the constraints.

Proof: Consider the free function g(x) = f(z) + 5; s;(z) where (; are scalar values
on R and s;(z) are the support functions used to construct the switching functions.

Substituting this free function into the constrained expression,
y(z, g(x)) = g(x) + ¢i(x) pi(x, g(2)),
and dropping the z and g(x) arguments for clarity yields,
y=f+Bjsj + bipi-

Now, expand the projection functionals and simplify,

y=f+PB;s;+ ¢i(m = &lf +8; 3j]>
y=f+Bjs; + ¢ </€z‘ - &f] = Q‘[%’]ﬁj)
y=f+Bjs;j — $:€[s;B;.

Next, decompose the switching functions and simplify,

y = f+ Bijs; — awiSeSi;B;

y=f+p5; (5jk = akiSz‘j>5k
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y=,+5; (5jk - 5jk)8k
y=1r
The result obtained is independent of the f3;s;(z) terms in the free function. Therefore,

for any function, f(x), satisfying the constraints, the free function, g(x), that produces

f(z) via the constrained expression, i.e., y(x, g(z)) = f(z), is not unique. H

Notice that the non-uniqueness of g(z) depends on the support functions used in the con-
strained expression, which has an immediate consequence when using constrained expressions
in optimization. If any terms in g(x) are linearly dependent to the support functions used
to construct the constrained expression, their contribution is negated and thus arbitrary.
For some optimization techniques, it is critical that the linearly dependent terms that do
not contribute to the final solution be removed; else, the optimization technique becomes
impaired. For example, when solving differential equations using a linear combination of
basis functions as the free function and least-squares as the optimization process |1, 19, 20|,
the basis functions that are linearly dependent to the support functions have to be omitted
from the free function to maintain full rank matrices in the least-squares.

Based on the previous results, one convenient way to think of the constrained expression is
a functional that projects the free function to the set of functions that satisfy the constraints.
As Theorem 4 shows, thinking of the constrained expression as a projection functional is a

valid perspective.

:

The constrained expression is a projection functional.

Proof: One must show that y(x,y(z,g(x))) = y(x,g(x)). Theorem 1 states that

the constrained expression returns a function that satisfies the constraints. In other
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words, for any g(z) that is defined at the constraints, y(z, g(z)) is a function that
satisfies the constraints. From Theorem 2, if the free function used in the constrained
expression satisfies the constraints, then the constrained expression returns that free
function exactly. Hence, if the constrained expression functional is given itself as the

free function, it will simply return itself. H

The previous proofs coupled with the functional-related definitions given earlier provide a
more rigorous definition for the univariate constrained expression: the univariate constrained
expression is a surjective, projection functional whose domain is the set of all free functions
and whose codomain is the set of all functions that satisfy the constraints. It is surjective
because it spans the set of all functions that satisfy the constraints, its codomain, based on
Theorem 2, but it is not injective because Theorem 3 shows that functions in the codomain
are the image of more than one function in the domain; constrained expressions are thus
not bijective either because they are not injective. Moreover, the constrained expression is

a projection functional as shown in Theorem 4.
2.3 Multivariate Theory

This section utilizes the univariate theory introduced in the previous section to extend
TFC to the multivariate case. As such, one should ensure they have a firm grasp of the
concepts introduced in the univariate section before moving on. The section begins by
introducing the recursive method: a method for generating multivariate constrained expres-
sions by using the univariate constrained expression for one independent variable as the
free function in the univariate constrained expression for a different independent variable.
Afterward, the mathematical theorems presented for univariate constrained expressions are
also extended to the multivariate case. Finally, a compact tensor form of the multivariate

constrained expression is presented.
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2.3.1 Recursive Method

Oftentimes, the constraints of a problem do not include integral constraints. In these
cases, one independent variable’s constraints will not interfere with another independent
variable’s constraints. Consequently, using the univariate constrained expression for one
independent variable as the free function in the univariate constrained expression of an-
other independent variable produces a function that satisfies both independent variables’
constraints. To prove this, one must first understand how the constraint operator of one
independent variable affects the constrained expression of another independent variable; the
following discussion and properties will help achieve this understanding. A pre-superscript
will be used to distinguish the operators, functions, and functionals of one independent vari-
able from another. For example, (k)Cj denotes the constraint operator for the j-th constraint

of the k-th independent variable.

Property 4 N

For non-integral constraints, the constraint operator for the k-th independent variable

operating on a product of functions wherein one function is not a function of the k-th

independent variable and the other is leads to,

(k)(’:j[f(xl, e T, Thtdy - T ) (T Xy )] =

f(xh sy Lh—15 Tty - - - 7xn)(k)(’:j[h(xl7 vy Ly e e 7xn>]7

where f is not a function of the k-th independent variable, xj, but h is.
. J

Property 4 holds for non-integral constraints because (k) €, operates on the k-th independent
variable only, and f is not a function of the k-th independent variable, i.e., it is effectively a
constant. In particular, this property is useful in multivariate expressions, which oftentimes

contain such products. For example, (k)(’ll- (M, B ;] = (k)(’:i [ ;] B ;.
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Property 5

A set of non-integral constraints is consistent if and only if (k)Q:j [Ok,] = Ve [® k)],

Property 5 is easiest to understand via an example of inconsistent constraints:
z2(z,0) =5 and z(0,y) = 4.

Clearly, these constraints cannot simultaneously be satisfied at the intersection point z(0, 0).

In addition, for multivariate constraints, the free function must be locally C™ in the
neighborhood of the geometric intersection of constraints, where m is the sum of the orders
of derivatives of the intersecting constraints. This restriction on the free function is necessary
for generating constrained expressions using recursive applications of univariate expressions,

as it ensures that Clairaut’s theorem holds for the free function, and thus, (l)Q:i [(k)eij [g]} =

(k)gj [(Z)Qi [9]} ‘

Definition 9 \

The multivariate free function is any function g(z): R" — R such that (ij)Qik lg] is

defined and /¢, [ . [(ik)Q:n 9] } is defined, where the latter consists of at most
one constraint operator from each dimension; the latter must be freely permutable, e.g.,

We,, [ . [(i’“)Cn [g]] -~ ] = e, [ = [(ij)Qm [g]] -- ] , for any non-integral constraints.

These properties and restriction on the free function are utilized in Theorem 5 to show that

the recursive method produces a valid multivariate constrained expression for non-integral

constraints.

For non-integral constraints, a valid multivariate constrained expression can be con-

structed by recursively applying the univariate constrained expression from one in-
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dependent variable as the free function in the constrained expression for another in-
dependent variable. In this recursion, all univariate constrained expressions must be
used once and only once, and the first univariate constrained expression is built using

a regular free function.

Proof: First, show that Wu(zx, Du(x, g(x))) is a valid bivariate constrained expression
that satisfies both sets of constraints, where x represents a vector of the independent
variables, i.e., = {1, za, -+ ,x,}. Then, apply it n times recursively to produce an
n-dimensional, multivariate constrained expression that satisfies the constraints on all

n dimensions. Consider two univariate constrained expressions:

Bz, g(x)) = g() + V() Vs, g(),

Du(e, g(w)) = g(@) + Oi(a) O pilee, ().

Substitute the univariate constrained expression for the [-th independent variable as
the free function in the univariate constrained expression for the k-th independent

variable,

Ou(a, Qu(w, g(@))) = Oulz, g(®)) + P o;(xe) W pj(x, Vu(=, g(@))).

Clearly, from Theorem 1, which shows that a univariate constrained expression satisfies
the constraints for any free function that is defined at the constraints, the constraints of
the k-th independent variable must be satisfied, as Du(z, g(x)) is a valid free function.

Next, expand Qu(z, g(x)) and ®p;(z, g(x)) and drop the x and g(x) arguments for
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clarity.

_ Oy, ((k)ej[(l)m] - (k)Q:j [(Z)Q:i [g]] ))’

where Property 4 has been used to simplify the expression. Now, evaluate ®u at the

m-th constraint for the [-th independent variable,

De,, [0 = O, [g] + 6 ( Ons = Ve fo]) + Py <<’>¢m[<k>@-1 - Oc,,|“e fq]

5 (uc)@:j O] — Pe, [(”@; M]))

Therefore, (l)€m[(k)u] = Ok, as required, and the expression ¥y satisfies both sets of

original univariate constraints. Wl
| J

Example 2.6 demonstrates Theorem 5.

- Example 2.6: Multivariate non-integral constraints

Consider the following set of constraints,

w(0,y) = y’sin(my), u(l,y) +u(2,y) = ysin(ry),

uy(2,0) =0, and wu(z,0)=u(z,1).
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The univariate constrained expressions for the constraints on z and y are,

3 — 2z
Wu(z,y, g(z,v)) = g(z,y) +

<y2 sin(my) — g(0, y))
+ g(y sin(my) — g(2,y) — g(1, y)>

@u(z,y, 9(z,y)) = g(z,y) — (y — ¥*)gy(z,0) — 3 (g(:v, 1) — g(, 0))-

2)

Then, Wy is used as the free function in Pu,

Dz, y, Vulz,y, g(z,9))) = Yulz, y, 9(z,9)) — (y — v?) Yuy(z,0, g(z,y))

—y*( Vula, 1,g(z,9) - Vula, 0,9(z,))).

Substituting in Mu and simplifying yields,

~200(0,0) — = (~4,(1,0) ~ ,(2,0))

— (@,0)) (25 79(0,0) = 2524(0,1) - 5(~9(1,0) ~ 9(2,0))
+ g(—g(l, 1) —¢(2,1)) — 9(=,0) + g(z, 1)) .2 _3% (v*sin(ry) — 9(0,y))

( —9(1,y) —9(2,y) + ysin(?fy))-

u(ev.9(e,) = g(ay) + (= 9?) (2

T
"3
(2.6)

Note that substituting Pu as the free function in Mu, after simplifying, yields
the same result given in Equation (2.6). Equation (2.6) satisfies the constraints
for any g(z,y) satisfying Definition 9. Figure 2.3 shows the constrained expres-
sion when g(x,y) = z%cosy + sin(2z), where the blue line signifies the constraint
on u(0,y), the black lines signify the derivative constraint on w,(z,0), and the ma-
genta lines signify the relative constraint w(z,0) = wu(z,1). The linear constraint

u(1l,y) +u(2,y) = ysin(mry) is not easily visualized but is nonetheless satisfied by the

constrained expression.
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© 0

Figure 2.3: Constrained expression evaluated using g(z,y) = x*cosy + sin(2x).
The blue line signifies the constraint on u(0,y), the black lines signify the deriva-
tive constraint on w,(z,0), and the magenta lines signify the relative constraint
u(z,0) = u(x,1). The linear constraint u(l,y) + u(2,y) = ysin(my) is not easily
visualized but is nonetheless satisfied by the constrained expression.

2.3.1.1 Integral Constraints

Theorem 5 is proven using Property 4 applied to expressions such as (Z)Qi [ (k)¢j (k)€j [g]] =
(k)qﬁj (Z)Qﬁi [(k)QZj [g]] These expressions are true so long as the constraint operator of the I-th

independent variable does not affect functions that do not contain [. This is true for all

constraint types introduced thus far, except integral constraints. Integral constraints may
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have constraint operators like,

b
(l)Qi[f(xl,...,xl,...,xn)] :/ flzr, e, xy,) day,

where a,b, ¢ € R, which affect functions of the k-th independent variable, even though the
constraint operator is for the [-th independent variable. Although this type of constraint is
rare in PDEs, in the interest of introducing a general function interpolation technique, the
next section presents a method to embed integral constraints into multivariate constrained
expressions.

The interference between independent variables introduced by integral constraints can
be avoided by modifying the switching functions and processing order of the univariate

constrained expressions.

~

Processing the independent variables that appear as integration variables in integral

constraints after the independent variables associated with the integral constraints
and modifying the switching functions of all constraints of the variables of integration
such that they yield zero when operated on by the constraint operators of said inte-
gral constraints is a valid method for embedding integral constraints into multivariate

constrained expressions.

Proof: Let the constraints of the [-th independent variable contain an integral con-
straint whose variable of integration is the k-th independent variable. Moreover, as per
the theorem statement, let the switching functions of the k-th independent variable
be defined such that (l)(’lm[(k)qﬁj] = 0 if the m-th constraint is the integral constraint.

Now, following the recursive method, the bivariate constrained expression for the k-th
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and [-th independent variables is,

Ou(a, Qu(, g(@))) = Oulz, g(®)) + P o;(ze) W pj(x, Vu(=, g(@))).

From Theorem 5, the constraints of the k-th independent variable and non-integral
constraints of the [-th independent variable are satisfied. As in Theorem 5, expand

the expression for ¥y and drop the = and g(x) arguments for clarity,

®y = g+ Oi( O, — O g])

| g, ( B, — O [g] - O, ("“)Cj O] — W, [(%i [g]D) '

Apply the constraint operator for the integral constraint,

O¢ (k)u] — (Z)Q:m[g] + Oy

m[

D, — Ve, [g])

R N RO N |

>

~
Not a function of the k-th independent variable

As noted in the above expression, the function highlighted by the underbrace is not a
function of the k-th independent variable; hence, the integration portion of the Og,,
constraint operator only acts on (k)<bj. Moreover, recall that this method redefines the

switching functions such that (Z)Qm[(k)gbj] = 0. Thus,

€, [Du] = V€, [g] + b Vi — Veilo])
= (l)cm[g] + (Z)I{m - (l)cm[g]

= Km,

as desired. Therefore, all constraints, integral and non-integral, on both the k-th and
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[-th independent variables are satisfied. Applying this proof recursively shows that this
is a valid method for constructing multivariate constrained expressions that contain

integral constraints. W

Example 2.7 provides a concrete demonstration of Theorem 6.

Example 2.7: Multivariate integral constraints

Consider the following set of constraints,

1

u(z,0) = 2uy(x,1), wu(z,2) =sin(z), and /_ u(2,y) dy = 5.

1

Based on the previous discussion, the x independent variable will be processed first,
because it has an integral constraint with integration variable y, and the switching
functions for the constraints in y must be created such that they are equal to zero
when evaluated with the constraint operator for the integral constraint. That is, the

equations for the y switching functions are,

1
W=1, @@ =0, /<2>¢1<y>dy=o,
—il

1
Do) 27 2m =0, Pae) =1 [ Pag) -0
-1

Even though there are only two constraints in the y-dimension, each switching function
must satisfy three sets of equations. Therefore, each switching function should be
a linear combination of three linearly independent support functions with unknown

coefficients, @ ¢;(y) = au;8;(y) where i € {1,2} and j € {1,2,3}. As before, the
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equations can be written in a compact matrix form and solved via matrix inversion.

.

1 -2 —4 11 (12 1 0
1 2 4 Qg1 (X9 0 1
2 0 % Q31 (032 0 0

11 (g2 % %

Qg1 (2 % %

_0431 a32_ _—% —%

Next, the univariate constrained expressions for each of the independent variables can

be written as,

1

Du(z,y, g(z.y)) = g(a,y) + % (5 - /_1 9(2,7) dT>7

2 + 11y — 632
Du(e,y, 9(2,)) = 9(@,y) + ——4—(20,(,1) - 9(,0))

2 4 13y — 6y2
L 2+ 13y — 6y?

7 (sin(@) - 9(2,2)),

and following the method outlined earlier, the full multivariate constrained expression

can be written as,

u(z, y,9(z,y)) = Pulz,y, Vu(z,y, g(z,y)))

1 1
=g(z,y) + 7 [2(2 —y) ((Gy + 1)gy(z,1) + 3y (/1 9(2,7)dr — 5)> )
+ (y — 2)(6y + 1)g(z,0) + (y(6y — 13) — 2)g(x,2)
+ (y(13 = 6y) + 2)sin(z) .

As expected, Equation (2.7) satisfies the constraints for any valid free function g(z,y).

J

It is important to note that this method cannot embed sets of integral constraints whose
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independent variables refer to one another, such as,

1 1
/ u(z,0)dr =1 and / u(0,y) dy = 1.
0 0

The reason is that the first integral constraint requires that the y independent variable be pro-
cessed before x, but the second integral constraint requires that the x independent variable
be processed before y: obviously, these two requirements cannot be satisfied simultaneously.

Therefore, this method cannot embed such constraints.
2.3.1.2 Component Constraints

As in the univariate case, one must choose which dependent variable a component con-
straint will be assigned to. Again, graph theory can be used in the same manner as before
to determine all possible ways in which a set of component constraints can be embedded, see
Example 2.4. However, when moving to the multivariate case, one must be cautious of the
intersections between component constraints and other constraints: Example 2.8 highlights

this nuance.

p Example 2.8: Multivariate component constraints

Consider the following set of constraints,

uw(z,0) =5 and u(0,y)+v(0,y) =3.

If one chose to embed the component constraint into u and process the constraints on

x first, then the constrained expressions would be,

u(z,y, 9" (7, 9),9"(x,y)) = g“(z,y) +5— g"(x,0) — g*(0,y) — v(0,y,9"°(z,y))
+ (0,0, g"(z,y)) +¢“(0,0)

v(z,y, 9" (z,y)) = ¢°(z,y).
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Clearly, the constrained expression for u does not satisfy the two constraints for any
valid free function, e.g., choosing ¢“(z,y) = 3 and ¢”(z,y) = 2 yields u(0,y,3) +
v(0,y,2) = 7 # 3; the reason stems from the intersection between the two con-
straints.” At the intersection, u must be equal to 5, but simultaneously be equal
to 3—v(0,y,9"(0,v)). If g"(z,y) was chosen in such a way that ¢”(0,0) = —2, then all
constraints would be satisfied, but of course, the objective of constrained expressions
is to provide a functional that satisfies the constraints wherein the free function can be
chosen without restriction. In other words, since at the intersection of the constraints,
(z,y) = (0,0), u =5 as specified by the first constraint, the only way to simultaneously
satisfy the component constraint is to change v; hence, the component constraint must

be placed on v. Doing so results in the constrained expressions,

u(z,y,9"(z,y)) = g"(z,y) +5 — g“(x,0)

v(r,y,9°(x,y),9"(2,9)) = 9" (z,y) + 3 = g"(0,y) — u(0,y,9"(z,y)).

which satisfy the constraints for any valid ¢*(z,y) and ¢*(x,y).

?Although this example only shows the intersection issue when processing the constraints on x
first, the same issue arises even if the constraints on y are processed first.

As demonstrated in Example 2.8, component constraints must only be placed on de-
pendent variables that do not have other constraints that intersect with the component
constraint. Of course, if each variable in the component constraint has a constraint at the
intersection point, then the component constraint can be placed on either variable. For

example, if the constraints in Example 2.8 were,

u(x,0) =5, wv(z,0)=-2, and u(0,y)+v(0,y) =3,

then the component constraint could have been embedded into either u or v. Therefore,
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while the graph theory introduced in the univariate section can be used to determine com-
ponent constraint embeddings that avoid infinite recursions when evaluating the constrained
expressions, it is up to the user to further reduce this set of graphs to those that avoid the
intersection issues described above.

After considering the previous restrictions on component constraints, one may contrive a
set of equations where it is impossible to meet the aforementioned conditions. For example,

consider the following constraints,

uw(0,y) =5, v(l,y) =2, and wu(z,0)+v(x,0)=3.

The component constraint cannot be placed on u because of the intersection at (0,0), but
it also cannot be placed on v because of the intersection at (1,0). The only option here is
to split the domain along the z-axis for some zp € (0,1). Then, in the left sub-domain,
T < Tgpiit, the component constraint will be embedded into v, and in the right sub-domain,
T > Tgpiit, the component constraint will be embedded into u. At the intersection of these two
sub-domains, ¥ = Zgyit, one can enforce C™ continuity—n is chosen by the user or dictated
by the problem—by adding constraints at the intersection that can ultimately be embedded
into the constrained expressions. For more information and an example on splitting the

domain, see Appendix D.
2.3.1.3 Linear Constraints

Multivariate linear constraints consist of linear combinations of the previously introduced
constraint types. Thus, one must be conscientious of the nuances of both integral and
component constraints if they appear in the linear constraints. The following step-by-step

procedure can be used to construct multivariate constrained expressions:

1. Generate the directed, acyclic graphs that show all the valid ways that the component
constraints can be embedded. Of these graphs, either choose one that satisfies the

intersection restriction discussed in the previous section or choose one and split the
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domain as needed. The chosen graph will dictate the order in which the dependent

variables’ constrained expressions are created.

2. For each dependent variable, choose the order in which the univariate constrained
expressions will be processed. This order is dictated in part by the presence of integral

constraints.
3. Build the multivariate constrained expressions.

This step-by-step procedure can be used for any embeddable set of constraints. Of course,
steps in this procedure may be omitted depending on the types of constraints present. For
example, if the set does not contain any component constraints, then there is no need to
perform step 1, and the dependent variables’ constrained expressions can be created in any

order. Example 2.9 demonstrates this process.

p Example 2.9: Multivariate linear constraints

Consider the following set of constraints,

u(0,y) = cos(my), / uw(l,y)dy =e, wu(z,1) —u(z,2)=-2,

=l

u(z,0) +v(z,0) =5, and v(0,y) =5 — cos(my).

As per the procedure outlined above, step 1 is to generate the directed graphs that
dictate the valid ways in which the component constraint can be embedded. In this
example, those graphs are trivial: the single component constraint can be embedded
into either u or v without producing a set of constrained expressions that require an
infinite recursion upon evaluation. However, u contains an integral constraint along
the x = 1 line, and there is no corresponding constraint at x = 1 in v. Hence,
the component constraint is embedded into the v constrained expression, and the

intersection issue is avoided. It follows that the w constrained expression will be
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created before the v constrained expression.

Next, the processing order for the independent variables must be decided. For v,
the order does not matter as no integral constraints are present. In contrast, for u, the
constraints on z must be processed before those on y, as the constraints on x contain
an integral constraint wherein y is an integration variable.

Now the constrained expressions can be created. First the u constrained expression

is created. The univariate constrained expressions for the constraints on x and y are,

Vu(z, 1,9 (2.9)) = 9"(@,1) + (1 - 2) (cos(ry) = 4°0,0) + 5 (e~ | () )

il
1—2y
2

(9@ 2 - g"(2.1) - 2),

@u(z,y, g"(z,y)) = g"(z,y) +

where monomials have been used as the support functions. These two constrained
expressions are used in the processing order defined above to produce the multivariate

constrained expression for wu,

1

et w) = o)+ go (= [ g ar) + 252 - o)+ *0,1)

+ (1 —=2z)(1 -g"(0,2)) — g“(,1) + g"(2,2) — 2) + (1 — z)(cos(my) — g"(0,y)).

For v, the univariate constrained expressions for the constraints on x and y are,

Wy(z,y,g"(x,y)) = ¢°(z,y) + 5 — cos(my) — ¢°(0,y)

(Z)U(x>yagv($a y),g“(:v,y)) = gv(xv y) +5— gv(xv O) - U(LE, ngu(xvy))’

where monomials have been used as the support functions. The full multivariate
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constrained expression for v is,

v(z,y,9°(2,9),9"(z,y)) = ¢"(x,y) — ¢"(x,0) — ¢°(0,y) + ¢°(0,0) — u(z,0, g*(x,y))

+ U(Oa 0; gu(x’ y)) - COS(?Ty) + 9.

The constrained expressions satisfy the constraints for any valid ¢“(z,y) and
g’(z,y). Figure 2.4 shows the constrained expressions for u and v evaluated using
g“(x,y) = zy +sin(x) +y* and ¢*(z,y) = 2%y cos(y)e®. The value constraints that are
easily visualized, the constraints on u(z,0) and v(z,0), are shown as black lines. The

remaining constraints are not easily visualized and are therefore not shown, but they

are satisfied nonetheless.

10
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(a) u(z,y, 9"(x,y)) (b) v(z,y, 9" (z,y), g"(x, y))

Figure 2.4: Constrained expressions evaluated using ¢“(x,y) = zy + sin(z) + y* and
g°(z,y) = x?ycos(y)e®. The value constraints on u(z,0) and v(z,0) are shown as

black lines. The remaining constraints are not easily visualized and are therefore not
shown but are satisfied nonetheless.

47




2.3.2 Multivariate Constrained Expression Theorems

This section introduces theorems for multivariate constrained expressions that parallel the
theorems for univariate constrained expressions given in Section 2.2.4. Note that Theorems 5
and 6 for multivariate constrained expressions given earlier parallel Theorem 1 for univariate
constrained expressions, and will not be repeated here.

Theorem 7 shows that the constrained expression functional represents the family of all

possible functions that satisfy the constraints.

w )

For any function satisfying the constraints, f(x): R" — R, there exists at least one free

function, g(«), such that the constrained expression u(x, g(x)) = f(x). In other words,
constrained expressions are surjective functionals whose domain is all free functions

and whose codomain is all functions that satisfy the constraints.

Proof: Note that the processing order used in this proof is chosen arbitrarily, and
could be modified to use the processing order required for any set of constraints
and still produce the same final result. Based on Theorem 2, the univariate con-
strained expression will return the free function if the free function satisfies the con-
straints. Let (Mu(z, g(x)) represent the univariate constrained expression for the
independent variable z; that uses the free function g(x), Pu(x, Vu(x, g(x))) rep-
resent the univariate constrained expression for the independent variable z, that
uses the free function Mu(zx, g(x)), and so on up to ™u(x, " Yu(x, g(x))), which
is simply the constrained expression wu(x, g(x)). If one chooses g(x) = f(x), then
based on Theorem 2 Mu(x, f(x)) = f(x). Applying Theorem 2 recursively leads to
@y(x, Vu(x, g(x))) = f(x) and so on until u(zx, f(x)) = f(x). Hence, for any func-
tion satisfying the constraints, f(x), there exists a free function, g(x) = f(x), such

that the multivariate constrained expression is equal to the function satisfying the
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constraints, i.e., u(x, f(x)) = f(x). A

Based on the univariate constrained expression theorems, one is inclined to guess that
the free function obtained in the previous theorem is not unique. As Theorem 8 shows, this

inclination is correct.

~

For a given function satisfying the constraints, f(x): R™ — R, the free function, g(x),

in the constrained expression u(x, g(x)) = f(«) is not unique. In other words, con-
strained expressions are not injective functionals over the domain of all free functions

and codomain of all functions that satisfy the constraints.

Proof: Since each expression Vu(z,g(x)) used in deriving the multivariate con-
strained expression is derived through the univariate formulation, the results of the
proof of Theorem 3 apply for each each Du(zx, g(x)), and therefore, the free function

g(x) is not unique. W

Like in the univariate case, this proof has immediate implications when using the con-
strained expression for optimization. Through the recursive application of the univariate
TFC approach, for cases with no integral constraints, any terms in g(x) that are lin-
early dependent to the the support functions, s;(z1), sj(x2), ... , sk(z,), will not con-
tribute to the solution. In the multivariate case, this also includes products of the sup-
port functions that include one and exactly one support function from each independent
variable, e.g., s;(z1)s;j(x2)...sx(xy,). For example, suppose the support functions s;(x) =
{1,z,2?} and s;(y) = {y, y*} were used when deriving a multivariate constrained expression.
Then, any terms in the free function linearly dependent to any of the following functions
{1, 2, 2% y,v* zy, 2%y, zy*, %y*} can be removed, as they do not affect the output of the

constrained expression.
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Integral constraints add a slight complication, as they change the number of support
functions used. In general, when using integral constraints in the multivariate case, the
expression,

akiSz’j = Ojk,

is no longer true. Thus, some functions that are linearly dependent to the support functions
may still be significant when included in the free function. Example 2.10 shows how to
determine which functions linearly dependent to the support functions still have a significant

contribution when included in the free function using the constraints from Example 2.7.

p Example 2.10: Integral constraint linear dependence

Consider the constraints from Example 2.7, copied below for the reader’s conve-

nience:

1

u(z,0) = 2uy(z,1), wu(z,2) =sin(z), and /_1 u(2,y) dy = 5.

In Example 2.7, the two constrained expressions were derived as,

2 + 11y — 632

2 4 13y — 6y?
L 2+ 18y —6y?

V=2 (sin(z) - g(2.2))
Pu(z,y,g9(z,y)) = g(w,y) + % (5 - /_ ) dT)’

1

using the support functions s;(z) = 1 for z and s;(y) = 1, sa(y) = v, and s3(y) = 3
for y. Theorem 3 applies without modification to ®u, as ®u was created using the
regular univariate theory. In contrast, the switching functions of Mu were modified
to include fjl @ (y) dy = 0 for k € {1,2}. As mentioned earlier, this means that
Theorem 3 must be modified slightly as ;S;; # J,; in this case.

For the reader’s convenience, the last few lines of Theorem 3 have been copied
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below:

y(z) = 1(@) + B (6 — 0w Sy ) sx(a)
y(@) = F(@) + B (056 — o ) su()

For the constraints given in this example, the last few lines are re-derived. Let B

be defined by

1 1 1 6 =3

1 11 _3
Bjk = aiiSij = | =2 2 ? 143 z =0 1 O
4 4| 202 02 0

Suppose that 8; = {a, b, c}, then,

B; <5jk; = akigij>8k($) = B; <5jk - Bjk) si()

100 1 6 -3 1

Z{a,b,c}<010—010)y
0

0 01 0 2 Y
-() —6 3 1

:{a, b, c}( 0 0 O ) Y
0 -2 1 y?

= 3ay® — 6ay + cy® — 2cy.

Hence, only the constants a and c affect the final results. However, notice that the

first and third row of 0, — Bj; are linearly dependent. Consequently, the effect of a
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and ¢ on the final solution differs only by a constant. Therefore, one concludes that
in this case, any functions linearly dependent to y do not affect the final solution,
and the effect of any functions linearly dependent to 1 on the final solution will be
linearly dependent with the effect of any functions linearly dependent to y? on the
final solution.

Consequently, one can remove any functions linearly dependent to two different
functions, either 1 and y, or y and %2, from the free function g(z,y) without changing
the final result. This can be interpreted intuitively, as the number of functions to be
removed from g(z,y) due to constraints on y matches the number of constraints on y:
two. Moreover, because this is a multivariate case, one can also remove any products
of the support functions that include one and exactly one support function from each
independent variable. However, in this case, the only support function used for the
x constrained expression is 1. Therefore, this does not contribute to the terms to be

removed from g(z,y).

As Example 2.10 shows, one must examine the matrix d,, — ax;S;; to calculate which
terms linearly dependent to the support functions contribute to the non-uniqueness of the
free function. In this matrix, a row of all zeros indicates that the corresponding support
function does not contribute to the final result; for the optimization process, this corresponds
to removing terms linearly dependent to that support function from the free function. Linear
dependence between rows of the matrix indicates that the effect of the corresponding support
functions on the final result differs only by a constant; for the optimization process, this
corresponds to removing the terms in the free function linearly dependent to one of the
support functions associated with the linearly dependent rows in the matrix.

As in the univariate case, the multivariate constrained expressions can be shown to be

projection functionals: this is done in Theorem 9.
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The multivariate constrained expression is a projection functional.

Proof: To prove Theorem 9, one must show that u(x, u(x, g(x))) = u(x, g(x)). The-
orems 5 and 6 show that constrained expression returns a function that satisfies the
constraints. In other words, for any g(x), u(x, g(x)) is a function that satisfies the
constraints. From Theorem 7, if the free function used in the constrained expression
satisfies the constraints, then the constrained expression returns that free function ex-
actly. Hence, if the constrained expression function is given itself as the free function,

it will simply return itself. B

In addition, just as in the univariate case, Theorems 7, 8, and 9 allow for a more rigorous
definition of the multivariate constrained expression. The multivariate constrained expres-
sion is a surjective, projection functional whose domain is the set of all free functions and

whose codomain is the set of all functions that satisfy the constraints.
2.3.3 Tensor Form

Recursive applications of univariate TFC lead to constrained expressions that lend them-
selves nicely to mathematical proofs, such as those in the previous section. However, at
times it may be more convenient to express the constrained expression in a more compact
form. Conveniently, multivariate constrained expressions that are formed from recursive

applications of univariate TFC can be succinctly expressed in the following tensor form,

u(z) = g(x) + M(p(x, 9(T))iris...in Piy (71) Py (T2) - . . D4, ()

where 71,19, ..., 1, are n indices associated with the n-dimensions that have constraints, M is
an n-dimensional tensor whose elements are based on the projection functionals, p(x, g(x)),

and the n vectors ®;_ are vectors whose elements are based on the switching functions for

53



the associated dimension.
The M tensor can be constructed using a simple two-step process. Note that the argu-

ments of functions and functionals are dropped in this explanation for clarity.

1. The elements of the first order sub-tensors of M acquired by setting all but one in-
dex equal to one are a zero followed by the projection functionals for the dimension

associated with that index. Mathematically,

M ipa = {0, (k)pl, s (k)pgk};

where ®)p; indicates the j-th projection functional of the k-th independent variable

and ¢, is the number of constraints associated with the k-th independent variable.

2. The remaining elements of the M tensor, those that have more than one index not
equal to one, are the geometric intersection of the associated projection functionals

multiplied by a sign (— or +). Mathematically, this can be written as,

Miliz...in _ (j)Q:i]-—l |:(k)€ik—1 |: .. [(h)pih—l} .. i|:| (_1>m—|—17 (28)

where ¢;, i, ..., i, are the indices of M, , ;. that are not equal to one and m is
equal to the number of non-one indices. If no integral constraints are present, i.e.,
the processing order of the independent variables does not matter, then by multiple
applications of Clairaut’s Theorem the variables associated with the constraint oper-
ators and projection functional in Equation (2.8) can be freely permuted [1, 15|. For
example, if no integral constraints are present, then Equation (2.8) could be re-written

as,

M, o =P, {(”le [ [ W] - H (—1)m™ 1,

If integral constraints are present, then the processing order of the associated elements

of the M tensor must match the processing order used in the recursive formulation.
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The elements of the vectors ®;, are composed of a 1 followed by the switching functions

associated with the k-th independent variable. Mathematically,

(I)ik - {1’ (k)¢17 R (k)qbg’“},

where (k)gzﬁj denotes the j-th switching function of the k-th independent variable.
To solidify the reader’s understanding of the tensor form explained above, some of the

previous examples’ constrained expressions are re-derived below in Examples 2.11, 2.12, and

2.13.

p Example 2.11: Non-integral constraints in tensor form

Consider the constraints from Example 2.6

w(0,y) = y’sin(my), u(l,y) +u(2,y) = ysin(ry),

uy(z,0) =0, and wu(z,0)=wu(z,1).
The first step of the two-step process yields the first order sub-tensors of M.

0 —gy(fl?,()) g(l‘,l) —g(.I,O)
Mij(z,y,9(2,y)) = y*sin(my) — 9(0,y) - -

ysin(ry) — g(2,y) — g9(1,y) - -

Then, the elements of M associated with more than one, non-one index can be found

using step two. For example,

My = (-1, [@p] = ~[~g, (@, 0)]| _ =9,(0,0)

— (—12D¢,[Wpy] = Iy Sin(ﬂg;— 9(0,y)]

= gy(O’ O)'

y=0
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Hence, the full M tensor can be written as,

Mij(x’ y,g(-’E, y)) =

0 _gy(xvo) g(x,l) —g(ac,O)
y?sin(ry) — (0, y) 94(0,0) 9(0,0) — g(0,1)

ysin(my) — g(2,y) —9(Ly) gy(2,0) +g4(1,0) ¢(2,0) +¢(1,0) — g(2,1) — g(1,1)

The ® vectors are built using the switching functions from the univariate cases,

i(x) = {1, = %} and  @;(y) = {1, y—v?, —y2} :
Using the M tensor and the ® vectors, the full constrained expression is,

Expanding this expression and simplifying yields,

— Jigr

(e, .9 9) = 9(w9) + (= 7) (Z5000(0,0) = & (~0,(1,0) — 9,(2,0)

~(@,0)) (25 79(0,0) = 2524(0,1) - 5(~9(1,0) - 9(2,0))
(=91, 1) = 9(2,1)) = 9(2,0) + g(z, 1)) + =27 (42 sin(ry) — 9(0,)
+ (- 9(1.9) - 92,y +ysin(my))

the same result as in Example 2.6.
. J

p Example 2.12: Integral constraints in tensor form

Consider the constraints from Example 2.7

1

u(z,0) = 2uy(x,1), wu(x,2) =sin(zr), and /_ u(2,y) dy = 5.

1
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Using the same two step process the M tensor is constructed,

0 2g,(z,1) — g(z,0) sin(z) — g(z,2)

Mij(xvyvg(xay)) = 1 1 1
5— f_l g(2,7) dr f_l g9(2,7)dr =5 f_l g(2,7)dr =5

Since all the elements of the M tensor with more than one, non-one index contain
intersections including integral constraints, they must be processed in a specific order.

For example,

8(5 = fjl g(2,7) dr)

My = (-1)*Pe [Wp)] = 2

produces the correct result that leads to a valid constrained expression, whereas,

(-0°¢,[@p) = [ (9(2.0) - 20,(2. 1)) dr

-1

does not.

The ® vectors are built using the switching functions from the univariate cases,

O, (z) = {17 %} and @;(y) = {1, 2+11Z76y2’ 2+13216y2} ‘
Using the M tensor and the ® vectors, the full constrained expression is,

u(z,y,9(x,y)) = g(x,y) + My(x,y,9(x, y))Pi(z)P;(y).
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Expanding this expression and simplifying yields,

u(z,y,9(z,y) = g(z,y) + 2(2(2 —y) ((6y +1)gy(z,1) + 3y (/l 9(2,7)dr - 5))

-1

+ (y = 2)(6y + 1)g(a, 0) + (y(6y — 13) — 2)g(x,2) + (¥(13 — 6y) + 2) sin(a) ),

the same result as in Example 2.7.
. J

p Example 2.13: Linear constraints in tensor form

Consider the constraints from Example 2.9,

u(0,y) = cos(my), / u(l,y)dy =e, wu(z,1)—u(x,2)= -2,

—1

u(z,0) +v(z,0) =5, and v(0,y) =5 — cos(my).

Using the two step process the M tensors for u and v are constructed,

M;‘j(x,y,g“(x, y)7gv($>y)) - COS(?Ty) — g“(O, y) 2+ g“(O, ].) — gu<0, 2) )
e—fflg“(l,T) dr 0
ij(x,y,g“(x,y),g”(x,y)) =
0 5_gv(x’0) —U(]I,O,gu((ﬁ,y))

5 —cos(my) — ¢"(0,y) —5+¢"(0,0) +u(0,0, g*(z,y))

The ® vectors are built using the switching functions from the univariate cases,

<I>§‘(x>={1, 1—a, 5} <I>3~‘(y)={1, %}
<I>Z-’(3?)={1, 1}, and <I>§(y)={1, 1}.
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Using the M tensors and the ® vectors, the full constrained expressions are,

u(x, Y, gu(x> y)) = gu(xa y) + Mij (3:’ Y, gu(xv y))@?(aj)q)?(y)v

v(z,y, 9" (x,y), 9" (,y) = g"(x,y) + My(x,y,9"(x,9), 9" (x,9))®] (2) P} (y).

Expanding these expressions and simplifying yields,

e (o) = o) + g2 (o= [ L) ar) + 520 = )0+ 9*0,1)

+ (1 -2)(1-9%0,2) — ¢*(z,1) + g"(,2) — 2) + (1 = 2)(cos(my) — g*(0,y)),
v(z,y,9°(2,9), 9"(z,y)) = g"(x,y) — g"(x,0) — ¢°(0,y) + ¢°(0,0) — u(z,0, g"(x, y))

+ U(Oa 07 gu(xv y)) - COS(Wy) + 57

the same result as in Example 2.9.
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3. APPLICATIONS IN DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS

The constrained expressions introduced in the previous chapter provide a way to analyti-
cally embed linear constraints in n-dimensions, which has a wide variety of applications, such
as Computer-Aided Design (CAD) [21, 22|, image warping [23], and security pattern design
[24]. However, this dissertation focuses on the application of TFC to differential equations.

Differential equations are used to model and simulate physics as well as design and refine
ideas, objects, systems of objects, and systems of systems. Consequently, due to their general
scope, differential equations are used across a diverse range of fields, such as engineering,
finance, medicine, biology, and chemistry. Although ordinary differential equations (ODEs)
will be discussed, this section’s primary focus will be on partial differential equations (PDEs).
Due to their wide applicability, a variety of methods exist to approximate the solutions of
PDEs: chief among them is the finite element method (FEM) [25, 26, 27, 28|. Although
FEM has been incredibly successful in solving PDEs; it does have some drawbacks.

FEM discretizes the domain into elements. This works well for low-dimensional cases,
but the number of elements grows exponentially with the number of dimensions. Therefore,
the discretization becomes prohibitive as the number of dimensions increases. Another issue
is that FEM solves the PDE at discrete nodes, but if the solution is needed at locations
other than these nodes, an interpolation scheme must be used. Moreover, extra numerical
techniques are needed to perform further manipulation of the FEM solution.

Spectral methods |29, 30, 31], pseudo-spectral methods [32], and many of their variants
avoid some of these issues by proposing an analytical solution form with unknown terms
that can ultimately be used to reduce the residual of the PDE at a discrete set of training
points! and simultaneously to reduce the error in the constraints. Since these techniques use

an analytical solution form, they do not require an interpolation scheme for obtaining the

!Here, and throughout the dissertation, “training points” refers to the points used by the algorithm to
estimate the solution of the differential equation.
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solution at points not seen during training, and the PDE solution can be further manipulated
afterward without any special techniques. However, these methods still rely on a set of basis
functions, and as will be shown later, the number of basis functions required to obtain an
accurate solution can become prohibitive, e.g., see the Navier-Stokes example in Section 3.4.
Using neural networks (NNs) to estimate the solution of PDEs can help circumvent this
issue [33, 34, 35|, as NNs have been proven to be extremely useful when approximating
high-dimensional, nonlinear functions: for example, consider computer vision problems that
contain thousands of dimensions or the 200 dimensional PDE estimated via NNs in Reference
[35]. Similar to the spectral and pseudo-spectral methods, the NN techniques represent a
closed-form, analytical estimation of the PDE, and therefore, do not require an interpolation
scheme or other special techniques to further manipulate the estimated PDE solution. In
most of these techniques, the constraints and minimization of the PDE residual are handled
via the loss function that is minimized when training the NN. Although some of them do use a
functional solution form that automatically satisfies the constraints, these functionals do not
have the same mathematical guarantees as the TFC constrained expressions, see the theorems
in Chapter 2, and cannot satisfy certain sets of constraints, such as the constraints in the
Navier-Stokes problem in Section 3.4. In addition, the functionals of the other algorithms
are multiplicative in nature, whereas TFC constrained expressions are additive in nature.
One property that all of these techniques lack is a mechanized way to satisfy the PDE
constraints analytically. Such a technique is particularly important in physics-informed
problems and/or when constraint information is known with a high degree of confidence
[3, 36]. Fortunately, as shown in previous chapters, TFC provides a mechanized method to
analytically satisfy constraints while maintaining a free function. Furthermore, with a little
imagination, many of the concepts from the previously introduced PDE solution methods
can be adopted and combined with the constrained expression to form useful PDE estimation

methods. The benefits of these methods are:
e The constraints are analytically satisfied by the constrained expression, and therefore,
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do not need to be handled in a separate way, such as augmenting the loss function,
using an optimizer that handles constraints, or appending the constraints to the system

of equations to be solved.

e A consequence of the previous benefit is that the TFC methods are typically faster

than the competing algorithms.
e Improved convergence, especially when the initial guess is poor [37].

The methods that utilize the TFC constrained expression differ only in their choice of
free function. Hence, a general methodology can be introduced that can be used for any
differential equation with linear constraints, and one can switch between the PDE estimation
methods simply by varying the free function. The general methodology can be summarized

in five steps:

1. Derive the constrained expression associated with the differential equation’s

constraints.
2. Define the free function, g(x).
3. Discretize the domain.
4. Formulate the loss function based on the residual of the differential equation.

5. Minimize the loss function in the previous step using the free function defined in step

two.

Figure 3.1 visually depicts these steps via a flowchart.
In general, a differential equation can be represented by some function F' of the indepen-
dent variables, @, the dependent variable u, and its derivatives, i.e.,

e ou ou  0*u Pu 0
" 0wy Oy 0102y Oy 0z, )
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Differential equation subject to k constraints

Ju ou ou 0%u . .
Uy )= | —] fi
F <az,u7 R TR T R T ) k constraints TFC Support functions

u(@, g(x)) = M(@, 9(T))iis...in Pir (21) Piy (22) - .. Py, ()

Flag 99 dg g g _0 Derive constrained expression
" oxy T Oy, 02101 00T,
g(x) = ...
F(x,8) =0 Define free function

1
Ty = Tpo + (‘—(Zk — Zro) Bk = .-
ke

Discretize domain

Minimize LL(€)

Figure 3.1: Differential equation solution estimation using TFC.

The constraints of this differential equation can be used to create a TFC constrained expres-
sion. Then, this constrained expression can be substituted into the differential equation to
form a differential equation with no constraints, F, that is a function of the free function
rather than the dependent variable.

Next, the free function is defined and substituted into the differential equation. In Figure
3.1, the unknown parameters in g(x) are represented by the symbol &, e.g., & represents 0
if g(x) is selected as a neural network, & represents w if g(x) is selected as a LS-SVM, etc.,
see below for more details on each of these free function choices. Once the free function is
substituted, the differential equation, £, becomes an algebraic equation that is a function of
the independent variables & and the unknown parameters & only.

The dependence on the independent variables is removed by discretizing the domain. In
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general, the domain of the free function may not coincide with the domain of the problem.
For example, suppose the free function is selected as a linear combination of Chebyshev
orthogonal polynomials which are defined on [—1,1]. Let the free function be defined on
z € [20,2s] and the problem be defined on x, € [zy,,7x,] where & corresponds to the
dimension. In order to use the free function, a map between the basis function domain

and problem domain must be created. The simplest map is a linear one,

Zf — 20 l'kf—l'ko

z=zy+ (x —g,) — T =Tg, +

Z—Zzo). 3.1
Pop— Zf_ZO( 0) (3.1)

After discretizing the domain, the resultant set of algebraic equations is now only a
function of the unknown parameters &€: this algebraic set of equations, also known as the
loss function, is denoted by LL(&). Thus, £ are used to minimize the difference between LL(&)
and 0. Once the parameters that minimize the difference are found, they can be substituted
back into the constrained expression to estimate the solution of the differential equation.
Note that because the constrained expression is an analytical expression, it can be easily

manipulated afterward, e.g., differentiated, integrated, etc.
3.1 Useful Free Function Choices

This section explains in detail some useful free function choices that are used in examples
in later sections to solidify the reader’s understanding of how TFC is applied to differential
equations. Note that while it is included in this section for completeness and historical
significance, as it paved the way for other machine learning algorithms, the Constrained
Support Vector Machine (CSVM) methodology is no longer actively used as a free function
choice, because it requires a complex analytical analysis for each new differential equation,
and the resultant payoff in terms of solution error is overshadowed by the other free function

choices.
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3.1.1 Linear Combination of Basis Functions

A natural choice for the free function is a linear combination of basis functions, as this
choice is capable of spanning the entire function space that the basis spans as the number of
basis functions approaches infinity. For readers unfamiliar with univariate and multivariate
basis functions, Appendix E provides a cursory overview.

Mathematically, a linear combination of m basis functions can be expressed as,

g(x) = h"E,

where h € R™ is a vector of the m basis functions evaluated at @, and & € R™ is a vector of

the unknown coefficients. The subsequent derivatives of the free function can be computed,

o"g _( dz " 8”hT€
oxh day ) 020
By defining,
_dz zp—2
= dl‘k N L, — {L‘ko’

!

the derivative computations can be written more succinctly as,

@ — Cn anhT
oz F 9

13

It follows that a partial derivative with respect to multiple independent variables, e.g., x;

and x5, can be written as,

0?g e oh” ¢
8x13x2 - 28.%‘18.732 )

This process applies to any derivative of the free function.
Throughout this dissertation, whenever the free function is taken to be a linear combina-

tion of basis functions, either the Chebyshev or Legendre orthogonal polynomials are used.
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Thus, it is useful to mention that their optimal? discretization scheme is the Chebyshev-
Gauss-Lobatto nodes [38, 39]. For N points, the Chebyshev-Gauss-Lobatto nodes are calcu-

lated using,

2j = — COs <Nji1> for j=0,1,2,--- /N —1.
If least-squares is used as the optimization scheme, then the collocation point distribution
results in a much slower increase, relative to the uniform distribution, of the condition number
of the matrix to be inverted as the number of basis functions increases. The collocation points
can be realized in the problem domain through the relationship provided in Equation (3.1).

A linear expansion of basis functions was the first free function used for solving differential
equations using TFC and has been used extensively to solve ODEs [12, 16, 19, 20, 40, 41]
and PDEs [1, 42|. However, one drawback of this free function choice is that it will become

computationally prohibitive as the dimension increases. Compelling alternatives can be

found in the machine learning community.
3.1.2 Support Vector Machines

Support vector machines (SVMs) were originally introduced to solve classification prob-
lems [43] like determining which class a given input x belongs to, where there are two possible
classes © may belong to. The proposed solution was to find a decision boundary surface that
separates the two classes. The equation of the separating boundary depended only on a few
input vectors called the support vectors.

The training data is assumed to be separable by a linear decision boundary. Hence,
a separating hyperplane, H, with equation w"p(x) + b = 0, is sought. The parameters
are rescaled such that the closest training point to the hyperplane H, (xy,uy), is on a
parallel hyperplane H; with equation w"¢(x) 4+ b = 1. By using the formula for orthogonal
projection, if @ satisfies the equation of one of the hyperplanes, then the signed distance from

the origin of the space to the corresponding hyperplane is given by w ¢ (x)/w w. Since

20Optimal here refers to minimizing the condition number of the matrix to invert when minimizing the
residual of the differential equation via least-squares.
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w”p(x) equals —b for H, and 1 — b for Hy, it follows that the distance between the two
hyperplanes, called the “separating margin,” is 1/w"w. Thus, to find the largest separating

margin, one needs to minimize w"w. The optimization problem becomes,

1
min§ (w'w) subject to w;(w p(x;) +b) >1, i=1,...,n.

If a separable hyperplane does not exist, the problem is reformulated by taking into
account the classification errors, or slack variables, I';, and a linear or quadratic expression

is added to the cost function. The optimization problem in the non-separable case is,
N S . T
min (w'w) +C (Z F,-) subject to w;(w e(I;)+b) >1-1T,.

When solving the optimization problem by using Lagrange multipliers, the function ¢(z)
always shows up as a dot product with itself; thus, the kernel trick [44] can be applied. In this
dissertation, the kernel function chosen is the radial basis function (RBF) kernel proposed

in [45]. Hence, the function ¢(x) can be written using the kernel [44],

2
L, — I;
K(x;, ;) = ¢(x:) p(;) = exp <—(]0—2)> )
and its partial derivatives [45, 46],

K (@, ;) = @) (@;) = oxp (—

Ki(zi, ) = ¢'(z:)"p(x;) = —Q(w—;w]) P (_(w;—fm)
2(x; — ;) (_M)

K (i, ;) = p(x:) ¢ () = T2 &P

Ki(zi,x5) = @' (x:) ' () = % - MQXP (—M) :

The SVM free function choice was inspired by least-squares SVMs (LS-SVMs) and their
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success in solving differential equations [45]. They can be written mathematically as,

g(@) = w (),

where w is a vector of weights used in the optimization process to reduce the residual of the
differential equation and ¢ () is defined in terms of the kernel function. This free function

choice was used in Reference [2] to solve ODEs and PDEs.
3.1.3 Neural Networks

The architecture of neural networks is a rich topic, and one could spend a lot of time
analyzing how different architecture choices ultimately affect the accuracy of the differential
equation solution. The author has chosen to leave this research effort to future work and
instead focus on just one of the simpler architectures, a fully connected neural network.
Each layer of a fully connected neural network consists of a nonlinear activation function
composed with a linear transformation of the form A = W - & + b, where W is a matrix
of the neuron weights, b is a vector of the neuron biases, and « is a vector of inputs from
the previous layer (or the inputs to the neural network if it is the first layer). Then, each
layer is composed to form the entire network. For the fully connected neural networks used
in this dissertation, the last layer is simply a linear output layer. For example, a neural
network with three hidden layers that each use the nonlinear activation function ¢ and a

linear output layer can be written mathematically as,
N($,6‘) = W4 : w(Wg : ¢<Wg : ¢<W1 -+ bl) +b2> + b3> +b4,

where N is the neural network function, x is the vector of inputs, W}, are the weight matrices,
b, are the bias vectors, and 6 is a symbol that represents all trainable parameters of the neural
network: the weights and biases of each layer constitute the trainable parameters. Note

that the notation N(x,y,...;60) is also used in this dissertation for independent variables

68



x,1,... and trainable parameters #. In this dissertation, all neural networks’ weights are
initialized using the Glorot uniform initialization [47], and the biases are initialized as zeros.
Whenever a neural network is used as the free function in a constrained expression to solve
a differential equation, the overall technique is referred to as Deep-TFC. This technique was

used in Reference [3| to solve a variety of PDEs.
3.1.4 Extreme Learning Machines

Extreme learning machines (ELMs) are a learning algorithm for single-hidden layer neural
networks that randomly selects the hidden layer’s input weights and biases and computes
the output weights via least-squares [48|. Since the weights and biases of the hidden layer
are not tuned during the training, i.e., they are not trainable parameters, the neural network
is linear with respect to the trainable parameters; thus, they can be computed via least-
squares. In terms of the neural network description given in the previous section, an ELM

can be expressed mathematically as,

N (;0) = Wy (W, - @ + by) (3.2)

where 6 consists of W5 only. In this dissertation, the hidden layer’s weights and biases, W;
and by, respectively, are initialized using the uniform distribution U(—10,10) when solving
ODEs and the uniform distribution on U(—1, 1) when solving PDEs. Whenever an ELM is
used as the free function in a constrained expression, the overall technique is referred to as

X-TFC. X-TFC was used in Reference [49] to solve various ODEs and PDEs.
3.2 Useful Optimization Options

The optimization/minimization methods introduced in this section do not constitute an
exhaustive list of optimizers that can be used with TFC. Rather, they form a short list of
the optimization/minimization methods used for the problems and examples given in this
dissertation. Many other optimization/minimization schemes could be used in conjunction

with TFC to estimate the solutions of differential equations, and exploring them is a topic
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of future work.
3.2.1 Least-Squares

When using basis functions, SVMs, or ELMs as the free function, the resultant minimiza-
tion problem, IL(§) = 0, can be solved via least-squares. For linear differential equations, the

loss function can be written as,

L(¢) = A6 — b =0,

and a linear least-squares technique can be employed to solve,

AE =b.

Appendix F describes some common methods to solve the linear least-squares problem. Of
the approaches presented in Appendix F, the scaled QR method tends to have the lowest
condition number and is thus the most numerically stable. In the specific case of ELMs,
the A matrix tends to be ill-conditioned as the number of basis functions increases: as the
number of basis functions increases, the probability of selecting nearly identical values for
the weights and biases of two different neurons increases, which results in linearly dependent
or nearly linearly dependent columns in A. In this case, taking the pseudo-inverse using
one of the previous techniques typically results in an inaccurate solution. To remedy this, a
least-squares technique designed for ill-conditioned matrices is employed, such as the 1stsq
function in the NumPy package available for Python or the 1sqminnorm function available
in MATLAB.

If the differential equation is nonlinear, then a nonlinear least-squares, also known as
iterative least-squares, method can be used. In this case, the loss function for the j-th

iteration is approximated using the first two terms of the Taylor series,

L(&) = L(§;) + TAE,
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where A§ = € — &; and
JL
7€) - 5

is the Jacobian matrix of (§). The goal is to drive the loss function to zero, i.e., set £ = &;41

in the truncated Taylor series and set it equal to zero. The result is,

€1 =&+ A,

where

L(&;) + T (§;)AE =0

is used to determine the value of AE. Notice that the solution for A& can be re-written as

J(§;)A8 = —L(&;),

which can be solved using the previously described linear least-squares techniques. This
method is repeated until the user-specified termination condition(s) are met. For a descrip-

tion of the termination conditions used in this dissertation, see Section G.6 of Appendix

G.
3.2.2 Quasi-Newton Methods

Quasi-Newton methods approximate the Jacobian matrix—some also approximate the
Hessian—of a given function and use them to minimize the given function. To use them with
TFC, the loss function is first converted to a scalar by taking its norm: in this dissertation,
that norm is either the L; or Ly, norm. Then, the new loss function is minimized using
the Quasi-Newton method. In this dissertation, the only Quasi-Newton method used is the
limited-memory Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno [50] (L-BFGS) algorithm.
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3.2.3 Gradient Descent

Gradient descent algorithms are an iterative method used to minimize a scalar loss
function—as with Quasi-Newton methods, the TFC loss functions are converted to scalar
functions by taking either their L; or L, norm—via its Jacobian matrix. In its simplest

form,

1 =& + AL

where

Ag = —AT(&))

and A is some positive constant frequently referred to as the learning rate. However, the
gradient descent can become more complex by, for example, randomly sampling a subset
of the training points for each iteration as is done in stochastic gradient descent |51, 52|,
adapting the learning rate based on data from previous iterations as is done in AdaGrad
[53], or using a concept analogous to linear momentum to inform the update along with
gradient descent [54]. Variants of these techniques are utilized by the Adaptive Momentum
Estimation (Adam) algorithm [55], which is the gradient descent algorithm used in this

dissertation.
3.2.4 Constrained Least-Squares Support Vector Machines

The inspiration to use Least-Squares Support Vector Machines (LS-SVMs) stems from
References [45] and [56], which used LS-SVMs to solve ODEs and PDEs, respectively. Es-
sentially, this technique uses an LS-SVM to reduce the residual of the differential equation
via least-squares, where Lagrange multipliers are used to enforce the differential equation
constraints. When TFC is used with an SVM as the free function to solve the differential
equation using the LS-SVM optimization technique, the overall methodology is referred to as
a Constrained Support Vector Machine (CSVM) [2]. This methodology is best understood

via an example.
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Example 3.1: CSVM applied to a linear, first-order ODE

Consider a first-order, linear ODE;,
y—p(t)y =r(t), subject to y(to) = yo,
where y = %. The TFC constrained expression for the constraint is,
y(t, 9(t)) = g(t) + yo — 9(0).
Further, let the free function be defined as an SVM,
g(t) = w'ep(t),
so the constrained expression becomes,
y(t,w) = w (0(t) — p(to)) + o (3.3)

Notice that a least-squares technique cannot be formed directly from the residual of
the differential equation because ¢(t) is only defined via the kernel trick, i.e., only dot

products with itself are defined. Hence, a loss function is constructed,

1
min 5 (w'w + ve'e)
where v is a positive, user-specified constant and

This loss function contains the original term used to find the largest separating margin,

w w, as well as a term to reduce the residual of the ODE, ve™e. Since the constrained
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expression embeds the differential equation constraint, the only constraint that remains

is the one associated with the error term, e. Hence, the optimization problem is,

1
min 5 (w'w + ve'e)

subject to  w"@(t;) — p(t:) (w'p(t:;) — w"p(to) + yo) — r(t:) —e; = 0.

Using the method of Lagrange multipliers a term is introduced for the constraint

on the residuals, which leads to the expression,

1
L(w,e, ) = (w'w + ve'e)

- Z a;[wp(t;) — p(ts) (wp(t;) — w'p(to) + yo) — r(t:) — el

where «; are the Lagrange multipliers. The values that force the gradients of L to be

equal to zero give candidates for the minimum,

% =0 - w = Z a; [p(t:) — p(t:) (p(ti) — ¢(to))]

AL o

Be, =0 — e; = —7

JL . .

o, 0 7 U=w @(t:) — p(t:) (w” (p(t:) — ¢(to)) +30) — (i) — e
Using,

w = Z a; [p(t;) = p(t;) (e(t;) — w(to))],

one obtains a new formulation of the approximate solution given by Equation (3.3)
that can be expressed in terms of the kernel and its derivatives. One can combine the

three equations obtained by setting the gradients of I equal to zero together to create
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a linear system with unknowns a;;,

M;ja; = r(t;) + p(ti)yo-

The coefficient matrix, M;;, is given by,

M;; = K (i, t;) — p(t;) [Ki(ts, t5) — Ki(ts, to)] — p(ts) Ky (i, t5) + 055/,
where,
Ky(ti, t)) = K(ti, t;) — K(tj,t0) — K(ti, to) + 1,
K, (ti,t;) = Ki(tj, t;) — Ki(t;,t0) — p(t;) Ka(ts, t;).

Finally, in terms of the kernel matrix, the approximate solution at the training points,

t;, is given by,
Z Oéj tz7 t + Yo,

and a formula for the approximate solution at an arbitrary point ¢ is given by,

Za] ) + Yo.

derivatives.

The CSVM technique creates a loss function based on the residual of the differential

equation that can ultimately be solved via least-squares. Moreover, the least-squares system

and the constrained expression can be rewritten in terms of the kernel function and its

nonlinear ODEs is included in Appendix H for completeness.

3.3 Numerical Implementation

Although not utilized in this dissertation, a similar derivation for first-order,

Even for simple PDEs, taking the derivatives necessary to implement TFC analytically

is tedious and error-prone. The errors in taking the derivatives can be reduced by using a

I6)



symbolic programming paradigm, but the results must still be copied into another frame-
work, Python, MATLAB, etc., which is time-consuming and error-prone as well. Of course,
TFC could be implemented directly in a symbolic program, but the computation speed
would suffer: one of TFC’s main benefits. If these were the only options, applying TFC to
differential equations would be cumbersome, frustrating, and slow, and users would most
likely choose other differential equation solution methods due to this pitfall. Fortunately,
automatic differentiation alleviates the issues that plague the other implementation options.

Automatic differentiation utilizes the chain rule of differential calculus and modifies the
variable types to calculate derivatives [57|. As such, automatic differentiation can be applied
to code with minimal changes and can evaluate “derivatives at machine-level precision with
only a small constant factor of overhead and ideal asymptotic efficiency” [57]. For exam-
ple, Reference [58] utilizes a nilpotent algebra to calculate arbitrary order derivatives; this
technique is an example of forward-mode automatic differentiation, where the derivative is
calculated alongside the primary value. A second type is reverse-mode automatic differenti-
ation [59], where the chain rule is traversed from the output backwards towards the input to
calculate the derivative: also known as back-propagation. In general, a good rule of thumb
is that reverse mode differentiation should be used for functions f: R™ — R™ where n > m;
otherwise, forward mode differentiation should be used. Hence, forward mode automatic
differentiation will typically be used when implementing TFC. An in-depth understanding
of automatic differentiation is not required to understand TFC’s numerical implementation,
so it will not be discussed here. However, if the reader is interested in learning more, they
should consult Reference [57].

JAX [60, 61] is a framework for Python that combines the automatic differentiation power
of Autograd [62] with XLA (Accelerated Linear Algebra) [63] to produce fast, composable
transformations of NumPy/Python code. Moreover, a just-in-time compiler (JIT) allows
one to easily convert their code into XLA-optimized kernels. Ultimately, this allows the

user to easily compute the derivatives necessary to apply TFC to differential equations, and
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JIT-ing the resultant code makes the run time fast: many of the differential equations in
this dissertation were estimated via TFC in less than a second. Numerically implementing
TFC in a JIT-able way via JAX was not a simple plug-and-play. Rather, the author wrote
over 8,000 lines of C++ and Python code that interface with JAX to produce the final
product. This code forms some general-use classes that can be used to apply TFC to a large
variety of differential equations. The intricacies of this code are not germane to the topics
covered in the body of this dissertation, and therefore are not included here; a more detailed

description of the codebase can be found in Appendix G, and the reference documentation

contains a complete description. Furthermore, this general-use code is publicly available on
the TFC GitHub and includes the scripts used to generate many of the examples and results
found in this dissertation [64].

The computations for all examples and results in this dissertation were performed in
Python on a desktop computer running Ubuntu 20.04 with an Intel® Core™ i5-2400 and
16 GB of RAM. All run times were calculated using the process_timer function from the

Python time package.
3.4 Simple PDE Example

To better understand each of the previously introduced free functions, this section applies

each one to the same linear PDE:

U (2, Y) + Uy (2,y) = e " (x — 2+ y° + 6y)

where z,y € [0, 1] and subject to,

u(ly) = (L+y’)e
u(z,0) = xe”

u(z,1) = e “(x+1),
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https://tfc-documentation.readthedocs.io/en/latest/
https://github.com/leakec/tfc

which has the true solution u(z,y) = e~*(x + y*). The true solution is shown in Figure 3.2.

Following the step-by-step method given earlier, the PDE can be re-written as,

Y
Q 0

Figure 3.2: Analytical solution of the simple PDE.

F(x,y, u, Ugy, Uyy) = Uy (2,Y) + Uyy(z,y) —e (2 —2+ y® + 6y) = 0.

The constraints can be embedded into a constrained expression,

Wu(z,y, g(x,y)) = g(z,y) + (1 — z) <y3 — 9(0, y)) + :v((l +yh)e !t —g(1, y))

Dua,y,g(x.y)) = gw,y) + (1 = y) (e~ = g(2.0)) +y(e 7" (@ +1) = g(x,1))
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2)

where MWy, can be used as the free function in @ or @y can be used as the free function in

(M4 to create the full constrained expression. The constrained expression written in tensor

form is,
U(ZE, y) = g(l‘, Y, g(l‘, y)) + M(l‘, Y, g(ZE, y))”qu)l(x)q)](y)
where
0 re ® —g(z,0) e *(x+1)—g(x,1)
M(z,y,9(x,y))ij = y* —9(0,y) 9(0,0) 9(0,1) =1 )

(1+yl)et —g(Ly) ¢(1,0)—et  g(1,1) —2e!

q)i(ﬂﬂ):{l, 1—u, x} and ‘Pj(y)z{l, 1—y, y}-

Substituting the constrained expression into F yields F(z,y, g(z,)), which does not have
any constraints. Now, the various free function choices introduced earlier will be used to
minimize F.

p Example 3.2: Simple PDE solved using basis functions [1]

Let g(z,y) be a linear expansion of Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials, and let m
be the maximum degree of said polynomials. Remember, as shown in Appendix E,
that the two-dimensional basis set is just a tensor product of the univariate Cheby-
shev orthogonal polynomials. Further, recall from the result of Theorem 8 that the
basis functions linearly dependent to the support functions must be removed from
the expansion: in the multivariate case, this also includes products of the support
functions that include exactly one support function from each independent variable,
e.g., si(x1)sj(x2)...sk(x,). To expound, suppose instead that the linear expansion for

g(x,y) was simply the set of monomials.

9(z,y) =& + &+ &y + &2 + Sy + &y +
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In this case, the terms 1, z, y, and xy need to be removed from the expansion, as 1,
x, and y are used as support functions in the constrained expression. The same needs
to be done for the Chebyshev orthogonal expansion used in this example.

Since the linear expansion is a tensor product and the terms linearly dependent
to the support functions have to be removed, the degree of the expansion, m, and
the number of basis functions in the expansion do not have a simple relationship.
Therefore, the degree of the expansion, m, and the number of basis functions in the

expansion are tabulated for this example in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Tabulated values for the degree of basis expansion and equivalent number
of basis functions.

m | Number of Functions
5 17

10 62

15 132

20 227

25 347

Once the free function is substituted into the differential equation, F' = F(z, 1, ) =
0. Next, the domain is discretized. Since Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials are used,
the domain is discretized using Chebyshev-Gauss-Lobatto nodes. Let the number of
points per independent variable be given by n. For example, a value of n = 5 would
imply a 5x5 grid or 25 total training points. After the domain is discretized F' becomes
L(&¢) = 0. The PDE in this example is linear, so L is linear in &€, and therefore, linear

least-squares can be used to minimize L.
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Let the test set be a 100 x 100 grid of uniformly spaced points. Table 3.2 shows

the maximum test set solution error,

e = max

|u(x, y) — utrue(xv y>|’

(z,y)Etest set

where uue(2,y) is the true solution given earlier, for different values of n and m.

Table 3.2 shows that in general as the number of basis functions and training points

increases, the maximum test set solution error decreases.

Table 3.2: Maximum test set solution error using TFC with Chebyshev orthogonal
polynomials.

. 5 10 15 20 25
5 6.26 x 10~* - - - -
10 |553x107* 1.20x 107 - - -
15 | 530x107% 1.17x 10710 4.44 x 10716 - -
20 [ 520x107* 1.16 x 1071 5.00 x 10716 4.44 x 10716 -
25 | 513x107* 1.15x 1071 7.22x 107 261 x 10~® 5.55 x 10716
30 [5.09x107* 1.14x1071° 6.66 x 10716 8.88 x 10716 3.22 x 10715

Since the TFC method of solving differential equations is closely related to the

spectral method—the only real difference is how the constraints are handled—it is

worth comparing the two methods. To this end, Table 3.3 shows the same results as

Table 3.2 but using the spectral method.
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Table 3.3: Maximum test set solution error using spectral method with Chebyshev

orthogonal polynomials.

" 5 10 15 20 25
5 4.25 x 10~* - - - -
10 |340x107* 7.11x 10~ - - -
15 |3.16x107* 7.95x 107 1.41 x 1072 - -
20 | 3.04x107* 7.77x 1071 4.85x 107'? 5.75 x 10712 -
25 297 x107* 7.69x 107" 3.45x 1072 991 x107? 271 x 1071
30 |292x107% 759 x 107" 3.12x 107 1.19x 107" 1.79 x 1071

Comparing Tables 3.2 and 3.3 reveals that the spectral method is slightly more
accurate—Iless than an order of magnitude—than TFC when the number of basis
functions is low. However, as the number of basis functions increases, TFC becomes
as many as five orders of magnitude more accurate than the spectral method. The
accuracy difference between the two methods for a low number of basis functions
stems from the fact that the spectral method can relax the error on the constraints
in order to reduce the average error over the domain, whereas TFC is constrained to
satisfy the constraints exactly, and so does not have the same freedom. The accuracy
difference between the two methods for a high number of basis functions stems from
the fact that TFC effectively has more information than spectral method, as it has the
exact constraint information over the entire boundary, whereas spectral method only
has information about the constraints at discrete points on the associated boundaries.
Moreover, TFC is faster than the spectral method, as the matrix that is inverted
during the least-squares process is smaller; it is smaller because it does not contain

the extra equations that the spectral method needs to satisfy the constraints.
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Example 3.3: Simple PDE solved using CSVM |[2]

Let g(z,y) be a SVM, so I becomes F(z,y, w). Then, the CSVM technique must
be applied to rewrite the constrained expression and the optimization process in the
dual form. For this example only, let superscripts denote a derivative with respect
to the superscript variable and a subscript be a normal tensor index: this is done for

clarity and compactness. For example, the symbol A7 would denote a second-order

8214"

derivative of the second-order tensor A;; with respect to the variable z, i.e., =55

In
the same spirit, for this example only, the arguments of most functions and functionals
will be dropped.

The constrained expression shown earlier can be re-written as,

u=A;P:P; +wp;(z,y) — wpBijx®:®;, where
0 xe @ e (x+1)
Ay = y3 0 —1
1+y3)et g(1,0) —e ' —2e7!
0 or(z,0)  oi(z,1)
Bijk = | ¢r(0,y) —¢x(0,0) —¢x(0,1)
ee(l,y) —ee(1,0) —pi(L, 1)

(I)i:{l, 1—2x, x}; and CI)j:{l, 11—y, y}

Now, discretize the domain and use Lagrange multiplies to form IL,

1
L(w,a,e) = S Wity + %6[61 —ar(uf® +u¥’ — fr—ejg),
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where uy is a vector whose elements are u(zy, yr, w) where (xr,ys) is the I-th training

point. The gradients of I give candidates for the minimum,

oL

owy kT ar(¢ii — Brijp®i®; + ¢p — Brijp®i®;) = 0
OL

— =42 —fr—er=0

Oy

OL

er 2

where ¢y is the second-order tensor composed of the vectors ¢y (xr,yr) and By is
the fourth-order tensor composed of the third-order tensors B(zy, y;)qjk. The gradients
of L can be used to form a system of simultaneous linear equations to solve for the
unknowns and write u in the dual form. The system of simultaneous linear equations
is,

Apjay = Bi,

where

Arr = @ik ek — OB ®i®; + 0Tl — ek Biljn®i®; — By ®:®;00;
+ B ®i®; By ®m®Pn — Bl @507y + Br®i®; By Pm P + 07075
— P Brin®i®; + i — Bl ®i®s — Brip ®i® 07
+ BY, 0B 8, P, — BY, &,0,0% + BY, &,0,BY &0, + %51 ;

J

where ®,, = ®;, ¢, = ®;, and Ay, is the fourth order tensor composed of the third

order tensors A(zy,yr)ijk. The dual-form of the solution is,

84




+ar {w”iis&(:c, Y — B @i®i0k(z, y) + olien(z,y) — Brin®i®i0k(z, y)}

—ay {gp?’,fBijkq)i@j — B7ixP:i®; Brnk @ Pr + 03 Bijre®:;®; — B%’jk@iCI)ijnk(I)mCI)n} .

The system of simultaneous linear equations and the dual form of the solution can be
written and were solved using the kernel matrix and its partial derivatives.

The attentive reader will notice two user-specified hyperparameters remain to be
selected: o, the user-specified parameter that modifies the kernel matrix, and ~, the
parameter that appears in the loss function. In Reference [2], a grid search was used
to find the pair of hyperparameters that minimized the residual of the differential
equation on a set of validation points. Using that set of hyperparameters and 100

training points, the test set’s maximum error was 5.561 x 1075,

Example 3.4: Simple PDE solved using Deep-TFC [3]

Let g(z,y) be a neural network as defined earlier with nonlinear activation function
1 = tanh. Further, let this neural network have six hidden layers with 15 neurons per
layer and a linear output layer. Substituting the neural network as the free function
into the constrained expression, then substituting the constrained expression into the
differential equation, and finally discretizing the domain leads to a loss function, IL(6),
where 6 are the trainable parameters of the neural network as defined earlier; the
domain was discretized using a 10 x 10 grid of uniformly spaced points.

Neural networks are typically trained using gradient descent algorithms, but the
author has found that for solving PDEs using Deep-TFC, the Quasi-Newton algorithms
typically perform better. In this example, the L-BFGS algorithm was used to train

the network.
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Due to the inherent stochasticity of the Deep-TFC method, the problem was solved
ten times, and the best solution was retained; that solution had a maximum error of
2.780x 10~7 on the test set, a uniformly distributed 100 x 100 grid. The aforementioned

stochasticity is easily visualized as a histogram: Figure 3.3 shows such a histogram for

100 Monte Carlo trials.

12

10+

Number of Occurances

0
107 106 10>
Maximum Error

Figure 3.3: Histogram of the Deep-TFC maximum solution error on the test set for
100 Monte Carlo trials.

Figure 3.3 shows that Deep-TFC produces a solution at least as accurate as the
solution reported earlier approximately 10% of the time; this aligns well with one’s

intuition, as the reported solution was the best of ten trials. The remaining 90% of the
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time the solution error is larger, but Figure 3.3 shows that the Deep-TFC method is
consistent: the maximum solution error in the 100 Monte Carlo trials was 3.891 x 1075,

only an order of magnitude larger than the maximum solution error reported earlier

13].

J

Example 3.5: Simple PDE solved using X-TFC

Let g(z,y) be an ELM as defined earlier with nonlinear activation function 1) =
tanh. Similar to the solution that used basis functions, Example 3.2, selecting g(x, y)
in this way ultimately results in a loss function, LL(W5), that can be solved via linear
least-squares. As in the previous examples, let the test set of points be a 100 x 100
uniform grid. Table 3.4 shows the maximum test set solution error using X-TFC,
where m corresponds to the number of neurons in the hidden layer of the ELM: note
that the number of neurons in each column of Table 3.4 coincides with the number of

basis functions in the corresponding columns of Table 3.2 from Example 3.2.

Table 3.4: Maximum test set solution error using X-TFC with the tanh activation
function.

O\ 17 62 132 227 347
5 1.74 x 107° - - - -
10 | 4.44%x107% 1.49 x 107 - - -
15 | 412x107% 1.11x 107 1.21 x 107" - -
20 | 3.95x107° 5.80x107" 4.40x 107" 237 x 107" -
25 [ 384x107°% 596x 107" 546 x 107 210x 107" 214 x 1073
30 | 377x107°% 550 x 107" 555x 107" 1.66 x 107" 1.83 x 10713
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Comparing Tables 3.2 and 3.4 reveals that when the number of basis functions is low,
X-TFC outperforms TFC by as much as two orders of magnitude; however, as the
number of basis functions increases, TFC outperforms X-TFC by as much as three

orders of magnitude.
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Figure 3.4: Histogram of X-TFC maximum solution error where n = 30 and m = 347
on the test set for 100 Monte Carlo trials.

Similar to Deep-TFC, X-TFC is inherently stochastic. Hence, Figure 3.4 shows a
histogram of 100 Monte Carlo trials of the final case: n = 30, m = 347. Figure 3.4
shows that the corresponding value given in Table 3.4 is actually at the higher end of

the distribution; however, it should be noted here that the deviation between Monte
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Carlo trials when using X-TFC is only as large as approximately 2 x 1073, This
relative deviation is much smaller than when using Deep-TFC, where cases varied by
as much as an order of magnitude.

The small relative difference between X-TFC cases can be attributed to the large
number of neurons relative to the initial distribution. In each of the Monte Carlo
trials, the weights and biases are chosen using U(—1,1). Since there are 347 neurons,
the sample space is well represented each time. If fewer neurons were used, the rel-
ative difference between test cases would be larger. To illustrate, Figure 3.5 shows a

histogram of 100 Monte Carlo trials when n = 30 and m = 17.

14+

121

10+

Number of Occurances

10_6 10—5
Maximum Error

Figure 3.5: Histogram of X-TFC maximum solution error where n = 30 and m = 17
on the test set for 100 Monte Carlo trials.
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In Figure 3.4, the maximum test set error in the worst case was approximately
twice as large as the maximum test set error in the best case, whereas in Figure 3.5,
the worst case is approximately ten times as large as the best case. Of course, other
factors—such as the nonlinear relationship between the trainable parameters of Deep-

TFC versus the linear relationship between the trainable parameters of X-TFC—play

a role in the differences between the histograms of Figures 3.3 and 3.4 as well.

3.5 A Juxtaposition of TFC, CSVM, X-TFC, and Deep-TFC

The previous simple PDE examples—Examples 3.2 through 3.5—highlight some of the
strengths and weaknesses of the four free function options discussed earlier; this section
analyzes those strengths and weaknesses further. To aid in that analysis, Table 3.5 shows
the maximum training and test set errors when using TFC and each of the four free func-
tion choices to solve the simple PDE. In addition, the solution errors of other state-of-the-
art algorithms are included for reference: these algorithms include the well-known FEM, a
neural-network-based method that analytically satisfies the constraints via a functional® [34],
a Bernstein neural-network-based approach 65|, and a Chebyshev neural-network-based ap-
proach [66]. Table 3.5 shows that the TFC methodology outperforms all the others in terms
of accuracy on the training and test sets, followed by X-TFC. In terms of the test set error,
these two methods are followed by CSVM, Deep-TFC, and then the other state-of-the-art
algorithms. As for the training set error, FEM outperforms both Deep-TFC and CSVM, but
the other state-of-the-art algorithms do not.

As mentioned earlier, the CSVM technique is no longer actively being used as a free
function choice because it requires a complex analytical analysis for each new differential
equation, and the resultant payoff in terms of solution error is overshadowed by the other

free function choices. Example 3.3 demonstrates well the aforementioned complex analytical

3This functional is multiplicative in nature whereas the TFC constrained expression is additive in na-
ture. Moreover, the multiplicative functional cannot satisfy certain sets of constraints, nor does it have the
mathematical guarantees that TFC constrained expressions do.
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Table 3.5: Comparison of maximum training set and test set errors between TFC methods
and current state-of-the-art techniques.

Training Set Test Set
Method Maximunf Error | Maximum Error

TFC [1] 2.22 x 10716 4.44 x 10716
X-TFC [49] 3.8 x 1071 5.1 x 10713
CSVM |[2] 4.4 x 1078 5.6 x 1078
Deep-TFC |3] 2.7 x 1077 2.8 x 1077
FEM |[34] 2 x 1078 1.5 x 107°

NN [34] 5x 1077 5x 1077
Bernstein NN [65] - 2.4 x 107
Chebyshev NN [66] - 3.2 x 1072

analysis: the long expressions containing multiple 4-th and 5-th order tensors in the example
are daunting enough, but the author reminds readers that these expressions are compact
and simple compared to the five or so pages of work it took to derive them. Furthermore,
Table 3.5 clearly shows the accuracy gained when using TFC or X-TFC rather than CSVM.
In addition, because CSVM requires a grid search to find the two hyperparameters, the
training time is longer than when using TFC or X-TFC. Although this free function choice
has become antiquated, it laid the foundation for the synergy between TFC and machine
learning algorithms and is therefore historically significant.

Looking at the error values alone in Table 3.5, the reader may wonder why Deep-TFC
is useful. After all, one of the arguments against CSVM was the error relative to TFC and
X-TFC; however, on more complex problems, Deep-TFC actually does better than X-TFC
and TFC. Moreover, Deep-TFC does not require the same complex analytical analysis that
CSVM did. To highlight Deep-TFC’s performance on complex problems, consider low-speed,

two-dimensional, developing channel flow governed by the Navier-Stokes equations and the
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following boundary conditions:

ou o0
or Oy

ou ou ou OP u  O*u
P(a*“a*%) - —$+“<@+a—y2)
ov Ov ov *v 0%
P(a o ”a—y) - “<@ * @)

u(0,y,t) = 84(L,y,t) = u(z,y,0) =

subject to

where u and v are velocities in the x and y directions respectively, H is the height of the
channel, P is the pressure, p is the density, and p is the viscosity. For this problem, the
values H =1m, p =1 kg/m?, = 1 Pa-s, and % = —5 N/m? were chosen.

The v and v dependent variables each have the same constraints; therefore, their con-

strained expressions are the same. Hence, just the constrained expression for u will be shown.

In recursive form, the constrained expression for u is,

(l)u(xvy)tvgu(xa y7t)) = gu(xa yvt) - gu(07y7 t) - xg;(-[/a Y, t)
w u H-2y , H H+2y ., H
(Q)U(%y,tag (‘Tay7t)) =g (I,y,t) - 2H g <:L‘7 _37t> - 2H g (ZE, Eat)

(3)'“’(1.73/7 ta gu(l.’ Y, t)) = gu(x, Y, t) - gu(x’ Y, 0)7

where Wy, @y, and ®u can be processed in any order to produce the full constrained

expression. In tensor form, the constrained expression is,

u(z,y,t,9"(z,y,1)) = g"(z,y,t) + M(z,y,t, 9"(2,y,1))ijnPi(2) D5 (y) Pr(2)
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where,

0 _gu(m7_%7t) _gu(‘%%’t)
MZjl(x7y7tvgu(x7y7t)) = _gu(07y7t) gu(()?_%’t) gu(o’%’t)

__g;(Layat) gz<L7_%at) g;(La%7t)

_gu(xvya()) gu@j?_%?O) gu<$,%’0)
MiJQ(‘x’ Y, t’ gu(‘r7 Y, t)) = gu(07 Y, O) _gu(O’ _%a O) _gu((), %7 0)
_gz(L,y,O) _gg(L,—%aO) _gg<L7%70>

and

0w -{1 1 ab ww-fu s sl an-{y )

For Deep-TFC, the training set used was 2, 000 independently and identically distributed
(ii.d.) points sampled from = € U(0,15), y € U(—H/2,H/2), and t € U(0,3). For X-TFC
and TFC, the training set was a grid of 10 x 10 x 10 uniformly spaced points. For each
method, the test set consisted of a grid of 100 x 100 evenly spaced points in x and y at three
different times: ¢ = 0.01, ¢ = 0.1 and ¢t = 3. The test set can be analyzed in two different

ways:

1. Qualitatively - The solution should be symmetric about the line y = 0, and the solution
should develop spatially and temporally such that after a sufficient amount of time has
passed and sufficiently far from the inlet, x = 0, the u-velocity will be equal, or very

nearly equal, to the steady-state Poiseuille flow solution.

2. Quantitatively - The solution at x = 15 and t = 3 can be compared to the steady-state

Poiseuille flow solution.

The neural network used for the Deep-TFC solution had four hidden layers and 30 neurons
per layer, and the nonlinear activation function used was the hyperbolic tangent [3|. The
X-TFC solution used 200 neurons and the hyperbolic tangent as the nonlinear activation

function; adding additional neurons, up to 300, did not improve the solution over the case
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with 200 neurons. The TFC solution used Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials up to degree
ten; adding additional polynomials, up to degree 15, did not improve the solution over the
case with polynomials up to degree ten.

A quantitative comparison of the three methods’ errors with respect to the steady-state
Poiseuille flow solution at x = 15 and ¢ = 3 is shown in Table 3.6. In addition, a qualitative
comparison is illustrated via Figures 3.6 through 3.14: Figures 3.6 through 3.8 correspond to
the TFC solution, Figures 3.9 through 3.11 correspond to the X-TFC solution, and Figures

3.12 through 3.14 correspond to the Deep-TFC solution.

Table 3.6: Comparison of maximum and mean test set errors between TFC, X-TFC, and
Deep-TFC.

Test Set Test Set

Method Maximum Error | Average Error
TFC 5.59 x 1073 3.68 x 1073
X-TFC 4.02 x 1073 1.89 x 1073
Deep-TFC [3] 5.38 x 1074 3.12 x 1074

Table 3.6 shows that the X-TFC solution does marginally better than the TFC solution
in terms of error, and the Deep-TFC solution is approximately an order of magnitude better
than X-TFC and TFC. This is reflected qualitatively in the figures as well.

The Deep-TFC figures, Figures 3.12 through 3.14, match the qualitative expectation
given earlier. In contrast, the TFC and X-TFC solutions’ figures do not: this difference is
highlighted most in figures for ¢t = 3.0.

In summation, this Navier-Stokes example demonstrates the utility of Deep-TFC as prob-
lems become sufficiently complex. These results coupled with those of Table 3.5 make good
arguments for using Deep-TFC for complex problems and TFC for simpler problems. What
about X-TFC?

For certain problems, X-TFC outperforms TFC: the two-dimensional wave equation in
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Figure 3.6: TFC solution at ¢t = 0.01.
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Figure 3.7: TFC solution at ¢t = 0.1.
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Figure 3.8: TFC solution at ¢ = 3.0.
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Figure 3.9: X-TFC solution at ¢t = 0.01.
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Figure 3.10: X-TFC solution at ¢t = 0.1.
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Figure 3.11: X-TFC solution at t = 3.0.
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Figure 3.12: Deep-TFC solution at ¢t = 0.01. Figure 3.13: Deep-TFC solution at t = 0.1.
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Figure 3.14: Deep-TFC solution at ¢ = 3.0.

Section 4.2.2 is one example. Moreover, comparing the solution errors of the two methods—
see Table 4.4 or compare the first two columns of Tables 3.2 and 3.4—shows that the dif-
ference between the two methods is the most significant for a low number of trainable pa-
rameters. This is another benefit of the X-TFC framework: lower solution error than other
methods when a lower number of parameters is used.

Hence, for multidimensional problems in general, if a problem has a complex residual, use
Deep-TFC; if the problem is simple, use X-TFC or TFC, and if the application is memory
restrictive, i.e., a lower number of trainable parameters is required, use X-TFC. Oftentimes
X-TFC or TFC is sufficient to estimate the solution, and the user is encouraged to try out
both frameworks for their specific problem. In fact, the numerical implementation makes it

extremely simple to switch between these two methods.
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4. APPLICATIONS IN FLEXIBLE BODY PROBLEMS

The previous chapter explained how to apply TFC to differential equations. Conse-

quently, TFC can be applied to a wide variety of problems spanning multiple fields and

multiple disciplines within those fields. However, the author is particularly interested in

some of the differential equations appearing in flexible body problems, and therefore, this

chapter is dedicated to them exclusively. The flexible body problems solved in this chapter

include:

4.1

Natural tandem balloon shape - A set of four, coupled, first-order, nonlinear ODEs
wherein both ends of the domain are themselves unknowns that must be solved simul-

taneously alongside the ODEs.

One-dimensional wave equation - A two-dimensional (one space, one time), second-

order, linear PDE.

Two-dimensional wave equation - A three-dimensional (two space, one time), second-

order, linear PDE.

Biharmonic equation, Cartesian coordinates - A two-dimensional, fourth-order, linear

PDE.

Biharmonic equation, polar coordinates - A two-dimensional, fourth-order, linear PDE.

Natural Tandem Balloon Shape

Tandem balloons are useful scientific vessels for collecting terrestrial atmospheric data

and are being considered for the same task on other planets and moons [67]. Naturally, the

shape of these balloons is a critical component involved in simulating their trajectories. This

section will provide a general overview of the problem [68]; a more detailed description can

be found in References [69] and [70]. Figure 4.1 is a diagram of the tandem balloon and the
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coordinate system used to describe its shape. Table 4.1 provides the nomenclature used to

describe the tandem balloon.

Figure 4.1: Tandem balloon diagram.

The differential equations that govern the balloon are summarized in Equation (4.1)
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Table 4.1: Tandem balloon nomenclature.

Symbol | Description
A, Surface area of the super-pressure balloon
Mt | Molecular weight of the atmosphere
M, Molecular weight of the lifting gas
R Radius of the super-pressure balloon
T Total vertical load felt at sg
Vs Volume of the super-pressure balloon
b Specific density of the lifting gas
g Acceleration due to gravity
Mg Total mass of the gas in the super pressure balloon
r Coordinate that describes position perpendicular to axisymmetric line
5 Coordinate that describes position along the balloon film
So Point where the zero-pressure balloon and super-pressure balloon come into
contact
w Zero-pressure balloon film mass per unit area
W Super-pressure balloon film mass per unit area
Y Coordinate that describes position parallel to axisymmetric line
15} Angle measured from the center of the super-pressure balloon between the ver-
tical and the point where the zero-pressure balloon and super-pressure balloon
surfaces diverge
ly Length of the balloon film
p Atmospheric density
O Circumferential stress
Om Meridional stress
0 Angle in [~7, 7] between the vertical and a line tangent to the balloon’s surface
[69, 70].
%i = i (% cos(f) — wsin(f) — b(y — y(so))>
dom _ oc sin(f) 4+ w cos(0) — Im sin(6)
ds r r (4.1)
dr _
i sin(0)
% = cos(f),

subject to the boundary constraints,

So = Rsﬁ
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O(s0) = 5 —

(50) = — 0
Tmi0) = oy sin(6)

r(s0) = Rssin(p)

T
T(&i) - 07
where
Vi
To =L+ g(w+ws)Ag + g(VUmsg - PVs0>
(
. T ASO - ZWRSy(SO)
if ﬁ < 5 —
Vio = 52°(50) (3Rs - y(50)>
hO - 2Rs - y(SO)
) T
if > 5 7 ) Aw = A, — 27 Rk
Vio = Vi — Zho(3R, — ho)
A, = 47 R?
4
Vs = gﬂRZ’
and

M
b=gp(1- ).
P Matm

The simplest version of these differential equations is the natural balloon shape, which
has zero circumferential stress, i.e., 0. = 0. Even with this simplification, the set of coupled,

nonlinear differential equations is challenging to solve as the problem domain, s € [sg, £4], is
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variable on both ends: [ and ¢, are variables to be solved alongside the differential equations,
i.e., sg and £4 are unknown. However, since TFC must map the free function domain to the
problem domain anyway, the mapping parameter can be used in the least-squares when
reducing the residual.

The meridional stress generates another complication, as r(¢;) = 0 and i% — 00
as r — 0 for non-zero o,,, where the sign, +, depends on the sign of ¢,,. Of course,
this singularity does not exist in real life, as an infinite stress would rip the balloon apart,
rather, it is due to the coordinate system chosen and assumptions made when deriving the
differential equations. Fortunately, there is a change of variables that prevents a singularity

in the dependent variables [69]. Let ¢ = #, then, Equation (4.1) can be rewritten as,

% = qo.cos(0) — grwsin(0) — qro(y — y(so))
s

dq - 2 .

PR <O‘c sin(f) + wr COS(@)

% — sin(6)

% = cos(f).

The constrained expressions that embed the boundary constraints given previously are
shown in Equation (4.2). Note that theses constrained expressions are written for the domain
of the free function, because as mentioned earlier, the differential equations will ultimately
be written in terms of the free function domain, z, so the mapping parameter can be used
to solve for § and ¢;. For this problem, Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials are used, which
have a domain of z € [—1, 1]. Further, note that the domain is the only part of the problem

being modified, so the right-hand side of the boundary conditions remains unchanged, e.g.,
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0=, 0(2)) = 6°(2) + 5~ (0s0) — o' (~1)) + T (8(60) — (1))
1—=2 z+1

P29 () = 97 (2) + —5—(rls0) = 9"(=1)) + = (r(ta) — 9" (1))
q(z,9*(2)) = g*(2) + a(s0) — g*(=1)

y(z,9%(2)) = ¢*(2) + y(s0) — ¢*(—1)

(4.2)

The differential equations written on this domain are,

c% = qo.cos(f) — grwsin(f) — qro(y — y(so))
2
dq . 2 .
e =4 (ac sin(f) 4+ wr cos(Q))
dr )
= sin(6)
dy
e = cos(f),

where ¢(8,4) = 2/ (Ed — so(ﬁ)) is the mapping parameter. In this form, the residuals of the
differential equations include g and ¢4 as well as the & vectors for each of the independent
variables. Therefore, the equations are in a form such that an optimization technique can
be used to minimize the residuals: in this case, nonlinear least-squares was used.

Consider the Venus atmospheric data in Table 4.2, which was collected as part of the
Venus Variable Altitude Aerobot project at JPL, and let the balloon constants be those
given in Table 4.3. Using this data and the differential equations above, TFC was used to
solve the natural balloon shapes: the results are shown in Figure 4.2. The average solution
time for the natural balloon shapes in Figure 4.2 was 0.65 seconds, and the residual of the
differential equation at all points was O(107'%). To compare, solving the same problem in
Octave via a shooting method that uses fzero and ode45 takes an average of 9.85 seconds
per case. Of course, this comparison is not exactly one-to-one, because as mentioned earlier,

TFC is implemented in JAX, and many of the functions have been JIT-ed.
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Table 4.2: Tandem balloon atmospheric data.

) Atmospheric Super Pressure o m

Altitude (km) Density (%) Balloorli Gas Mass (kg) Gravity (33)
52 1.28 11.62 8.719
53 1.15 10.74 8.716
54 1.03 9.97 8.713
55 0.921 9.29 8.71
56 0.818 8.67 8.707
57 0.721 8.12 8.704
58 0.629 7.58 8.702
59 0.545 7.14 8.699
60 0.469 6.812 8.696
61 0.41 6.675 8.693
62 0.341 6.2675 8.69

Table 4.3: Tandem balloon constants.

Parameter | Value and Units
w(2) 0.095
w, (£5) 0.215
M, (1) 4 %1073
M (£5) | 4.34x 1072
L (N 208¢

Another classic balloon shape scenario is one wherein the circumferential stress is con-
stant. In this case, one can trade the unknown ¢; for o. if desired, i.e., the balloon has
a fixed material length, and the circumferential stress is some unknown constant. Let the
fixed material length ¢; = 18 meters; Figure 4.3 shows the balloon shapes for this case. The
average solution time for each case in Figure 4.3 was 0.75 seconds, and the residual of the
differential equation at all points was O(107!%). Solving the same problem in Octave via a

shooting method that uses fsolve and ode45 takes an average of 45.7 seconds per case.
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Figure 4.2: Natural balloon shapes on Venus for a range of altitudes from 52 km to 62 km.
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Figure 4.3: Constant circumferential stress balloon shapes with ¢; = 18 meters on Venus for
a range of altitudes from 52 km to 62 km.
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4.2 Wave Equation

The wave equation is a well-known PDE that describes the propagation of waves, such
as those found in a vibrating string or n-dimensional membrane. This section applies TFC
to the one-dimensional (one spatial dimension and one time dimension) wave equation and

the two-dimensional (two spatial dimensions and one time dimension) wave equation.
4.2.1 One-Dimensional Wave Equation

Consider the wave equation for a one-dimensional object,

Ugyr = kQUth
for some constant k on the domain (z,t) € [0, 1] x [0, 1] with the following boundary condi-
tions,

u(0,t) =0, wu(l,t)=0, wu(z,0)=sin(rz), and wu(x,0)=0.

One can physically imagine these boundary conditions as describing the string on a musical
instrument that is fixed at both ends and free to vibrate with initial displacement u(z,0) =

sin(mx). Let the constant k& = 1; then, the analytical solution is,

u(z,t) = sin(mwx) cos(rt).

The analytical solution is shown in Figure 4.4.

The constrained expression written in recursive form is,

Du(a,t, g(x, 1)) = gla,t) — (1 - 2)g(0,t) — zg(1,1)

@z, t, g(x,t) = g(z,t) + sin(rz) — g(z,0) — tg(x,0)

2) 2)

where Wy, can be used as the free function in @ or @y can be used as the free function in

My to create the full constrained expression. The constrained expression written in tensor

105



Figure 4.4: Analytical solution for the one-dimensional wave equation.

form is,
u(z,t, g(z,t) = g(x,t) + Myj(x, t, g(x, 1) P;(z) D, (1),
where
0 sin(rz) — g(z,0) —g(x,0)
Mij(x’t’g(z’t)) = _g(oat) 9(0’0> gt(oa()) ’
1,0)

_g(lvt) g( ) gt(LO)

q)i(x):{l, 1—uz, g;} and <I>j(t):{17 1, t}-

Using Legendre orthogonal polynomials up to degree 20 as the free function and a grid

of 30 x 30 training points, the PDE solution was estimated using the TFC method. The
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solution was obtained in 0.49 seconds, and the average error on a test set of 100 x 100 evenly

spaced training points was 1.044 x 1071,
4.2.2 Two-Dimensional Wave Equation

The two-dimensional wave equation can be used to describe objects such as a flexible
two-dimensional membrane. Consider such a membrane clamped at all sides with an initial

deformation u(z,y,0) = sin(rz) sin(ny). Then, the governing PDE can be written as,
Ugr + Uyy = k2utta
on the domain (z,t) € [0,1] x [0, 1] x [0, 1] with the following boundary conditions,

w(0,y,t) =0, u(l,y,t) =0, wu(x,0,t)=0, wu(z,1,t)=0,

u(z,y,0) = sin(rx)sin(ry), and wu(x,y,0) =0.
Let k = 8, then the analytical solution is,

V2

u(z,y,t) = sin(mz) sin(my) cos (%t) :

The analytical solution at ¢ = 0.5 is shown in Figure 4.5.

The constrained expression written in recursive form is,

(l)u(:r,y,t,g(x,y,t)) = g(x7y7t) - (1 - x)g(07y7t) - flfg(].,y,t)
(2)U($,y7t,g(l‘7y,t)) - g(x7y7t) - (]' - y)g<x’07t) - yg(l’, 17t)

(S)U(xa Y, tu g("L‘a Y, t)) = g(ZE, Y, t) + Siﬂ(ﬂ'[E) SiIl(’]Ty) - g([L‘, Y, O) - tgt(xa Y, O)

2)

where Wy, Py, and ®u can be processed in any order to produce the full constrained
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Q 0

Figure 4.5: Two-dimensional wave equation analytical solution at ¢t = 0.5.

expression. The tensor form of the constrained expression is,

U($, Y, t7 g<x’ Y, t)) = g((l], Y, t) + Mijk(x7 Y, tv g((L’, Y, t))q)l(‘r)q)J(y)q)k(t)a

where

0 _g(x70>t) —g(l’,l,t)
Miji(z,y,t,9(x,y,t) = | —g(0,y,t)  ¢(0,0,t)  ¢(0,1,%)

_g(Lyat) g(laoat) g(l7l7t)
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sin(mz) sin(my) — g(z,y,0)  g(x,0,0)  g(z,1,0)
Mija(2,y,t,9(z,y,t)) = 9(0,9,0) —9(0,0,0) —g(0,1,0)

g(lvy70) _9(17070) _9(17170)

—gi(2,4,0)  gi(2,0,0)  gi(x,1,0)
Migs(z,y,t,9(x,9,1)) = | ¢,(0,4,0) —g:(0,0,0) —g(0,1,0)

L gt(1>y70) _gt(17070) _gt(17170)

and

For the two-dimensional wave equation, choosing ELMs as the free function led to a better
estimate of the solution than Chebyshev or Legendre orthogonal polynomials on average:
although the two were similar. To illustrate, Table 4.4 shows the maximum and mean errors
when using the two methods for different numbers of basis functions: the number of basis
functions corresponds to the number of Chebyshev polynomials there are on this problem
when keeping all polynomials up to degree 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, and 18. The TFC method used
Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials, and the X-TFC method used the hyperbolic tangent as
the activation function. Each method used a grid of 11 x 11 x 11 training points and a test
set of 15 x 15 x 15 uniformly spaced points.

Table 4.4 shows that while the two methods are similar, the X-TFC method performs
slightly better. The differences between the two methods are the most pronounced when

a lower number of basis functions is used. Consequently, ELMs were used to estimate the
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Table 4.4: TFC and X-TFC solution errors for various numbers of basis functions when
solving the two-dimensional wave equation.

m TFC X-TFC
Maximum Error | Mean Error | Maximum Error | Mean Error
12 5.32 5.16 x 1071 6.24 x 1073 6.98 x 1074
76 8.07 x 1073 1.04 x 103 4.89 x 1073 456 x 1074
212 1.64 x 107! 1.55 x 102 2.42 x 1073 2.29 x 10~*
447 2.22 x 1072 2.09 x 1073 9.34 x 1073 8.79 x 10~*
808 3.91 x 1073 3.67 x 107* 3.32 x 1073 3.12x 10~*
1322 3.90 x 1073 3.67 x 107* 3.34 x 1073 3.02 x 10~*

solution of this differential equation. For one particular run using 650 neurons, the solution

was obtained in 18.4 seconds, and the average solution error on the test set was 2.124 x 107°.
4.3 Biharmonic Equation

The biharmonic equation is a fourth-order linear PDE that appears in linear elasticity

theory [71]. The PDE is given by,

Viu(z) = V¥(Vu(z)) = f(=),

where u is the dependent variable of interest, f is a forcing term, and V? is the Laplacian op-
erator. In two-dimensional plate problems, the variable w is related to the stress experienced

by the plate, and f(x) is related to the body forces acting on the plate.
4.3.1 Cartesian Coordinates

Consider the following forcing function,

Viu(z,y) = 4% sin(rz) sin(ry),

on the domain (z,y) € [0, 1] x [0, 1] with the following boundary conditions,

u(0,y) = u(l,y) = u(z,0) = u(y,0) =0
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um(oa y) = um(Ly) = uyy<x> 0) = uyy(yv 0)=0

The analytical solution to this problem is [72, 73],

1
u(z,y) = = sin(7x) sin(7y),

and is shown in Figure 4.6.

Figure 4.6: Biharmonic equation analytical solution in Cartesian coordinates.
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The constrained expression for this problem in recursive form is,

Wu(z, y, g(z,y)) = g(z,y) — (1 — 2)g(0,y) — zg(1,y)

—x3 4+ 322 — 2 3 —x

- T 07 -
G 922(0, ) 5

gIEI(17 y)a

@z, y, g(z,y) = gz, y) — (1 — y)g(x,0) — yg(z, 1)

vy —y° +3y* — 2y
6 6

gyy(x,l) - gyy(x,O),

where Wy, can be used as the free function in @ or @y can be used as the free function in

(M4 to create the full constrained expression. In tensor form the constrained expression is,

U(.T,y,g(ﬂ?,t)) = g('rvy> + Ml]<x7y7g<x7y))q)2(x)q)J(y)7

where
0 _g(l‘70) —g(:E, 1) —gyy(l‘,()) _gyy(m7 1)
_g(ouy) g(0,0) g<07 1) gyy(070) gyy(()? 1)
Mij(x7y’g($’y)) = | —9(1,y) 9(1,0) g(1,1) Gyy(1,0) gyy(1,1)
— a2 (0, y) grz(07 0) gm(ov 1) gmmyy(07 0) ga:a:yy(()? 1)
__gmc(lay) gmx(lyo) gmz(la 1) ga:xyy(lao) gxxyy(lal)_
and

6

q)l<y) = {17 1 - Y, v, 7y3+?éy272ya ysﬁy} ’

(Dl(x) - {17 1— xr, @, _x3+3$2_2337 :E3—a:} ,

Using Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials up to degree 26 as the free function and a grid
of 20 x 20 training points, the PDE solution was estimated using the TFC method. The

solution was obtained in 0.94 seconds, and the average error on a test set of 100 x 100
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uniformly spaced points was 1.661 x 10716,
4.3.2 Polar Coordinates

Consider the following forcing function,
Viu(r,0) =0,
on the domain (r,0) € [1,4] x [0, 27] with the following boundary conditions,

1 1 1
u(1,0) = 1 sin(20) + IT: sin(36) + mcos(f) + 3

1
u(4,0) = 4sin(260) + 4sin(30) + e cos(6) + 2

1 1

urr(1,0) = 5 sin(20) + gsin(?ﬁ) + 27 cos(0) + 1

(4,8) = * sin(20) + 2 sin(30) + —1 cos(8) + ~

urr(4,6) = 5 sin 5 Sin 757 008 1
u(r,0) = u(r, 2m)
’LLQ(T, O) = UO(T7 27T)

Upg (T‘, 0) = Uy (T, 27‘(’)

tggo(7,0) = ugap(r, 27).

The analytical solution to this problem is [74],

3 2 2 )
u(r,0) = I—6 sin(30) + TZ sin(20) + % + WC(;S( >,

and is shown in Figure 4.7. Note that the Laplacian in polar coordinates is,

1
V2u(r, 0) =ty 4+ —u, + —ugy,
r r
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Figure 4.7: Biharmonic equation analytical solution in polar coordinates. Note, this figure
contains an embedded, standalone HMTL version of the plot that can be viewed /downloaded

by clicking on it. Doing so may require a dedicated PDF viewer such as Adobe Acrobat or
Okular.

so the biharmonic operator in polar coordinates is |75,

4 1 2 2 1 4
Vv u(r, 9) Uprry + —5 Urrog + —1 Wo000 + Urrr - ﬁureo - 7"_2urr + FU% + EUT

The constrained expression for this problem given in recursive form is,

Wu(r,g, 9(7’ 0)) = g(r

(r—1) (4 sin(20) + 4 sin(36) + leﬂ cos(0) +2 — g(4, 9))
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+ %(4 —7) (1 sin(26) + i sin(30) + m cos(f) + % —g(1, 9))

4 16
1 3 2 L. 3 . 1
+ ' (=r® +12r* = 39r +28) | —g,,(1,0) + 5 sin(20) + 3 sin(30) + 27 cos(6) + 1

L (r* — 3% — 61 +8) <% sin(26) + gsin(?ﬂ) + 3%” cos(0) + ;1 = 9rr(4, 9>> )

18
Du(r,9(r,6)) = 9(r,6) — 5 (90r.27) ~ 9(,0)) + 272 (g1(r,27) ~ 5,1, 0))

—03 + 376? — 21%0

+ 1on <grr (Ta 27T) - gTT<T7 0)))
—0* + 476> — 47262

+ 487’(’ <g'rrr(T7 27T) — Grrr (T7 0)) )

—_

where My, can be used as the free function in @ or @y can be used as the free function in

M to create the full constrained expression. In tensor form the constrained expression is

u(r,8,g(r,0)) = g(r,0) + M;;(r,0,9(r,0))D,;(r)®;(6),

where
_ . -
—g(1,0) + 1 sin(20) + = sin(36) + 7 cos(0) + 5
Mij(r,0,9(r.0)) = | —g(4,0) + 4sin(26) + 4sin(30) + ircos(d) +2 |, i=1
—grr(1,0) + 5 sin(20) + 2 sin(36) + 27 cos(6) + 3
—grr(4 0) + 5 sin(20) + 3 sin(36) 4 357 cos(0) + 1 |

g(r,2m) = g(r,0)  go(r,2m) — go(r.0) |

9(1,0) —g(L1,2m)  go(1,0) — go(1,2m)
Mi;(r,0,9(r,0)) = | g(4,0) —g(4,27)  gp(4,0) — go(4,2m) |, i€{2,3}

9rr(1,0) = g+(1,27)  grro(1,0) — grro(1, 27)

| 9rr(4,0) — g7 (4,27)  Grro(4,0) — grro(4,27) |
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999(7“ 27) — goo(r, 0) 9ooo (T, 27) — gape (7, 0) ]
9o0(1,0) — gap(1,27) o0o(1,0) — geeo(1,2m)
Mij(r,0,9(r,0)) = | gop(4,0) — goo(4,27)  gops(4,0) — goae(4,27) |+ i€ {4,5}
Grr99(1,0) — Grrgo(1,27)  Grrooa(1,0) — grrage(1, 27)
| 9rr00(4,0) — Grroo(4,27)  Grro00(4, 0) — Grroge(4, 27)

and

_.3 2_ 3_9.2
(I)Z(T) {1 4—r r—1 r°4+12r<—39r4+28 r°—3r 67"+8},

173 T3 18 ) 18

D;(0) = 1, -2 2n0= 62 —63+3762—2n20 —0+4n63—4n26>
v 210 4w 0 127 J 487

Using Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials up to degree 30 as the free function and a grid
of 30 x 30 training points, the PDE solution was estimated using the TFC method. The
solution was obtained in 10.67 seconds, and the average error on a test set of 100 x 100

uniformly spaced points was 1.535 x 1075,

116



5. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This dissertation is titled “The Multivariate Theory of Functional Connections: An n-
Dimensional Constraint Embedding Technique Applied to Partial Differential Equations”
because it presents two main ideas: (1) the derivation and analysis of multivariate TFC
constrained expressions (2) the estimation of PDE solutions using TFC.

The first of these main ideas is conveyed in Chapter 2, which is a self-contained presenta-
tion of multivariate TFC. It includes the derivation of multivariate constrained expressions
starting from the univariate theory and all the associated mathematical theorems that have
been proven to date. Although most readers will likely only be interested in using constrained
expressions for value constraints, derivative constraints, and linear combinations thereof, as
these are the most common types of constraints found in differential equations, integral and
component constraints are included as well. Because the chapter is comprehensive, it serves
as a convenient and useful reference for any reader interested in TFC, regardless of their
familiarity with the subject. In addition, extensions of the theory to inequality constraints,
nonlinear constraints, parallelotope domains, lower-dimensional constraints in n-dimensions,
and to any field, i.e., beyond real numbers to other fields such as complex numbers, are
covered in Appendices B, C, and 1.

The second idea is conveyed in Chapter 3, which describes how to apply TFC to DEs,
in particular, PDEs. In addition to describing the general methodology for solving DEs
via TFC, this chapter discusses the common free function and optimization choices as well
as their strengths and weaknesses. Similar to Chapter 2, Chapter 3 is also self-contained;
consequently, it is a convenient and useful reference for any reader interested in solving DEs
via TFC.

Although Chapters 2 and 3 contain all the information necessary to apply TFC to DEs,
they show few complicated examples: such examples are useful, as they highlight and clarify

some of the nuances of TFC discussed in these chapters. To that end, Chapter 4 contains
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some complex problems in a field of particular interest to the author: flexible body dynamics.
Furthermore, these complex problems showcase the power and convenience of the numerical

implementation. As examples:

1. The natural tandem balloon shape problem is a complex system of four ODEs wherein
both ends of the domain are themselves unknowns. The code for this problem is simple
to read and write due to automatic differentiation—mnone of the derivatives have to be
written out explicitly, which would clutter the code significantly—and the optimization
of the free functions is simple too, despite the number of unknowns—a & vector for
each of the four dependent variables and the two unknowns associated with the ends

of the domain.

2. The polar biharmonic equation is a linear, fourth-order PDE with relative constraints
up to the third derivative in one of the two independent variables. The numerical
implementation allows the constrained expression to be written using the recursive
format, which is short and easy to read. Furthermore, automatic differentiation makes
creating the residual easy and straightforward even though it contains ninth-order
partial derivatives (fifth-order partial derivatives in the constrained expression plus

the fourth-order partial derivatives appearing in the residual itself).

The code for both of these problems and most of the problems and examples in this disser-
tation can be found for free on the TEC GitHub [64].

This dissertation showed that TFC is useful for solving differential equations. In many
of the examples shown, the solution error found using TFC is multiple orders of magnitude
lower than competing state-of-the-art methods. Moreover, most of the TFC solutions are
found in seconds or fractions of a second, except for those found using Deep-TFC, which
typically solves problems on the order of minutes. However, in its current state, TFC can

only be applied to rectangular domains' and a limited number of non-rectangular domains

'Rectangular domains here means with respect to the coordinates being used, e.g., problems using polar
coordinates such as the polar bi-harmonic problem appear to be on a cylindrical domain when viewed on a
Cartesian grid, but are rectangular from the perspective of the polar coordinates.
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[16, 17|: this restriction is not present in many of the competing state-of-the-art methods.
5.1 Future Work

In terms of constraints, TFC can currently embed value, derivative, integral, component,
and linear constraints, and it can embed any number of these constraints on any number of
dimensions. However, it cannot embed sets of integral constraints whose integration variables

refer to one another, such as,

1 1
/ u(z,0)dz =1 and / u(0,y) dy = 1.
0 0

Finding a way to embed these constraints is a topic of future work. In addition, inequality
constraints can currently be used in conjunction with value constraints only, see Appendix
C. Integrating inequality constraints fully into the theory, i.e., finding a way to combine
inequality constraints and the remaining types of linear constraints, remains a topic of further
study. Also, as noted in the comparison with other methods, TFC is restricted to rectangular
domains and a handful of irregular domains: extending TFC to all irregular domains is a
topic of future research.

This dissertation focused on applying TFC to differential equations. However, there
are a plethora of other applications that have yet to be explored, such as Computer-Aided
Design (CAD) [21, 22|, image warping [23], and security pattern design [24]. Yet, even in
the application of differential equations, there are numerous directions future research can

pursue:

e Hybrid basis functions - Combining two or more sets of basis functions and using
the result as the free function, e.g., Fourier basis functions and Legendre orthogonal
polynomials. Note that one could even combine X-TFC and basis functions in this way

because both are simply a linear combination of functions.

e Optimizers - Only four optimizers are utilized in this dissertation: least-squares, L-

BFGS, Adam, and CSVM. However, many optimizers could have been used instead,
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some of which may outperform those used here.

e NN architecture - Deep-TFC has only used fully connected NNs up to this point. Like
the optimizers, there are a variety of NN architectures that could be used, some of

which may outperform the fully connected NNs used here.

This list is by no means exhaustive, and there are almost certainly research directions that
have been excluded. Hence, the reader is encouraged to consider and pursue the research

ideas that appear here as well as those that the author has not considered.
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APPENDIX A

GRAPH THEORY

This appendix provides a cursory overview of the graph theory concepts germane to
determining the processing order of constrained expressions; readers who would like a more
in-depth presentation of these topics should consult Reference [18]. First, a few different

types of graphs are defined.

Definition A.1
A graph is a set of nodes connected by edges. ]

Figure A.1(a) shows an example of a graph.

Definition A.2

A multigraph is a graph wherein at least one pair of nodes is connected by more than

one edge.

Figure A.1(b) shows an example of a multigraph.

Definition A.3
A directed graph is a graph wherein the edges have direction. ]

Figure A.1(c) shows an example of a directed graph: more specifically, a directed multigraph.
Arrows denote the directions of the edges. For a directed edge, the target node is the node

at the head of the arrow, and the source node is the node at the tail of the arrow.

Definition A.4
A cyclic graph is a graph that contains at least one cycle. ]
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Definition A.5

An acyclic graph is a graph that contains no cycles. ]

Definition A.6

A cycle is a path on the graph wherein the only repeated nodes are the first and last

nodes.

Figure A.1(d) shows an example of a cyclic graph: more specifically, a directed cyclic multi-

graph.

e2

el e3

(a) Graph (b) Multigraph

[ e2 ¥ e2

aETb C a—eT

\_e3 4 e3

(c) Directed acyclic multigraph (d) Directed cyclic multigraph

=

&

Figure A.1: Example graphs.

It is also convenient to define some node types.

Definition A.7

A root node is a node in a directed graph that is not the target of any edges. ]
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Definition A.8

A leaf node is a node in a directed graph that is not the source of any edges. ]

In Fig. A.1, node a is a root node in (c¢) and (d), and node ¢ is a leaf node in (c¢) but not in
(d).

Definition A.9

A parent node of node 7 is any node j in a directed graph such that an edge exists

where 7 is the target and j is the source.

Definition A.10

A child node of node 7 is any node j in a directed graph such that an edge exists where

1 is the source and j is the target.

In Fig. A.1, node a is a parent of node b and node b is a child of a in (c) and (d).
Lastly, the concept of the adjacency matrix, A;;, for a directed graph is introduced. The

adjacency matrix can be constructed using,

1, if node 7 is a parent of node j

Aij —
0, otherwise.

The adjacency matrix has many uses, but in the context of TFC, the adjacency matrix is

used to determine if a graph is acyclic or not. If A;; is nilpotent, then the graph is acyclic

18].
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APPENDIX B

EXTENSION TO NONLINEAR CONSTRAINTS

This appendix extends TFC to simple nonlinear constraints and parameterized nonlinear
constraints. The extension is accomplished by transforming the nonlinear constraints into
linear constraints by introducing extra variables into the constrained expression, which are
found in the s terms. These extra variables are constants from the perspective of the
constraint operators. Hence, the rest of the theory—derivation of switching functions and
projection functionals, extension to n-dimensions, and associated mathematical theorems—
remains unchanged and still applies as presented in Chapter 2.

This is one of the critical aspects of abstracting the constrained expression into the
symbols associated with the switching-projection form: if one can rewrite constraints as
Cly] = k and maintain the relevant mathematical properties, the rest of the theory still
applies. This core idea is used in many of the extensions to the TFC theory, e.g., extending

beyond the field of real numbers to all mathematical fields, as shown in Appendix I.

B.1 Simple Nonlinear Constraints

Definition B.1 \

Simple nonlinear constraints are those that can be written as,

for some nonlinear function or operator ¢ that has a well-defined inverse, i.e., ¢!

exists and can be calculated.

Notice that these types of constraints can be rewritten as linear constraints by applying
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1~ to each side:

where k = 1~ ![i#]. However, doing so may result in multiple solutions. That is, there may
be multiple x values that satisfy x = ¢~![&] or even an infinite number of x values.

One option is to write a constrained expression for each x solution. However, this is
impossible for an infinite number of x solutions and quickly becomes burdensome when
there are multiple simple nonlinear constraints; the total number of constrained expressions
required for multiple nonlinear constraints is [ [, num(k;) where num(;) is the number of
solutions for the i-th nonlinear constraint.

Fortunately, by introducing new variables into the constrained expression, one can con-
dense the set of constrained expressions into one constrained expression. The following
examples highlight some common cases: solutions with 4, a finite number of solutions, and

a countably infinite number of solutions.

- Example B.1: Constraints with solutions that contain +

Consider the constraint y*(0) = 3. For this constraint, the nonlinear operator

raises the function to the power of two, e.g., ¥[f(x)] = f%(z). Inverting the nonlinear
operator results in the solutions y(0) = ++/3. One could write the set of constrained

expressions that satisfy these constraints,

y(z, 9(z)) = g(z) + V3 — g(0) (B.1)

y(z, 9(x)) = g(x) — V3 = g(0). (B.2)

However, by including a variable n in the constrained expression, these two constrained

expressions can be combined into one,

y(z,n, g(z)) = g(z) + (=13 — g(0),
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where 1¢(z) is the unit step function where the step occurs at z = 0. If n < 0, then
Equation (B.2) is recovered, and if n > 0, then Equation (B.1) is recovered. Hence,
n € R is now just a variable, and its value dictates which constrained expression branch
is used.

Figure B.1 shows the constrained expression plotted with randomly chosen values
of n and free functions chosen as polynomials with random coefficients. The solutions

of y(0) that satisfy the constraint are shown as black points.

y(x,n, g(x))

—10.01

-2.0 -15 -1.0 =05 0.0 05 1.0 15 2.0
X

Figure B.1: Squared constraint example for randomly chosen g(z) and n.

Example B.2: Constraints with a finite number of solutions

Consider the constraint

y*(0) — 6y°(0) + 11y(0) = 6.
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Applying ¥ [&] yields k = {1,2,3}, a finite set. The set of constrained expressions

that satisfy these solutions can be written compactly as,

y(a,n, g(x)) = g(x) — Kln] = g(0),

where n € Z/3Z and k[n] is the n-th solution in the set of x that satisfies the
constraints—one may think of k[n] as the indexing operation of a zero-indexed ar-
ray x that contains the solutions of 1; *[&]. Alternatively, if one prefers to keep n € R,

then this constrained expression can be rewritten as,

y(@,n, 9(x)) = g(x) — x| [mod(n,2)]| - g(0).

y(x,n, g(x))

-2.0 -15 —-1.0 =05 0.0 05 1.0 15 2.0
X

Figure B.2: Polynomial constraint example for randomly chosen ¢(z) and n.
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The term | (mod (n,2)], where |2] rounds x to the nearest integer, forces n € R to lie

on Z/37.

Figure B.2 shows the constrained expression plotted with randomly chosen values

of n and free functions chosen as polynomials with random coefficients. The solutions

of y(0) that satisfy the constraint are shown as black points.

Example B.3: Constraints with a countably infinite number of solutions

Consider the constraint,

sin (y(1)) = 0.

Applying 1 ![#] yields kK = nm where n € Z: a countably infinite number of solutions.

Similar to the previous example, one can write the constrained expression as,

15

y(x,n, g(x))

-1 : ] | | , : ; |
8.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
X

Figure B.3: Sine constraint example for randomly chosen ¢(z) and n.
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y(@,n, g(x)) = g(x) —nmw — g(1),
where n € Z or as,
y(@,n, 9(x)) = g(z) — [n]m — g(1),

where n € R.
Figure B.3 shows the constrained expression plotted with randomly chosen values

of n and free functions chosen as polynomials with random coefficients. A subset of

the solutions of y(1) that satisfy the constraint is shown via black points.

B.2 Parameterized Nonlinear Constraints

Oftentimes, one can parameterize the solution space of the nonlinear constraints and

rewrite them as a set of linear constraints. Examples B.4 and B.5 demonstrate the idea.

p Example B.4: Simple parameterized nonlinear constraint

Consider the nonlinear constraint,

y2(0) + (y2(0) —4)? = 9.

The solutions to this nonlinear constraint lie on a circle that can be parameterized in

terms of an unknown, 6:
y(0) = 3sin(f) and y,(0) = 3cos(f) + 4.

Then, these linear constraints can be embedded into a constrained expression using

the usual method,

y(2,0,9(2)) = g(x) + 35in(0) - 9(0) + (3 c0s(6) + 4 - g:(0) ),

138



where 6 € R.

& J

Example B.5: Parameterized nonlinear constraints on conics

Consider the following nonlinear constraints,

16 1 100
z%(0) + ng(o) + Zz2(0) —1 and 100(z(3) — 3) + 1005%(3) — T,2«2(3) = —1.

The solutions of these nonlinear constraints form an ellipsoid at ¢t = 0 and a hyperboloid

of two sheets at ¢ = 3. Hence, theses nonlinear constraints can be parameterized as,

x(0) = sin(¢) cos(h) z(3) = % sinh(|v]) cos(¢)) + 3
(0) = 2 sin(¢) sin(0) y(3) = - sinh([ol) sin(y)
2(0) = 2 cos(¢) z@y:@nhmﬁf%mwm

where ¢,0,v,9%,n € R. These parameterized constraints can be embedded into con-

strained expressions:

2(t,9,8,0, 9, 9(6) = 9(#) + > (sin(8) cos(8) — (0))
+ £ (5 sinb(lo]) cos(9) + 3~ 9(3))
Y, 6,6,0,,9(t)) = 9(t) + > (2 sin(g) sin(6) — 9(0))
+ £ (5 sinh(fo]) sin() — 9(3))
2(,6,0,0,%,9(2)) = 9(t) + 5 (2co5(0) — 9(0))
+ (=)= coshol) — o(3))

Figure B.4 shows the constrained expressions plotted with randomly chosen values

of ¢, 0, v, ¥, and n and free functions that were chosen as polynomials with random
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coefficients. The nonlinear constraint surfaces are shown as a black ellipsoid and purple

hyperboloid.

3

2
1
0

Y4

Figure B.4: Parameterized nonlinear constraints on conics. Note, this figure contains
an embedded, standalone HMTL version of the plot that can be viewed/downloaded
by clicking on it. Doing so may require a dedicated PDF viewer such as Adobe Acrobat
or Okular.
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APPENDIX C

ADDING INEQUALITY CONSTRAINTS TO CONSTRAINED EXPRESSIONS

Inequality constraints such as y(z) < f,(z) Vx € Q where y is the dependent variable,
fu(z) is some function that specifies an upper bound, and €2 is the domain of interest, can
also be added to TFC constrained expressions. However, at the time this dissertation is
written, the method for incorporating inequality constraints cannot be used in combination
with all other constraint types introduced previously, nor have all the mathematical theorems
related to the constrained expression been extended to include inequality constraints; thus,
they are included here as an appendix, rather than in the main body of the text.

Early attempts to incorporate inequality constraints utilized the sigmoid function to
satisfy the inequality constraints approximately [14], but the introduction of an automatic
differentiation framework allows them to be incorporated exactly. The enabling component
of the automatic differentiation framework is the concept of primitives, which allow a user
to specify both a function and its derivative as black boxes: meaning that the derivative
specified does not have to be the actual mathematical derivative of the original function.

The Heaviside function is a prime example [61]; the function value is encoded as,

0, xz<m
Lz, z1) = 1, =0
1, >z
\
but the derivative is encoded as,
d1
W 0.

Mathematically this is not correct as the derivative is really the Dirac delta function [76],

but encoding it in this way allows one to incorporate inequality constraints into constrained
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expressions.
Let 1o(z) = 1(x,0), which is equivalent to the unit step function where the step occurs
at £ = 0. One can think of this function as the mathematical equivalent of a switch or gate

when it is composed with multiplication. For example,

f(z) = g(z)1(x,0) = g(x)1Ly,

will return g(x) when > 0 and 0 otherwise. This switching behavior is exactly the desired
behavior needed to implement inequality constraints.

Consider the following two inequality constraints,

y(x) > fo(z) and y(z) < fu(z),

where fy(z) and f,(z) are the lower and upper bound functions respectively. Using the
switch-like behavior of 1y, it is straightforward to write a functional that maintains a free

function, i.e., a constrained expression, and obeys these two inequality constraints,

y(@ 9(@)) = 9(@)+ (fule) = 9(2) ) 1o (g() = ful) ) + (o) —9(2) ) To (fulr) —g()) - (C.1)

One can prove that this form satisfies the two inequality constraints via brute-force by

checking the three possible cases:
L g(@) < filw) = ylo,g(x)) = 9(@) + (fule) = 9@) ) (0) + (flw) = g(x) ) (1) = fula)

2. fulw) < 9(@) < ful@) = Y@, 9(@) = 9(2) + (fulr) = 9(2) ) (0) + (ful@) = 9(x) ) (0)

= g()
3. ful@) < g(w) = y(@,9()) = 9(2) + (fule) = 9(@) ) (1) + (ful@) = 9(2) ) (0) = fu(a)

Furthermore, the Heaviside derivative overridden by the automatic differentiation program
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produces the desired behavior in the derivative of the bounded constrained expression,

(@), gl@) < fol2)

Ux(1,9(7)) = 4 gu(2),  folw) < 9(2) < fula)

(@), fulz) < glo);

that is, the derivative of the constrained expression is equal to the derivatives of the lower and
upper bound functions when they are active and equal to the derivative of g(x) otherwise.
Although inequality constraints cannot yet be combined with all the constraint types
introduced earlier, they can be combined with the most commonly occurring constraint:
point constraints. Let g(z, g(x)) be a constrained expression satisfying some set of point

constraints that are consistent with the inequality constraints,

y(z) > fe(z) and  y(z) < fu(x).

Then, y(x,g(x)) can be substituted as the free function into the inequality constrained

expression given earlier,

(o, g()) = 5, g()) + (fula) = 5w, 9(0) ) 1o (5, (2)) — fule))

(C.2)
+ (ful@) = gl 9(@) ) 1o (fulw) — i, 9(a) )

and the result satisfies both the equality and inequality constraints. The inequality con-
straints are satisfied because Equation (C.1) satisfies them for any free function, including
g(x, g(z)), and the equality constraints can be shown to be satisfied by simply applying the

constraint operator to the constrained expression (similar to the proof of Theorem 1),

¢ ly(z. g())] = € [iz, g(@))] + €[ (ful@) = 9(2)) O] + & [ (ful@) = 9(2) ) (0)]

=k +0+0 = K.
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Note that for any consistent set of constraints, the 1, functions must yield zero at the
equality constraint locations. The theorem on the existence of g(x) (Theorem 2) can easily

be extended as well. Let f(z) be some function that satisfies the constraints, then,

y(, f(r))

i@, f@) + (fule) = F@)) 0) + (fel@) = f()) (0)

() +0+0
x

().

f
f

Thus, for any function satisfying the constraints, f(x), there exists at least one free function
g(x) = f(x), such that the constrained expression is equal to the function satisfying the
constraints, i.e., y(z, f(z)) = f(x).

Figures C.1 and C.2 visually show that Equations C.1 and C.2 work, respectively. Each
figure contains randomly generated upper and lower bounds, shown as black, dashed lines,
and randomly generated free functions, shown as solid, colored lines. In addition, Figure C.2

contains randomly generated point constraints shown via black dots.

Figure C.2: Inequality and value-level
Figure C.1: Inequality constraints only.  equality constraints.
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APPENDIX D

SPLITTING THE DOMAIN

When the solution of a differential equation has steep gradients, it is oftentimes difficult to
describe the solution over the whole domain using one constrained expression. In these cases,
it is convenient to split the domain into sections and enforce continuity at the intersections
via the constrained expressions. For example, consider the following differential equation

that describes convection and diffusion processes:
Yxa — Peya: =0
subject to,
y(0)=1 and y(1) =0,
where x € [0, 1], P. is the Peclet number, and the analytical solution is,

1 — ePe(m—l)

A p——

As the Peclet number increases, the solution’s gradients become larger. To illustrate,
Figure D.1 shows the analytical solutions to the convection-diffusion equation with two
different Peclet numbers, P. = 1 and P. = 10°. When the Peclet number is low enough, one

can estimate the solution well using only one constrained expression for the entire domain,

y(z,g9(z)) = g(z) + (1 — 2)(1 — g(0)) — zg(1).

However, as the Peclet number increases, a better estimation is obtained with two constrained
expressions. These two constrained expressions are for the subdomains z; € [0,z,] and

Ty € [xp,1], where z, is the point of intersection between the two. For this differential
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Figure D.1: Analytical solutions of the convection-diffusion equation with different Peclet
numbers.

equation, choosing the point x, arbitrarily does not increase the accuracy noticeably; hence,
the point z, is an unknown that will be solved as part of the solution process.
Since the domains of the two constrained expressions are dependent on z,, it is simplest

to write them on the basis function domain,

1— 2z + 22 3+2z—23
Wy(z,9(2)) = V(=) + ———— (1= Dg(z0)) + ———— (s~ Vg(2p))

4 4
22 -1 dMyg
+ 5= (/e - <2 )
3—2z—22 1422+ 22
Dy(z,9(2)) = Dg(=) + (3 — Dg(z0)) = ——— Dg(z)
1— 22 d@g
T < dyp/e2 = =1 (ZO)>

2)

where Mg(2) is the free function for the first constrained expression, Pg(z) is the free

function for the second constrained expression, ¥, and dy, are the value and derivative of
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the intersection point, z € [z, z¢] is the free function domain, and ¢; and ¢, are the constants
in the linear maps from the problem domain to the basis function domain; for this problem,
Legendre orthogonal polynomials are used, so z € [—1,1]. In addition, the constants in the

mapping function can be expressed as,

2
cg=— and ¢y = )
Tp 1l—-=x,

Since the two constrained expressions are written on the basis function domain, the differ-

ential equation must be modified,

Ciyzz - CkPeyz = 07

where k =1if x <z, and k = b if x > z,.

Now, the unknown coefficients in the two free functions, (V¢ and ?¢, and the intersection
point and derivative values, zp, y,, and dy,, can be used to reduce the residual of the
differential equation at each point in the discretized domain: the domain here is broken up
into 200 points per constrained expression, for a total of 400 points. However, there is one
more nuance to this problem: solving the problem as-is with nonlinear least-squares tends to
diverge unless a good initial guess is provided. This divergent behavior is related to trying
to solve for x,, which frequently takes on values outside the domain if left unchecked. The

author has identified two options that fix this divergent behavior:

1. Remove z, from the nonlinear least-squares optimizer and estimate it using a separate,

exterior optimization scheme such as a genetic algorithm.
2. Modify the nonlinear least squares to bound the values that x, can take.

In this section, the second option is used, but the author has verified that the first method
also works. When using the second option, it is tempting to simply perform an update after

each iteration of the nonlinear least-squares that bounds z, to values within the domain.
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However, this simple change still results in divergent behavior much of the time. In terms
of convergence, a better option is to use concepts from inequality constraint embedding (see
appendix C for more details) to bound z,. For this differential equation, z, was chosen to
be,

Tp = '@P + (fu - jjp)]lo(‘@p - fu) + (f@ - i.p)]10<f€ - '@p)a

where x), is the value used in the constrained expression and z, is the unknown used in the
nonlinear least squares; f; = 1 x 1073 and f, = 1—1 x 1072 are the lower and upper bounds,
respectively, on x,. This simple change results in a nonlinear least-squares that converges.
To demonstrate the benefits of the domain splitting technique, Table D.1 shows the
maximum and mean error on a test set of 1,000 evenly spaced data points per constrained
expression when using a single constrained expression for the whole domain and when using
two constrained expression and a split domain as described above. The results are shown
for P, =1 and P, = 10°. Each case used 200 training points per constrained expression, and

Legendre polynomials up to degree 190 as the free function. Table D.1 shows that the split

Table D.1: Convection-diffusion equation error: whole vs. split domain.

P, Whole Domain Split Domain

Maximum Error | Mean Error | Maximum Error | Mean Error
1 2.22 x 10710 5.62 x 10717 4.44 x 10716 8.33 x 10717
10° 1.00 4.99 x 1071 8.61 x 10712 1.10 x 10714

domain and whole domain approaches produce similar error values for the P, = 1 case when
the solution’s gradients are relatively small. However, when P, = 10° and the gradients are
larger, the split domain’s errors are orders of magnitude lower than when using the whole
domain: the maximum error is 12 orders of magnitude lower, and the average error is 13

orders of magnitude lower.
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APPENDIX E

ORTHONORMAL BASIS FUNCTIONS

This appendix provides the reader with an elementary understanding of orthogonal basis
functions. Any reader interested in this subject may refer to Reference [77] for a more in-
depth understanding. In essence, basis functions are for a function space what vectors are
for a vector space. In other words, a linear combination of basis functions spans the function
space, just as a linear combination of basis vectors spans the vector space. Thus, a linear

combination of basis functions is a useful free function choice for optimization problems.
E.1 Mathematical Preliminaries

This section introduces some mathematical preliminaries needed to understand the prop-
erties of basis functions, and in particular, the properties of orthogonal basis functions. The
content introduced here is designed to give the reader a basic understanding and will only
scratch the surface of this field of mathematics. As such, when appropriate, references will
be provided so that the reader can delve deeper into these topics if desired. Moreover, this
section assumes the reader is familiar with the properties of vector spaces. If the reader
is unfamiliar with these topics, then they may consider reading Reference |78] for function
spaces and reviewing the portion of Reference [79| dedicated to vector spaces.

This dissertation is primarily concerned with function spaces that can be used to describe
continuous, non-infinite functions, as these will be particularly useful for describing the
solutions of differential equations: the extended Lebesgue spaces, also known as LP¢ spaces,
are the function spaces that contain these functions. The extended Lebesgue spaces are
defined based on a generalization of the p-norm used to describe vector spaces. Recall that

the p-norm for a vector is

n 1/p
lzll, = (Z\xk\p) |
k=1
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where & € R” is an arbitrary vector, z; are the components of , and p > 1. The p-norm of

sl = ([ 11 |de) .

for some arbitrary function f(z) defined on the domain Q. Note that this p-norm can also

functions is,

be defined with a measure dy(z), in which case the p-norm is written as

sl = ([ 15 )

The rigorous mathematical definition of a measure will not be discussed here; the interested
reader can refer to Reference [80] for more information. For the material in this dissertation,
it is sufficient to note that the measure du(z) = W(z) dz where W(z) > 0V z € Q. The
measure for a function is analogous to the weights in a weighted vector norm. An arbitrary

function, f(z), defined over the domain €2 is part of the LP¢(Q, u) space if

= [ 1repam) <o

This appendix will focus on basis functions in the L?¢ space, i.e., for p = 2.
The generalization of the p-norm is sufficient for describing which functions are in the LP¢
space. However, the p-norm gives no information about the orthogonality of two functions.

For this, an inner product is needed. Fortunately, the L?¢(, i) space already comes equipped

(f.9) = / £(2) o(2) du(2),

where f(z) and g(z) are arbitrary functions in the L%*({,u) space, and (f,g) is used to

with an inner product,

denote an inner product between these functions. The functions f and ¢ are considered
orthogonal if (f, g) = 0. Just as orthogonal basis vectors can be convenient for describing

an arbitrary vector in a vector space, so too are orthogonal basis functions for describing an
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arbitrary function in a function space!.

Of course, spanning the entirety of L?¢ space would require an infinite number of basis
functions, as the dimension of the L?¢ space is infinite. Thus, to make problems computa-
tionally tractable, a finite number, m, of basis functions is used. In general, as the number
m increases, the error between the estimated and actual solution will decrease. Finally, note
that the basis set domain need not coincide with the domain of the problem. If a bijec-
tive map exists that transforms the basis function domain into the problem domain, then
that basis may be used to describe the problem’s solution. This notion is used frequently
throughout this dissertation.

Based on the description of orthogonal basis function sets thus far; one has two parameters

that can be used to describe a basis set for L?¢:
1. The domain on which the basis is defined, 2.
2. The measure used for the basis, p.

In the following sections, some frequently used orthogonal basis sets will be presented. The
presentation will include the domain and measure for each set and recursive generating
functions for the set if they exist. The section that follows explains how to extend these
basis sets to the multivariate case and concludes with a table that summarizes all the basis

functions presented.
E.2 Chebyshev Orthogonal Polynomials

Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials are two sets of basis functions, the first and the second
kind. They are usually indicated as Ty (z) and Ug(z), respectively. This section summarizes
the main properties of the first kind, T;(z), only, which are defined on the domain z €

[—1,41] and with the measure du(z) = dz. These polynomials can be generated

1
V1— 22

In addition, choosing orthogonal basis functions can also guarantee certain solution properties.
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using the following useful recursive function,?

Tyi1 =221, — T starting from:

Also, all the derivatives of Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials can be computed recursively,

starting from

Ty a7, ', AT
dz dz:1 o dzd dzdzo va>1,
and then using,
ATy dTj, dTy
Bl S U 7 o _
dz ( B2 dz ) dz
d*T; T °T, T
k+1:22dk+zdk_d k—1
dz? dz dz? dz?
AT sq AT, AT, AT,y
det 2 (d dzd-t e dzd ) dad vazl

for k > 1. The integral of T(z) has the following useful property,

/+1 :0 lf k::l
Ti(z) dz = (—1)* +1
1 _ N ) =
72 if k#£1

2Note that in this recursive formulation and those that follow, the z argument is dropped for clarity, i.e.,
Tk(Z) — T}
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while the inner product of two Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials satisfies the orthogonality

property,

¢

—0  if i#]
T = [ TETE ==t o it i—j0

=7/2 if i=j#0

\

Figure E.1 shows the first five Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials.

— Tol2) — T2 — Ta2) — T3(2) —— Tual2)
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0.75+

0.50

0.25
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—0.251

—0.50

—0.751

—1.00

-1.00 -0.75 -0.50 -0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
V4

Figure E.1: First five Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials.
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E.3 Legendre Orthogonal Polynomials

The Legendre orthogonal polynomials, Lj(z), are defined on the domain z € [—1,+1]

with measure dp(z) = dz. These polynomials can also be generated recursively by,

2%k + 1 k Lo=1
- :1 z L, — Tl L4 starting with:

Lk+1 =
Ll = Z.

All derivatives of Legendre orthogonal polynomials can be computed in a recursive way,

starting from,

dLo dL, ‘L,  d'L,
dz ’ dz or dzd dzd ’

and continuing with,

dLipi1  2k+1 ( de) E dLi
= Lk z

dz k+1 dz ) k+1 dz
d®Lyy 2k +1 2M¢+Zdﬁ¢ kAL
dz2 k+1 dz dz2? kE+1 dz?

Vd>1,

ALy 2k +1 dd’?Lk_% ALy, ko d%Ly_4
p— Z J—
dzd k+1 dzd-1 dzd k+1 dzd

for £ > 1. In addition, the inner products of the Legendre polynomials highlight their

orthogonality,

+1
L L) = [ L L) 42 = = 0

Figure E.2 shows the first five Legendre orthogonal Polynomials.
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Figure E.2: First five Legendre orthogonal polynomials.

E.4 Laguerre Orthogonal Polynomials

Laguerre orthogonal polynomials, Ly(z), are defined on the domain [0,00) and by the

measure du(z) = e # dz. They are generated using the recursive function,

2k +1— k Ly= 1,
Ly = % L Ly starting with:

le 1—z.

All derivatives of Laguerre orthogonal polynomials can be computed recursively, starting

from
dLO dL1 ddLo ddLl

dz ’ dz o dzd dzd = b
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then using

de+1 . 2k -+ 1—2z de B 1 B k de,1
dz ~ k+1  dz k17" kt1 de
PLyyy  2k+1-2d°Ly, 2 dLy k&L
d22 k41 dz2  k+1 dz k+1 dz?
ALy 2k+1-2dLy  d 4Ly kAL, Va1
dzd k41 dz¢ k41 dz4'  k+1 dzd -
for k > 1.
Figure E.3 shows the first five Laguerre orthogonal Polynomials.
— Lo(2) — Li(2) — L(2) — L3(2) —— Li(2)
8.
6.
4
N
I 2
0 v
_2-
_4-
-1 0 1 2 3 4

Figure E.3: First five Laguerre orthogonal polynomials.
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E.5 Hermite Orthogonal Polynomials

There are two Hermite orthogonal polynomials, the probabilists, indicated by Ey(z), and
the physicists, indicated by Hy(z). The probabilists are defined on the domain z € (—o00, )
and with the measure du(z) = e~ /2 dz, and the physicists are defined on the domain
z € (—00,00) and with the measure du(z) = e ** dz. They are both generated using
recursive functions.

The probabilists’ polynomials can be defined recursively by,

Ey= 1
Eyoin=2E, —kE; 4 starting with:
E1 = Z.
All derivatives can be computed recursively, starting from
dE, dE, ‘B,  d'E,
=0 =1 = =0 Vd>1
dz Todz o dzd dz? ’
then using,
dEk+1 dEk dEk—l
—=F —k
dz k2 dz dz
d°E dE D) d°E,_
Rl _ o A8k E_ g k—1
dz? dz dz? dz?
dE d'E D) d?Ey,_
k1 _ L E_ g k—1 Vd>1,
dzd dzd—1 dzd dzd
for k > 1.

The physicists’ polynomials can be defined by the recursive relationship,

Hy= 1
Hyy 1 =22 H, — 2k Hy, 4 starting with:

H1 = 2z.
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All derivatives can be computed recursively, starting from

dH, dH, d'Hy,  d'Hy
=0 =2 = =0 Vd>1
dz T dz o dzd dzd ’
then using,
de+1 de de,1
SR _of, 42 — 2k
dz ke dz dz
d*Hy 1 dH, d*H, d*H,_4
=4 2 — 2k——
dz? dz ez dz? dz?
d’Hy, 4 d*'H, d?H, dHy,_4
e = 2d ) + 2z o — 2k o Vd>1,
for k > 1.

Figure E.4 shows the first five probabilists’ and physicists’ Hermite orthogonal polyno-

mials.
20 Probabilists Physicists
40
151
10- 20
N N
E 5 :E< 0-
0_
_20 p
—5-
_40_
-10 - - : ; .
0 5 -2 0 2 4
z z

Figure E.4: First five Hermite orthogonal polynomials.
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E.6 Fourier Basis

The Fourier basis is defined on the domain z € [—m, 7] and with the measure du(z) =

dz. The basis does not have a recursive generating function. Rather, the basis can be

mathematically written as,

e

1, k=0

9r(2) = cos([k/2]2), k is even

sin([k/2]z), kis odd

where [x] rounds z to the next largest integer and k& = 0,...,m. There is no recursive

relationship to compute the subsequent derivatives of Fourier bases. However, the n-th

derivative can be computed using,

(

0, k=0
/2] cos([k/2]2), k is even

> k/2]%sin([k/2]2), K is odd

0, k=0
—[k/2]%sin([k/2]2), k is even
dg(2) >[/<;/21dcos([k/21z), k is odd
0, k=0
—[k/2]% cos([k/2]2), k is even
—[k/2]%sin([k/2]2), kis odd
>0, k=0

q [k/2]%sin([k/2]2),  kis even

\—(k‘/ﬂdcos((k/ﬂz), k is odd
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whenever d > 0. Figure E.5 shows the first five Fourier basis functions.
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Figure E.5: First five Fourier basis functions.

E.7 Extension to Multivariate Domains

In general, multivariate orthogonal basis sets can be created by taking all possible prod-
ucts of functions in the basis sets that make up the individual variables. The measure that
makes up this new basis set will be the product of measures of the individual basis sets, and
the domain of the multivariate basis set will be the union of the domains that make up the
individual basis sets. More details and insights on the 2-dimensional and n-dimensional or-
thogonal basis functions are contained in Reference [81] and References [77, 82|, respectively.

Consider n independent variables in the vector © = {zy, 29, -+ ,2,}". Moreover, let
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the orthogonal basis set for each of these independent variables be denoted by ¥ B j, where
the subscript j denotes the j-th basis function and the pre-superscript k£ denotes the k-th

independent variable. For example, the third basis function for zs would be (Q)Bg. The

measure of the multivariate basis set will be denoted by u(x) = H ®)ju(xy) where ®)pu(ay,)
is the measure for the k-th independent variable. The domain of ]%Tlle multivariate basis will
be denoted by = MO x @ x .. x Q. where the generic ¥Q denotes the domain of the
k-th basis set. Then, an arbitrary basis function for the multivariate domain can be written

as,

Bilig...in - (1)Bi1 (2)Bi2 e (n)BinJ (E1>

where iy, ,i, € Z*. In other words, Equation (E.1) generates a multivariate basis via
a tensor product of univariate basis functions [83]. If one were to use all possible products
of the functions in the individual basis sets which span LQe((k)Q, ®) 1), i.e., use all possible
combinations of 41, -- ,i, € Z", an infinite set, then the resulting multivariate basis would
span the multivariate function space L* (2, ). Of course, in practice this is not possible, so
a finite number of basis functions from the set is used.

Consider the inner product of two different basis functions B;, ;, and Bj, ;. where at

least one iy # ji,

<Bz’1...inaBj1...jn> = /QBil...in le.ujn dp = H/Q (k)Bik (k)Bjk dpg. (E2)
k=1"1%

Since these are different basis functions, there must be some k = x such that i, # j,. For
k = k, the integral

/ (K)Bin UC)B]N dluli - 07
Qe

and thus, the product of integrals in Equation (E.2) is equal to zero. It follows that,

<Bi1---ina8j1---jn> = 0 lf E| K | 1:,{ 7& jﬁ.
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Hence, the resulting multivariate basis set is orthogonal.
Just as in the univariate case, the problem being solved must be made tractable by
choosing basis functions up to some finite degree m. All the multivariate basis functions of

order m are defined by choosing ¢y, - , 7, to be on the set,

{ilir € Z",)) (ix — 1) =m},
k=1

where 7;, denotes the elements of 1.

Table E.1 summarizes the orthogonal basis sets described in this section.

Table E.1: Univariate orthogonal basis functions summary.

| Basis function name | Domain, Q | Measure, du(z) |

1
Chebyshev polynomials [—1,1] o dz

— 2
Legendre polynomials —1,1 dz
Laguerre polynomials [0, 00) e *dz
Hermite probabilists polynomials | (—o0, o) e (/2 4z
Hermite physicists polynomials (—00, 00) e dz
Fourier series [—, 7] dz
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APPENDIX F

LINEAR LEAST-SQUARES METHODS

There are different numerical techniques to compute the linear least-squares (LS) solution

of A£ =b. These are:

e The Moore—Penrose inverse,

€= (ATA) AT,

e QR decomposition,
A=QR — E=R'Q"b,

where () is an orthogonal matrix and R an upper triangular matrix.

SVD decomposition,

A=USV"® 5  €=Atb=VXTU"b

where U and V are two orthogonal matrices and X7 is the pseudo-inverse of X, which
is formed by replacing every non-zero diagonal entry by its reciprocal and transposing

the resulting matrix.

Cholesky decomposition,

ATAE=U"UE=A"D —  £=U"'(U"A"D),

where U is an upper triangular matrix, and consequently, U~! and U~ are easy to

compute.

One can reduce the condition number of the matrix to be inverted by scaling the columns
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of A,
A(SS™)E=(AS)(S7¢)=Bn=b - £&=Sn=2S5(B"B) 'B"b,

where S is the m x m scaling diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are the inverse of
the norms of the corresponding columns of A: sg, = |ak]_1 or the maximum absolute value,
Sk = Max |aki].

In this dissertation, the least-squares problem is solved using two methods: (1) the SVD
decomposition introduced above (2) a combination of QR decomposition and the previously
mentioned scaling, called the scaled QR approach. This approach performs the QR decom-

position of the scaled matrix,

B=AS=QR — £=SR'Q"b.
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APPENDIX G

TFC NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION IN JAX

This appendix provides a more detailed description of the code package used to imple-
ment TFC in JAX than was given in the main body of the text and some of the major
challenges in doing so. In addition, a summary of the main classes available in the package
is provided. For a more detailed explanation and tutorials on how to use them see either the

code documentation or the TFC GitHub [64]. Note that while not discussed in detail here,

this package also contains some convenience classes and functions that the reader may find
useful; for example, the MakePlot class assists the user in creating journal-ready plots, and

the Latex class can be used to export NumPy arrays to LaTeX tables.
G.1 Basis Function Classes

When applying TFC to a differential equation, the free function is used to minimize the
differential equation’s residual. As described in Section 3.1, two popular choices for the free
function are a linear combination of n-dimensional basis functions and ELMs. Notice that

these two free function choices can both be written as,

g(x) = h"¢E,

where the calculation for h evaluated at @ is dictated by the basis function set chosen, if
using basis functions, or by the activation function, if using an ELM. Hence, these two free
function choices have a lot in common, and in the code are derived from the same abstract,
parent class called BasisFunc. Figure G.1 shows the inheritance diagram for the basis func-
tion classes.  From this base class, the univariate basis function classes are derived—CP
for Chebyshev polynomials, LeP for Legendre polynomials, FS for Fourier series, LaP for

Laguerre polynomials, HoPphy for the physicists’ Hermite polynomials, and HoPpro for the
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CP g nCP nELMRelLU

nELMSigmoid

nBasisFunc nELMSin
LeP |agf——— nlLeP nELMSwish
BasisFunc
ELM ELMSwish nELMTanh

HoPphy ELMTanh

HoPpro ELMReLU
LaP ELMSigmoid
ELMSin

Figure G.1: Basis function class hierarchy.

probabilists’ Hermite polynomials. In addition, an n-dimensional abstract class is derived
from the base class, from which n-dimensional versions of Chebyshev polynomial, Legendre
polynomial, and Fourier series classes are derived, called nCP, nLeP, and nFS respectively.
Furthermore, an ELM abstract base class is derived from BasisFunc, from which five con-
crete univariate ELM classes are derived; each of these five classes implements a different
activation function: ELMSin implements the sine activation function, ELMSwish implements
the swish activation function, ELMTanh implements the hyperbolic tangent activation func-
tion, ELMSigmoid implements the sigmoid activation function, and ELMReLU implements the

rectified linear activation function. The n-dimensional versions of the five univariate ELM
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classes are derived from an abstract parent class called nELM, which is derived from the ab-
stract n-dimensional basis function class mentioned earlier. The only real difference between
the ELM classes and the basis function classes, besides the functions they are implementing,
is the addition of randomly generated weights and biases for the hidden layer, i.e., W; and
by in Equation (3.2).

All of the classes shown in Figure G.1 are programmed in C++. The attentive reader
may wonder why not just write them in Python, as the scripts that use this core code are
ultimately compiled via a JIT anyway? The underlying reasons lie within the restrictions
JAX has on JIT. To best understand, the reader must first recall what these basis function

classes need to do:

e Calculate the basis functions and their derivatives. Recall that this requires using the
linear map from x — z, as the problem domain, z, and the basis function domain,
z, do not generally coincide. Furthermore, recall that many of the basis functions are

created via a recursion, see Appendix E.

e While the default behavior is to neglect the terms linearly independent to the support
functions when calculating the basis function matrix and its derivatives, there may
be times when the user wants to ignore this default behavior. This functionality is
accomplished through the argument full that shows up as a required input argument

in the C++ API and an optional keyword argument in the Python APIL.

Naturally, the argument full requires an if statement to be implemented. Unfortunately,
the JIT does not allow tracing through if statements; hence, the basis function classes must be
implemented as primitives. Furthermore, if built using JAX directly, the primitive recursions
used by many of the basis functions would require using lax operations, as one cannot modify
JAX arrays in-place. These lax operations are pure functions; rather than modifying arrays
in-place, they return a new array with the updated indices. Hence, the basis function array

would be copied to a new array on each iteration of the recursion: not an efficient solution.
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One may be tempted to implement these using the original NumPy library, but doing so
would not provide a function to XLA, which is needed for the JIT. Therefore, to make the
final result JIT-able, one must write the basis functions in a lower-level language: the author
chose C++.

Writing the basis functions in C++ is a fairly straightforward task, but integrating the
result with the JAX JIT compiler, which is XLA, was non-trivial. Since JAX uses XLA,
there is a convenient register_custom_call_target function that can be used to integrate
C++ functions with XLA and ultimately allow them to be JIT-able. However, using this
custom call function requires wrapping the C++ function into a PyCapsule object, which
means the object being placed in the PyCapsule must be of type void*; hence, the C++
function must be cast as a void*. However, the C++ functions to be wrapped are methods
of classes, which means they are not regular functions. Therefore, they do not have standard
function pointers that can be easily cast to a voidx.

Fortunately, this predicament can be overcome through the use of polymorphism. Notice
that all the TFC free function classes are derived from BasisFunc, see Figure G.1. Hence,
all basis function classes can be referenced using a BasisFunc pointer. Therefore, a static
std: :vector was added to the BasisFunc class that contains a pointer to each BasisFunc
class as it is created. Furthermore, each class contains a unique integer identifier that
corresponds to its pointer’s position in said std::vector. That means that given this
integer, one could access the correct element of the aforementioned std::vector and call
the correct member function. Thus, a simple C++ wrapper function was created with
the correct function signature that takes in said integer and the required inputs for the
member function, calls the member function, and returns the result. Moreover, this simple
wrapper function has a standard function pointer that can easily be cast to a voidx, which
subsequently can be added to a PyCapsule, and finally added to the set of JIT-able functions

via register_custom_call_target.
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G.2 Univariate TFC Class

The univariate TFC class, called utfc, is used to create univariate TFC expressions and

solve ODEs. The class’s inputs are:
e N - Number of points to use when discretizing the domain.

e nC' - Number of basis functions to remove from the linear expansion. This variable is
used to account for basis functions that are linearly dependent to the support func-
tions used in the construction of the constrained expression. The constraints for each
dimension can be expressed in one of two ways. Note that a value of -1 is used to

indicate that no constraints exist for a particular dimension.
1. As an integer. When expressed as an integer, the first nC basis functions are
removed from the free function.

2. As a set of integers. The basis functions corresponding to the numbers given in

the set are removed from the free function.

e m - Degree of the basis function expansion. This number is one less than the number

of basis functions used.

e basis - This optional string argument specifies the basis functions that will be used

as the free function. The default is Chebyshev orthogonal polynomials.

e 1, - This optional argument specifies the beginning of the DE domain. The default

value of 0 will result in a DE domain that begins at 0.
e x4 - This required keyword argument specifies the end of the DE domain.

The class creates a set of IV discretized points in the domains x € [z, x| and 2z € [z, 2¢],
where the values of zy and z; are automatically chosen based on the user-specified value of
the optional keyword argument basis. The problem domain values, x, and basis domain

values, z, are both made available to the user as public variables associated with the class.
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In addition, the TFC class creates an instance of the basis function class specified by basis
and creates the required JAX primitives to take gradients, Jacobians, and JIT the basis
functions. The basis function values and their derivatives are made available to the user via
methods associated with the TFC class. These methods contain the optional keyword full

discussed earlier, see section G.1.
G.3 Multivariate TFC Class

The multivariate TFC class is the multidimensional extension of the univariate TFC
class. The input arguments to the class are the same, but they must be specified for each
dimension, e.g., N specifies the number of discretization points per dimension via a list or
array of the proper size. Furthermore, one additional keyword argument, dim, is used to

specify the number of dimensions: the default is two.
G.4 Elementwise Gradients

The Autograd package contains a function called egrad, which stands for elementwise
gradient. This function does not exist explicitly in JAX, but can easily be recreated using
the same methodology as the original egrad function available in Autograd [62]: extract the
diagonal elements of the Jacobian via a Jacobian-vector product or vector-Jacobian product.
Using the tree utilities available in JAX, this function can easily be extended to pytrees, i.e.,
one can take elementwise gradients with respect to nested sets of Python containers.

Typically, one can use vmap to transform calls to the gradient function, grad, in JAX
into elementwise gradients. However, since the basis function class must output a vector for
each input, the grad JAX transform cannot be used. Hence, the necessity for a separate

elementwise gradient function.
G.5 Extending Ordered Dictionaries

As mentioned earlier, JAX allows one to take gradients and Jacobians with respect to
pytrees. This is particularly useful for coupled systems of differential equations or when

splitting the domain into sub-domains, as all the unknowns can be combined into one pytree,
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and the gradient and/or Jacobian of the loss function with respect to all unknowns can be
written in one line.
However, if one is using an iterative least-squares optimization technique, a complication

arises. Ideally, one wants to perform the following iteration,

€1 =& + A,

where

L&) + T (&)A8 =0,

but the Jacobian in JAX computed from a dictionary actually returns a dictionary of Jaco-

bians. This can be easily overcome using list comprehension, such as,

j = jacfwd (L,0)
J = np.hstack ([k for k in j.values()]).

This allows one to calculate AE; however, this action will not be repeatable unless an ordered
dictionary is used: without an ordered dictionary, the concatenation of the Jacobians might
happen in a different order each time. While an ordered dictionary solves the Jacobian
creation problem, it still does not allow for &; + A& to be performed, as A§ is a NumPy array
and &; is an ordered dictionary. Therefore, the ordered dictionary is extended via operator
overloading to include methods that allow for this in the TFCDict class.

The TFCDict class is designed for ordered dictionaries that have flat arrays as values.
However, when dealing with vector differential equations, it is often convenient to express
the free functions’ unknown values associated with each component of the vector in one
matrix [37]. For these types of situations, a second class, TFCDictRobust, has been created

that is similar to TFCDict, but works for both flat and non-flat arrays.

171



G.6 Nonlinear Least-Squares

Nonlinear least squares is used throughout this dissertation to minimize the residuals
of differential equations via the unknowns in the free functions. Since this method is used
so often, a function called NLLS is included that runs the nonlinear least squares. A class
called N11sClass exists as well for cases where the nonlinear least-squares needs to be called
multiple times; the inputs to these two are similar, so only the NLLS function will be covered
here.

The inputs to the function are:

e xiInit - Initial guess for the unknown parameters, .
e res - Loss function, L.

e *args - Any additional arguments taken by L..

In addition, the following are optional keyword arguments,

J - User-specified Jacobian. The default value is the Jacobian of I with respect to &.
e tol - Tolerance for stopping the while loop. Default is 1 x 10713,
e maxlIter - Maximum number of nonlinear least-squares iterations. Default is 50.

e method - Method used to invert the matrix at each iteration. The default is pinv. The

two options are:

1. pinv - Uses np.linalg.pinv to perform the inversion.

2. 1lstsq - Uses np.linalg.1lstsq to perform the inversion.

e User specified condition function. Default is None, which results in a condition that

checks the three stopping conditions described below.
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e body - User specified body function. Default is None, which results in a body function
that performs least-squares using the method provided and updates £, A¢ and it, the

current number of iterations.

e timer - Setting this to True will time the non-linear least squares using Python’s
time.process_time timer. Note that doing so adds a slight increase in run time, as
one iteration of the non-linear least squares is run first to avoid timing the JAX trace.

The default is False.

e printQOut - Setting this to true prints out the iteration number and value of max(|L|)

at each iteration.

e printOutEnd - This string argument is passed to the end keyword argument of the

print function used in printOut. The default value is “\n” (newline).
The outputs of the function are
1. &€ - The value of £ at the end of the nonlinear least squares.
2. it - The number of iterations.

3. time - If the keyword argument timer = True, then the third output is the time
required to run the nonlinear least-squares as measured by the timer; otherwise, there

is no third output.

When using the default condition function NLLS checks the following conditions; if any

of the conditions are true, then the nonlinear least-squares stops iterating:
1. |L|w < tol
2. |A|w < tol

3. Number of iterations > maxIter
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APPENDIX H

NONLINEAR SVM DERIVATION

This appendix shows how the CSVM method can be used to solve a first-order, nonlinear

ODE. Consider the first-order nonlinear ODE with an initial value boundary condition,

y(t) = f(tvy)a y(tO) = Yo, le [t07tf]'

Similar to the linear case, the constrained expression is,

y(t) = w" [p(t) — @(to)] + vo,

and the domain is discretized into N training points tg,t1,...,txy. Again, let e; be the

residual at t;,

e; = Y(ts) — fts, y(ts)).

To minimize the error, the sum of the squares of the residuals is minimized. As in the
linear case, the regularization term w"w is added to the expression to be minimized. Now,

the problem can be formulated as an optimization problem, where the Lagrange multipliers

N
1 T T T /
‘C(w7b7 e7y)a767’r’) :§(w w +fye e) - Zai [’UJ ® (t’5> - f(tuyz) - ei]
i=1

— Blw p(to) +b—yo] = Y mi[w e (t:) +b—uil,

=1

(H.1)

a, 5, and n are used to enforce the constraints: see Equation (H.1). The variables y; are

introduced into the optimization problem to keep track of the nonlinear function f at the
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values corresponding to the training points.

The values where L are zero give candidates for the minimum.

oL al
=0 — w:Zaicp —l—ZTh i)+ Bep(to)
i1

ow

oL 0 . o

de; V&= T

oL o

aOéi - O — w e (tz) - f(tmyz) + €;
oL -

am—o — yi =w p(t;) +b
oL

98~ 0 - w'p(to) +b = yo
oL al

=0 = p+ Z::n =

oL

o =0 — ;i fy(ti, yi) +m; =0

A system of equations can be constructed by substituting the results found by differentiating

L with respect to w and e; into the remaining five equations. This leads to a set of 3N + 2

equations and 3N + 2 unknowns, which are «;, 7;, y;, 5, and b: this system of equations is

shown in Equation (H.2).

N
S o (1) P (1) + Zw )+ Belta) ' (1) + % = f(t: )
=1
N
> e (t) e +Zm<ﬂ t;) + Bp(to) @ (t:) +b—y; =0
j=1
> a () p(to) + Z nie(t;) p(to) + Bep(to) e(to) +b = yo
N
/B + Zﬁj =0

i fy(ti,yi) + 1 =0

where ¢ = 1,..., N. This system of equations can be written in the dual form, in terms of
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the Kernel matrix and is derivatives, and can be solved using least-squares. Once the set of

equations has been solved, the model solution is given in the dual form by,

30 = D s ()" plt) + D mpt) o (t) + Biplto) e (t) + b
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APPENDIX I

VARIOUS TFC EXTENSIONS

This appendix consists of various TFC concepts and extensions that did not fit elsewhere
in the dissertation. Naturally, these concepts and extensions are encountered less frequently

than those in the main body of the text.
I.1 Extension to Parallelotopes via Affine Transformations

Theorem 12.7 of Reference [84] shows that affine transformations map parallelotopes
(n-dimensional parallelograms) to parallelotopes. This affine transformation can serve as a
bijective map between a general parallelotope and an n-dimensional unit hypercube: where
multivariate TFC can be applied.

Consider a general n-dimensional parallelotope with n sides emanating from each vertex.
Pick a vertex arbitrarily and label it py. Then, for each of the n sides emanating from pg, label
the vertices at the opposite ends p; through p,; again, the order in which they are labeled is
arbitrary. Now, an affine transformation from the unit hypercube to the parallelotope can

be defined as,

( 3\ 4 3\
I X
T2 X2
= |P1—Po P2—DPo *° Pn—Do (T Do
A
(T ) \ Xn J
where py, ..., p, are written as column vectors, x1,...,x, are the coordinates in the paral-
lelotope space, and X, ..., X,, are the familiar Cartesian coordinates of the unit hypercube.

The matrix that appears in the affine transformation will appear later and has thus been
given the symbol, A. Let the entire affine transformation be denoted by A, i.e., x = A(X).
Additionally, let A(X%) denote the z;, portion of x = A(X).
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The affine transformation can be used to map functions from the parallelotope to the
unit hypercube. For example, suppose there is some function f(a) on the parallelotope,

then, the function on the unit hypercube, F'(X), is

F(X) = (f o A)(X) = fIAX)).

Similarly, the inverse of the affine transformation can be used to map functions from the

unit hypercube to the parallelotope,

fla)=(FoA™)(x) = F(A™ (x)).

Of significance to TFC are the directions in which constraints can be specified in the
parallelotope space that correspond to TFC-embeddable constraints in the unit hypercube
space. Recall that the constraint operators in multivariate TFC can only operate on one
independent variable— except integral constraints, see Section 2.3.1.1—else, the structure
of the recursive form breaks down. For value-level constraints, a constraint that operates
on X; corresponds to the direction in parallelotope space parallel to the side containing p;
and pg, which corresponds to the coordinate x;; this comes merely from observing the i-th
column of the affine transformation. Similarly, the allowed constraint derivative directions

in the parallelotope space are those parallel to one of the parallelotope’s sides:

OF  Of ox,
_of
8a:j m

Notice that the right-hand side is just the gradient of f dotted with one of the columns of
A; this is precisely a directional derivative in the parallelotope space where the direction
corresponds to the side containing p; and py. Similarly, integral constraints must integrate

in a direction parallel to one of the parallelotope’s sides. It follows that general linear
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constraints must correspond with directions parallel to one of the parallelotope’s sides.
In addition, Equation 1.1 has important ramifications with regards to scaling the deriva-
tives and integrals. Let m; = p; — po, n; = ||n;||, and n; = %, then, Equation I.1 can be

rewritten as,

oF
ox, ~ VI
and after some algebraic simplification,
1 OF
Vf-n,=— :

Hence, a directional derivative in the n,; direction of the parallelotope space corresponds to
a derivative in the unit hypercube space in the direction of X; and scaled by ni Similarly,

integrating in the parallelotope space will require scaling the corresponding integral by n;,

This knowledge allows one to rewrite all the constraints on the dependent variables in the
parallelotope space as constraints in the unit hypercube space. The constrained expression
can be developed for the unit hypercube and then transformed back into the parallelotope

space via the affine transform.

p Example I.1: Parallelotope example

Throughout this example, capital letters will be used to denote quantities in the

unit hypercube space, and lowercase letters will be used to denote quantities in the
parallelotope space, e.g., U is the constrained expression in the unit hypercube space
while u = U o A~! is the constrained expression in the parallelotope space. Consider

the parallelotope and constraints shown in Figure I.1.
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ps=(5,5)

N

Values of these two
sides is the same

p2:(3 ) 4)
Integral equal to -2
along this side in
the n, direction

Derivative equal to
0.5 along this side in
the n, direction

n, p,=(4,4)

Figure [.1: Parallelotope constraints.

Using the affine transformation previously described, the parallelotope’s constraints

in the unit hypercube space can be written as,
1 1
Lo, v) =05, m/ ULY)dY = -2, and U(X,0) = U(X,1).
nl 0

Using S1(X) = 1 and Sy(X) = X as the support functions, the univariate constrained

expression for the constraints on X is,

DU(X,Y,G(X,Y)) = G(X,Y) +ni (X —1) (0.5 - iGX(o, Y))

ni

+n%<—2—n2/01G(1,7') dT).
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Utilizing the affine transformation, this constrained expression can be transformed

back into the parallelotope space,

(1)u(x,y,g(a:,y)) = ((1)U o AN (z,y,9(z,y))

= g(z,y) + (A7 (2) = 1) (05 = gay (A0, A7 (1))

B
© 9

Figure 1.2: Parallelotope constrained expression example. Note, this figure contains an
embedded, standalone HMTL version of the plot that can be viewed/downloaded by
clicking on it. Doing so may require a dedicated PDF viewer such as Adobe Acrobat
or Okular.
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where g5, represents the derivative of g with respect to 7y, dns in the integral con-
straint is given in terms of the dummy variable 7 (this dummy variable takes the place
of y), and affine transformations have been simplified where possible, e.g., G o A™1 =
goAoAl=y.

Similarly, the univariate constrained expression for the constraints on Y can be

transformed into the parallelotope space,

Du(e,y, gl ) = (5 — A (1)) (9(AA™ (@), 1)) — g(AA™(2),0))),

and the two can be combined using the recursive method to form a multivariate con-
strained expression that satisfies all of the constraints.

Figure 1.2 shows the multivariate constrained expression evaluated using g(x,y) =
sin(x) cos(y). The constraint on y is shown in red, and the derivative constraint on x
is shown via green lines; the integral constraint is not easily visualized but is satisfied
nonetheless. The details of the surface can be a bit difficult to distinguish, so the
surface’s contours have been projected onto the z-y plane, and the boundaries of the
surface projected onto the z-y plane are shown in black. In addition, an interactive
HTML version of the plot has been embedded into the PDF and can be opened using
a dedicated PDF viewer such as Adobe Acrobat or Okular.

1.2 Lower-Dimensional Constraints in n-Dimensions

There are times in n-dimensions when the constraints are not written as n-1 dimensional
manifolds. For example, consider this point constraint in two-dimensional space: u(0,0) = 5.

Notice that these types of constraints can be written using a series of constraint operators,

kqu[ [ﬂz[uﬂ } = K;
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where the pre-subscript in front of the constraint operator represents that variable’s contri-
bution to the constraint, e.g., €, is x}’s contribution to the ¢-th constraint. For example,

again consider the constraint u(0,0) = 5 and suppose it is the i-th constraint, then,
¢ fulwr,z2)] = 1€, [y [ulwr, 72)])| = 1€ |u(@1, 0)] = u(0,0)

Utilizing lower-dimensional constrained expressions, these lower-dimensional constraints can
be embedded into n-dimensional constrained expressions by modifying the projection func-
tionals.

Recall that the projection functional for the i-th constraint on the k-th dimension is

written as,

W pi(@, g(a)) = Pk — Ve [g(@)).

For lower-dimensional constraints, the projection functionals are written as,

W pi(@, g(2)) = “oi(x;) pi(e, Qe o))

where (k;gbi(xj) and (kj)-pi(:c, g(x)) are the switching function and projection functional of a
lower-dimensional constrained expression—there is no implied sum over ¢ or j on the right-
hand side of this equation as ¢ and j are used here as identifying symbols rather than as
indices. This lower-dimensional constrained expression is built using all of the constraint
operators associated with the constraint that do not operate on xzy, i.e., (kJ)Cl- such that
j # k. Suppose that the constraint is just one dimension lower than the n-dimensional

constrained expression. Then, expanding the projection functional gives a form similar to

the original,

B pil@, g(@)) = “Jou(a )i — Vo) Ve | e lo@))] = Gonlan) (r — Vely).

but x; and (k)Ci [g(x)] are multiplied by (k])-qbi—again, no sum is implied over i or j.
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Notice that if the lower-dimensional constraint is multiple dimensions lower than the n-
dimensional constrained expression, then the projection functional of the lower-dimensional
constrained expression will itself contain an even lower-dimensional constrained expression.
Working out the algebra and simplifying results in the following form for the projection

functional,

Dpif@.g(@) = Opi(a,g(@) = (o) Qo)) (k- Velg).  (12)

where j,...,h are the dimensions associated with the constraint operators (kj)»Qﬁi, cee (k,zCi
that make up the constraint excluding the k-th dimension. Furthermore, the reader should
note that if one has multiple lower-dimensional constraints that share the same operator,
(k,zq, then these constraints can be written into the same projection functional, i.e., they
can be collected into the same lower-dimensional constrained expression that the projection
functional projects g(x) to. This will modify Equation (I.2) by adding an additional two
terms for each constraint: a term for the lower-dimensional switching functions and a term
for the lower-dimensional projection function.

In the end, these modifications to the projection functional project g(x) to the set of

functions that satisfy the constraint value while maintaining two critical properties of the

projection functional: (1) the projection functional is constant with respect to xy, i.e.,

e [P (zr) P pi(, g(2)] = B, [F i (1)) ©pi(a, ()

and (2) if g(x) satisfies the constraints, then ¥ p;(x, g(z)) = 0, i.e., Property 3 still holds.
These properties are crucial, as they are necessary and sufficient conditions for the proofs of
the constrained expression theorems shown in Chapter 2 to hold. Hence, all of the constrained
expression theorems shown in Chapter 2 still apply to these lower-dimensional constraints.

To help solidify these concepts, the following two examples are provided.
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Example 1.2: Single point constraint in two dimensions

Consider the point constraint proposed earlier: u(0,0) = 5. Suppose the constraint
is chosen, arbitrarily, to be embedded into the constraints on x. Using the support
function s;(x) = 1, the switching function for z is ¢, (z) = 1, and the resulting

constrained expression is,

w(z,y, 9(z,y)) = Du(z,y, 9(z,y)) = g(z,y) + Vpi(z,y, 9(z,y)).

Since the constraint is embedded into z, () p; needs to project g(z,y) to the univariate

constrained expression on y. That is,

Wpy (2, y, 9(2,v)) = r(y) Y1 (2,9, € [g(z, ).

Let the support function for this lower-dimensional constrained expression be s;(y) =

1., then, (gqﬁl(y) = 1. The lower-dimensional projection functional is,
Qg Yo y)) =5 - e | Melg(@v))] =5 - Veilgl,y)] = 5 - 9(0,0).
Putting everything together yields the multivariate constrained expression,
u(z,y,9(z,y)) = g(x,y) +5 - g(0,0).

For this example, it is simple to verify that the constrained expression satisfies the

constraints for any free function.
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Example 1.3: Lower-dimensional constraints in three dimensions

Consider the following constraints in three-dimensional space,
u(z,y,1) =sin(z) cos(y), u(0,y,0)=¢€Y, wu(1,0,0)=3, and wu(l,1,0)=05.

Notice that the last three lower-dimensional constraints all share the same constraint
operator (3?))Q:Z-, where i = {2,3,4}. Therefore, they can be embedded into the same
lower dimensional constraint. Utilizing multivariate TFC, the constrained expression

for u can be written as,

utmy,zgtnyy@)=:9@nywﬁ-%2(ﬁn@000My>—gtay,U>

+ (1 - 2) @py(z, y, 2, 9(z, Y, 2))

where s1(z) = 1 and si2(z) = =z were chosen for the support functions and
&) py(2,9, 2,9(z,y,2)) is the projection functional for the lower-dimensional con-
straints.

The lower-dimensional constrained expression is,

uwwﬁy®W&DZm%%®+ﬂ—xwﬁ—ﬂQ%®)+ﬂ%M%%QML%@)

where si(x) = 1 and sy(x) = x were chosen for the support functions and
(:? p2(x,y,0,g(x,y,0)) is the projection functional for the two point constraints. The

univariate constrained expression for the two point constraints is,

ML%QQ@&JDZQOwﬂ%+ﬂ—yK3—ﬂLQ®)+y@—gﬂﬂﬂ0-

Utilizing the switching functions and projection functionals from this univariate con-

strained expression, the projection functional for the two-dimensional constrained ex-
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pression can be derived,

@ pa(,,0,9(z,y,0)) = (1 —y) (3 —9(1,0, 0)) + y(5 —g(1,1, 0))-

Likewise, the now complete two-dimensional constrained expression can be used to

create the projection functional for the full constrained expression,

D paa, 9,2, 9(@,9,2)) = (1= 2) (e = 9(0,4,0)) +2((1 = ) (3 - 9(1,0,0))

+y(5 - g(1, 1,0))),

so the full constrained expression is,

u(@,y, 2,9(2,9,2)) = 9(@,, 2) + 2( sin(w) cos(y) - g(z,,1))
+(1-2) <(1 —xz)(e’ — g(0,y,0)) + x((l —y)(3—g(1,0,0))

+y(5— g1, 1,0)))).

I.3 Conjecture: TFC Extends to any Field

The author of this dissertation believes that TFC constrained expressions as presented
here are not restricted to the field of real numbers and extend to any mathematical field.
However, the author does not feel confident enough in their abstract algebra knowledge to
say this for certain, i.e., to write it as a formal theorem. Hence, rather than presenting this as
a theorem in the main body of the text, it is presented here as a conjecture with supporting
evidence.

The steps to write a univariate constrained expression can be succinctly summarized for

a given set of constraints x; = €,[y(z)] as:

Loy = (Q[%‘Dl
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2. ¢i(z) = sj(z)ay
3. pi(z,9(x)) = Kk — &€;[g(x)]
4. y(x,g9(x)) = g(z) + ¢i(x)pi(x, g(x))

These steps and those used to prove the theorems related to the univariate constrained ex-
pression shown in Section 2.2.4 only use operations defined for a field and matrices consisting
of elements of that field. Throughout the body of this dissertation, the field of real numbers
was used, i.e., z € R, but the algebra remains the same for x € F where F is any math-
ematical field. Of course, the types of constraints that can be embedded for a given field
are restricted to the types of constraints that can be calculated on that field. For example,
one cannot embed integral constraints into a TFC constrained expression for a finite field
because one cannot calculate integrals on finite fields. Furthermore, multivariate constrained
expressions are constructed via recursive application of the univariate theory, and the associ-
ated proofs also only utilize mathematical operations defined for a field. Hence, multivariate
constrained expressions and their associated theorems extend to all mathematical fields as
well.

To further provide evidence for this conjecture, the following two examples are provided.

p Example 1.4: TFC on a finite field

Consider the finite field containing the four elements {0, 1, A, B} with the addi-
tion and multiplication tables shown in Tables 1.1 and 1.2.* Consider the following
constraints,

uw(0,y) =A, u(B,y)=1, and u(z,0)=u(x,B).

Utilizing the theory as described in Chapter 2, the multivariate constrained expression
that satisfies these constraints can be derived. In this example, the univariate con-

strained expression that satisfies the constraints on x is derived step by step; notice
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that the steps have not been modified from those used to derive constrained expres-

sions for real numbers. Let the support functions be s;(x) = 1 and sy(x) = z, then,

Table I.1: Addition table.

+|0|1|A|B
0|1|A|B
11170 |B|A

Table 1.2: Multiplication table.

x |0|1|A|B
0[0[{0[0]O0
110 1|A|B
A|l0|A|B|1

0 1A
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thus,
(l)gbl(x) =Arz+1 and (l)ng(x) = Az.

The projection functionals are defined as

thus,

(1) (1)

p1(z,y,9(x,y)) = A—=g(0,y) and pa(z,y,9(x,y) =1- g(B,y).

Combining the pieces yields the univariate constrained expression,

Wu(z,y, g(z,y)) = g(z,y) + (Az + 1)(A — g(0,y)) + Az(1 — g(B,y)).

The univariate constrained expression for the constraints on y is derived in a similar

fashion,

Pu(z,y, g(x,y)) = g(z,y) + Ay(g(z, B) — g(z,0)).

Just as with the real numbers, these two univariate constrained expressions are com-
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bined recursively to yield the multivariate constrained expression:

w(z,y, g9(z,y)) = Pu(z,y, Vulz,y, g(z,y)))
= g(z,y) + Az(1 — g(B,y)) + (Az + 1)(A - ¢(0,y))
+ Ay((Az +1)(A = g(0, B)) + Ax(1 - g(B,0)) + Az(1 - g(B, B))

— (Az +1)(A = 9(0,0) + g(, B) — g(2,0) ).

Table 1.3 shows the output of this constrained expression for g(x,y) = Az +zy+y.
The bottom row of the table gives the x value, and the left-most column gives the y
value. The remaining table entries give the output, i.e., u(z,y, g(x,y)). As expected,

the constraints are satisfied.

Table 1.3: Finite field constrained expression output for g(z,y) = Az + zy + .

s

N
W = | |

o

1 A 01

0 A 01

y 0| 1|A|B
T

If the reader is familiar with finite fields, they will recognize this field as GF(2)[z]/(2? +  + 1).

J

Example 1.5: TFC using complex numbers

Consider the following constraints,

Y (%) =1+mi, y(l)=y(), and y(2+17)+y.(1)=2i.
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Let the support functions be s;(x) = 1, so(z) = x, and s3(z) = z®. Then,

. 1 -1
1 i _

oy = <(1)¢i[5j(l“)])_l =10 —14+4¢ -2

1 3+:7 5+4

132 _ 246 82 4% 7 24
125 125 125 T 125 125 T 1o5
o = | 52 4 360 129 397 52 _ 36i
v 125 125 250 250 125 125 |’
44 8i 69 67i 44 8i
—1o5 T 125 125 T 125 125 125

and
4r() = A48 o, (52, 36i) (132 i
W= \"125 "125) 7 125 " 125 )7 \125 125
bo(z) = 8 BN L SR L EY S
2% =\125 " 125 250 ' 250 125 125
4o(2) 48N, (52 861N (T 24

r)=|-—— — - —=+—= ——+—.

. 125 125 125 125 125 " 125

The projection functionals are,

D) =1 — g (%)

p3(z) = 2i — g(2 + 1) — gu(1).

Using the switching functions and projection functionals, the full constrained expres-

sion is,

y(z,g9(v)) = g(z)
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7)) (2= g2+ ) - 0u(0).

Figures 1.3 and 1.4 show the real and imaginary portions of the constrained expres-

sion respectively for g(z) = ;

Lo 40.3i cos(w/4). In these figures, Re[] is used to denote

the real portion, and Im[-] is used to denote the imaginary portion. The first constraint

is plotted as a red point, and the second constraint is plotted as green points. The

third constraint is harder to visualize but is satisfied nonetheless.

Figure 1.3: Complex constrained
expression, real portion.

Figure [.4: Complex constrained
expression, imaginary portion.
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