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An autonomous experimentation platform in manufacturing is supposedly capable of conducting a sequential

search for finding suitable manufacturing conditions for advanced materials by itself or even for discovering

new materials with minimal human intervention. The core of the intelligent control of such platforms is

the policy directing sequential experiments, namely, to decide where to conduct the next experiment based

on what has been done thus far. Such policy inevitably trades off exploitation versus exploration and the

current practice uses either pure exploration oriented space-filling designs or some variants of the expected

improvement criterion under the Bayesian optimization framework. We discuss whether it is beneficial to

trade off exploitation versus exploration by measuring the element and degree of surprise associated with

the immediate past observation. We devise a surprise-reacting policy using two existing surprise metrics,

known as the Shannon surprise and Bayesian surprise. Our analysis shows that the surprise-reacting policy

appears to be better suited for quickly characterizing the overall landscape of a response surface or a design

place under resource constraints. We argue that such capability is much needed for futuristic autonomous

experimentation platforms. We do not claim that we have a fully autonomous experimentation platform, but

believe that our current effort sheds new lights or provides a different view angle as researchers are racing

to elevate the autonomy of various primitive autonomous experimentation systems.

Key words : Active learning; autonomous experimentation; Bayesian optimization; exploitation-exploration

trade off; Gaussian process; surprise

1. Introduction

In the recent years we witness concerted efforts spent on, and rapid growth in the area of,

researching and developing autonomous platforms for material discoveries and advanced manufac-

turing (Nikolaev et al. 2016, Talapatra et al. 2018, Flores-Leonar et al. 2020, Burger et al. 2020,

Deneault et al. 2021, Karimi 2015). Ideally speaking, an autonomous experimentation platform

is an intelligent system that can search through, on its own with minimal human intervention, a
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complex and large design (or parameter) space of process conditions and material elements and

look for new properties or manufacturing methods of advanced materials.

Autonomous experimentation platforms are deeply connected with sequential experiment designs

and sequential decision making (Lovell et al. 2011). The key is for the system’s intelligent con-

trol to decide where to take actions in the next steps and then instruct its hardware system to

actually carry the actions out. In doing so, it always tries to trade off and balance between two

actions: exploration and exploitation. Exploitation refers to follow-up investigations of the current

pattern/findings by conducting experiments in a nearby region, whereas exploration is to conduct

experiments in different regions in search of new clues, so as not to get stuck in local optima.

While delaying the detailed review of the related literature in Section 2, we would like to point

out that the dominating paradigm used nowadays by the autonomous platforms is the Bayesian

optimization framework (Frazier 2018, BO). However, studies (Bull 2011, Chen et al. 2019) suggest

that the BO-driven approach is still greedy, attempting to hone in on optima as fast as possible,

and thus overweighs exploitation over exploration.

We want to highlight one important capability needed for a futiristic autonomous system, which is

how to handle “surprise observations”. There has not been sufficient discussion or research reported

on this subject. Simply put, a surprise is an observation disagreeing with one’s current working

hypothesis. But does a surprise observation mean the hypothesis is wrong or the observation is

corrupted by noise? Pertinent to surprise observations, the following questions need to be addressed:

(1) how to define and quantify a surprise? This is to say, given an observation, when should a

sequential approach treats it as a surprise and when not? (2) how to react when a surprise is

observed? (3) what impact, positive or negative, may there be when a surprise-reacting policy is

used?

It turns out that there has been research in the field of information and computer science to

provide a quantitative definition of surprises (Baldi 2002, Itti and Baldi 2006, Faraji et al. 2018).

Two widely used ones are the Shannon surprise (Baldi 2002) and Bayesian surprise (Itti and Baldi

2006). In this work, we do not intend to introduce new surprise definitions but plan to make use

of the existing ones for our analysis and discussion. This does not mean that the current surprise

definitions are perfect and having no need for improvement (they do need improvement). Rather it

just means that as one of the first work on this topic we choose to dedicate more effort in addressing

the other two questions posed above.

In this paper, based on these surprise measures, we propose a surprise guided sequential exper-

imentation policy for materials/manufacturing experiments under a resource constrained environ-

ment. The target of these experiments is to get a quick idea about the underlying design space

using as fewer experiments as possible. It is different from design optimization and falls into the



Ahmed, Bukkapatnam, Botcha and Ding: Surprise Driven Autonomous Experimentation Platform
3

area of “approximating the underlying function”. Potentially, it can help the material scientists

or manufacturing engineers to have a holistic view of the entire design space and thereby enhance

the chance to make a new discovery or a robust decision. It is also in line with the performance

qualification step described in the FDA guideline (Food and Administration 2015, Tartal 2015).

Note that function approximation is not entirely detached from design optimization, as a good

function approximation lays solid ground for further optimizing a design in the next step.

To check the comparative performance of our approach, we use two sets of methods to illustrate

the role of exploration and exploitation, and articulate the difference between optimization and

function approximation. On one hand, we consider two space-filling designs, the maximin Latin

hypercube design (LHD) (Johnson et al. 1990, Morris and Mitchell 1995) and the maximum pro-

jection LHD (MaxProLHD) (Joseph et al. 2015) in an active learning setting. These are pure

exploration-based methods for function approximation. On the other hand, we also consider expec-

tation improvement (EI)-based BO methods and their variants, which undertake both exploitation

and exploration but do not use the surprise mechanism for trading off between them. While the

default version of EI-based BO is primarily for optimization without seeking to explore the whole

design space, a generalized version of EI, known as ε-EI (Bull 2011), gears more towards function

approximation especially when ε gets close to one.

What insights do we garner through this research? What we learned can be summarized in the

following two principal aspects.

First of all, taking advantage of surprise observations helps redirect the effort of balancing

exploitation and exploration. Upon observing a surprise, the system spends some extra resources to

confirm if the observation is corrupted—an action of exploitation. If yes, then the current working

hypothesis is maintained and further exploration ensues. If not, the working hypothesis is seriously

challenged and the statistical model incorporating the working hypothesis is then updated, so that

subsequent exploration will be guided differently. On the first glance, the extra resources spent on

deciding the nature of an observation could be wasteful. Through our empirical analysis, however,

it appears that the additional exploitation steps inform and enable better subsequent decisions and

thus perform better than the pure exploratory space-filling designs or ε-EI under a large ε.

Secondly, the introduction of the surprise metric helps to explore the underlying design space

differently. While the traditional BO-based policy focuses on finding the optimal design points,

the surprise-reacting policy strives for a quick approximation and understanding of the whole

underlying landscape. On a high level, we think that the surprised-reacting policy is amounted to an

adaptive Bayesian optimization, where the adjudication of surprise observations injects adaptivity

to the system. It is this adaptivity that helps the learning algorithm escape from local optima and

continue searching for new discoveries.
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The rest of the paper unfolds as follows. Section 2 summarizes the past research relevant to

our work. Section 3 describes the statistical model used for the sequential learning framework,

elaborates on the concept and measurement of surprise using the statistical model. We also discuss

how to react to surprise and how it can guide the sequential algorithm. We conclude this section by

providing a simple example to illustrate the working mechanism of the surprise-reacting policy and

the advantages it brings. Using two benchmark datasets and a real-life grinding dataset, Section 4

presents the performance evaluation of the proposed surprise-reacting approach compared to the

competing approaches. Finally, we summarize the paper in Section 5.

2. Relevance to the Literature

Systematic study of experimental designs, or design of experiments (DOE), was initially started

with applications to biology and agriculture areas (Fisher 1935). Later the DOE methodologies are

popularized to many different applications and industries (Box et al. 2005, Wu and Hamada 2009).

Researchers have long realized the importance of sequential experiments, as it is impossible to

understand a complex system fully through a single shot of action. On this regard, the early effort

of sequential experiments can be traced back to as early as late 1940s (Wald 1947), the response

surface methodology (RSM) (Box and Wilson 1951) and the dual control theory (Feldbaum 1960).

RSM, for instance, uses first-order and second-order polynomial models as local approximations of

the underlying response surface in a small region in the controllable factor space.

The introduction of Gaussian processes (GP) from geo and spatial statistics (Matheron 1963,

Cressie 1991) into the modeling of computer experiment’s outputs (Sacks et al. 1989, Santner

et al. 2003) brought a paradigm shift. GP models were initially used on modeling responses from

the deterministic computer experiments, which, when run repeatedly with the same input, would

produce the same output. GP, being a perfect interpolator, was a natural choice to be used for

modeling such responses. Over the year, however, the use of GP models is not limited to the deter-

ministic computer experiments, but also extended to the modeling of stochastic computer simula-

tions (Kleijnen 2008) as well as to modeling physical experiments which is crucial for autonomous

platforms (Noack et al. 2020, Chen et al. 2021, 2022). They become ever more popular when the

machine learning era arrives (Rasmussen and Williams 2006).

The underlying function describing the design space in these computer or physical experiments

is assumed to be black-box, expensive, difficult to evaluate and ideally derivative free. All of

these traits calls for an active learning framework for sequentially unearthing the response surface.

Researchers realized that more than the interpolation property, GP models are nonparametric in

nature and provide a great degree of flexibility and adaptivity in modeling complex response sur-

faces. It fits advantageously into the active learning framework as a surrogate of the black-box

function and a default choice (Frazier 2018).
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Jones et al. (1998) proposed the expected improvement, a criterion to decide where to collect the

next data point. The EI criterion tries to balance between sampling the next data point with the

highest expected value (exploitation) and sampling the point with the highest uncertainty (explo-

ration) and was proven effective. The effort of finding a GP-driven efficient global optimization

(EGO) is evolved into the research of Bayesian optimization. BO decides the next sampled point by

optimizing an acquisition function. The EI provides the basis to form one type of acquisition func-

tion. Other popular choices of acquisition function include probability of improvement (Kushner

1964) and confidence bounds (Cox and John 1992). BO has been employed widely in hyperpa-

rameter tuning problem, combinatorial optimization and reinforcement learning (Greenhill et al.

2020). Recent years have seen new applications in areas such as manufacturing (Gongora et al.

2020), robotics (Cully et al. 2015), neuroscience (Lancaster et al. 2018), and materials discov-

ery (Zhang et al. 2020). Traditional BO acquisition functions are criticized for over-exploiting the

fitted model and under-exploring the design space (Bull 2011, Chen et al. 2019). The ε-EI (Bull

2011) with a large ε does exploration more than exploitation. Nevertheless, balancing exploration

and exploitation remains an important consideration for both finding the global optimum of a

continuous function and approximating the response surface using limited samples (Bull 2011, Qin

et al. 2017, Chen et al. 2019, De Ath et al. 2021).

Another branch research on sequential decision-making, which is less relevant to the sequential

experimentation discussed in this paper, is the multi-armed bandit (MAB) problems under the rein-

forcement learning (RL) framework (Besbes et al. 2019). The RL formulation and BO formulation

serve different purposes. BO relies on an empirical data-driven predictive model (most popularly,

Gaussian process model) and thus has the limitation for not being able to look too far ahead,

known as its myopic nature (Wu and Frazier 2019, Yue and Kontar 2020). This disconnect makes

it difficult to formulate a Bellman equation in RL using the evaluation function in BO. Moreover,

under MAB, one has a finite number of arms (usually a relatively small number) to choose from,

whereas in our setting we have countless arms (infinite) for experimentation, as our input settings

lay on a continuous (albeit compact) region. Almost all manufacturing/material experimentations

are constrained by limited resources (Lovell et al. 2011).

A number of so-called autonomous platforms (although none is fully autonomous yet) have been

proposed over the past decade in the area of genetics (Sparkes et al. 2010), chemical science (Coley

et al. 2020, Burger et al. 2020, Epps et al. 2020), material discovery (Nikolaev et al. 2016, Talapatra

et al. 2018, Flores-Leonar et al. 2020), and drug discovery (Schneider 2018). However, a lot of

challenges (Bukkapatnam 2023) remain unsettled and we are still far away from developing an

ideal sequential experimentation strategy for autonomous platforms. Most of these platforms still
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rely on BO to direct their choices in the sequential experimentation (Talapatra et al. 2018, Burger

et al. 2020).

It is in this context of research that we would like to report our work in terms of incorporating the

element of surprise into sequential experimentation and consequently propose a surprise-reacting

experimentation policy to obtain a balance between exploitation and exploration. By demonstrating

the merit of the proposed surprise-reacting policy in function approximation, we intend to argue

for their worthiness for continued research investment.

3. Surprise-Reacting Experimentation Policy

This section starts with a description of the statistical model required for the sequential learning

framework. Then it discusses how to handle surprise observations, or more specifically, how to

measure a surprise and how to react to it utilizing the statistical model. The reaction plays the

role of guiding the sequential algorithm to select the next experiment location and update its

understanding on the design space or the underlying response function.

3.1. Statistical Model for Sequential Experimentation

For sequential experimentation, we need to introduce a statistical model which will be later used to

compute the surprise. We expect this model to hypothesize one’s belief over the design space and

sequentially update its belief by using the new observations. In this work, we choose to adopt the

Gaussian process as the statistical model. Using GP makes our effort better connected with and

comparable to the work under the BO framework; for example, the EI criterion and its variants.

A GP is a stochastic process where any point x ∈ RP , with P being the number of parame-

ters is assigned a random variable f(x) and the finite collection of these random variables has a

multivariate Gaussian distribution as follows:

GP ∼ p(f |X) = N(f |µ,K), (1)

where f = {f(x1), . . . , f(xn)}, µ = m(X) = {m(x1), . . . ,m(xn)} is the mean function and usually

set to zero (i.e., m(X) = 0), and K = k(xi,xj) is known as the covariance or kernel function. Some

commonly used covariance functions are the squared exponential covariance function, Matérn class

covariance function, rational quadratic covariance function, and Ornstein-Uhlenbeck covariance

function etc (Rasmussen and Williams 2006).

When we use GP in a sequential learning framework to model physical experiments, the under-

lying function f(x) is assumed to possess certain characteristics. They are summarized as follows:

• It is continuous.

• It is “expensive to evaluate” in the sense that the number of evaluations is limited. This

limitation typically arises because each evaluation takes a substantial amount of time or cost or

both.
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• It does not have any known special structure and therefore it is known as “black-box” function.

• It is derivative free which means we can only observe f(x) with no first or second order

derivative information.

• Actual physical response (y) is noisy and it differs from f(x) by an independent Gaussian noise

(ξ∼N(0, σ2)) with a constant variance (σ2), i.e., y= f(x) +ξ. We assume covariance isotropy for

the noise term.

GP assigns a prior on the function space that the sequential algorithm tries to master using

the data from sequential experiments. The covariance function (K) plays the most significant role

in this prior as it encodes the similarity of each pair of experimental data points. It makes sure

that if two points, xi and xj, are close, then their function evaluations (f(xi), f(xj)) are similar.

For example, if the Matérn covariance function is used, the similarity between the two function

evaluations is measured as:

k(xi,xj) = σ2
s

2(1−ν)

Γν
(
√

2ν
‖xi−xj‖2

l
)νKν(

√
2ν
‖xi−xj‖2

l
), (2)

where Kν is the modified Bessel function and ν controls the smoothness of the learned function.

We use ν = 2.5 throughout our study. There are two parameters in this function whose values need

to be learned during the sequential learning process: l is the length scale parameter controlling the

smoothness of the functional representation of the design space and σs is the variance parameter

determining the magnitude of the function values. These parameters of the chosen covariance

function, also known as GP hyperparameters and represented by φ, constitute the parameters of

the statistical model.

The choice of what goes into the hyperparameter set is part of the modeling effort, and this

choice often makes use of domain or expert knowledge. We do not consider any informative prior

distribution on these hyperparameters. Instead we use flat priors, i.e., start with arbitrarily selected

(or using domain knowledge) hyperparameter values (bounded within a minimum and maximum

value), and use data to update (optimized) hyperparameter values after each iteration.

The statistical model works as a surrogate of the actual design space, continuously updated

through a probabilistic Bayesian process. The process is intuitive and goes well with the thoughts

behind sequential experimentation. At first, before a sequential experimentation begins, some initial

experiments are carried out to gain the initial understanding on the design space. Once having

done these initial experiments (X), the statistical model is trained on these data points. Then, the

model hyperparameters (φ) are estimated by maximizing the log marginal likelihood as follows:

max log(p(y |X)) =−1

2
(y−m(X))TK−1

y (y−m(X))− 1

2
log |Ky| −

n

2
log 2π, (3)
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where Ky = K + σ2I with σ2 being the variance of the noisy response values and |Ky| represents

the determinant of Ky.

It is important to predict the experimental outcome at new test locations (X∗) so that the

predicted values can be compared with the actual outcomes (y∗). This comparison helps to update

the sequential policy after each iteration. The prediction is done using the model hyperparameters

estimated from the previous round of experimental data. The prediction is made easy, due to the

GP formulation, for which, the posterior predictive distribution of the function response at the

new locations, f∗, is well known to be (Rasmussen and Williams 2006)

p(f∗ | f ,X∗,X)∼N(f∗ |µ∗,Σ∗), (4)

where

µ∗ = KT
∗K

−1
y f and Σ∗ = K∗∗−KT

∗K
−1
y K∗, (5)

and K∗ = k(X,X∗) and K∗∗ = k(X∗,X∗). This posterior distribution, p(f∗ | f ,X∗,X), reflects the

current understanding of the design space. It can be sequentially updated with each new experi-

mentation.

3.2. Measures of Surprise

Surprise can be considered as the observations that disagree with the current hypotheses or under-

standing of the underlying systems. Surprise brings forth puzzlement, and as an immediate reaction,

one investigates further to understand the surprise. It may trigger an adjustment to one’s current

understanding of the systems (or processes) and eventually leads to the sublime knowledge one

aspires to reach.

To learn from surprise, a well-defined mathematical measure is needed to quantify the abstract

concept. As we explained in the introduction, we intend to use the two existing surprise measures

that were introduced in the information and computer science literature. The two surprise defi-

nitions are known as Shannon surprise (Baldi 2002) and Bayesian surprise (Itti and Baldi 2006),

respectively.

Shannon surprise : Shannon surprise uses a negative log-likelihood of an observation, D = {x, y},

given the current state of mind, where x ∈RP . Let us use πn(θ) to represent the current state of

mind, i.e., the belief regarding the underlying system captured by a statistical model after observing

n data points. This state of mind is parameterized though θ.

Then the Shannon surprise measure is as follows:

− log

∫
θ

p(D |θ)πn(θ)dθ, (6)
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where p(D | θ) measures the probability of a new data point, conditioned on θ. The degree of

surprise is proportional to the value of the Shannon surprise measure. Observations with a low

probability of occurrence implies a big surprise. But not all low probability events are surprising.

Note that the current state of mind, θ is equivalent to f , discussed in the previous subsection

and πn(θ) is equivalent to the GP posterior (p(f∗ | f ,X∗,X)), as in Equation (4), after observing

n data points. We can compute the Shannon surprise of a new observation, D = {x∗, y∗}, by using

this posterior predictive distribution.

Bayesian surprise : It captures the change in one’s belief brought by the newly observed data

point. Bayesian surprise quantifies the change using the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between

the distribution of the prior belief and that of the posterior belief, such as:

KL(πn(θ) ‖ πn+1(θ)), and (7)

πn+1(θ) =
p(D |θ)πn(θ)∫

θ
p(D |θ)πn(θ)dθ

. (8)

Here, πn+1(θ) represents the updated belief after observing a new data point (D) and is calculated

using the Bayes rule. To measure the Bayesian surprise, first, we need to include the new experiment

location and its response to our statistical model’s training dataset. The model hyperparameters

(φ) will be then re-estimated through the optimization formulation in Eq. (3), so that we get an

updated posterior distribution through Equation (4)–(5). This updated model (πn+1(θ)) will be

compared with the old model (πn(θ)) through their KL divergence. The KL divergence compares

the two believes, and the prior belief serves as the anticipation. Events that cause a big change in

one’s belief, i.e., a big KL divergence, are labeled as surprise.

To label a new observation as surprise, a threshold is needed. We propose to use the credible

interval (µ∗±kShannonΣ∗) for each new test response (y∗). For instance, when the credible interval is

set at 95%, kShannon = 1.96 for a normal distribution. This credible interval can be easily computed

given the GP posterior distribution. To flag a surprise, if the degree of surprise associated with an

observation is greater than the degree of surprise associated with the credible band, it implies that

the new test response does not agree with the statistical model and then this new experiment will

be treated as surprise.

Similarly, Bayesian surprise value will be compared with kBayesian, which is the counterpart of

kShannon above, for deeming a surprise. When kBayesian is chosen to be the same as kShannon, using

Bayesian surprise leads to slower reaction, or alternatively, in order for Bayesian surprise to have a
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comparable rate of reaction as that using Shannon surprise, kBayesian generally needs to be smaller

than kShannon.

Compared to the Bayesian one, Shannon surprise is more sensitive and can lead to a faster

reaction, because Shannon surprise is about capturing the initial puzzlement, whereas Bayesian

surprise is more about updating the belief. It appears that neither of the existing surprise measures

are perfect (Faraji et al. 2018). While introducing a new surprise measure is worthy, doing so is

not straightforward. We believe the existing measures, however imperfect they may be, are still

useful. So we stay with the two definitions and demonstrate their usefulness in this paper.

3.3. How to React to Surprise

Once an observation is flagged as a surprise, the next question is how the model should react to

that declaration. To mimic a human scientist, the next action is to investigate the nature of the

surprise observation. We understand that the nature of the investigation could vary but given our

focus on engineering systems for manufacturing and material discovery, our experience suggests

that the first line of action is to confirm whether the surprise is due to data corruption (noise,

perturbation) or it is due to a discrepancy between the underlying response surface and the model

that is built thus far.

While settling on such question itself also could entail complexity, we choose to conduct a simple

test for the time being. The test is for the sequential approach to draw a new observation in the

neighborhood of the location where the surprise is declared and see if it is a surprise again. If

the response is once again a surprise, it means that the consequent response confirms the earlier

finding. Then, both responses are kept in the data collected and they are used to update the model

to reflect the new understanding.

If the model is not surprised by the subsequent response, it suggests that the previous surprising

observation is more likely a corrupted observation. Then, the previous observation is discarded,

i.e., not to use to update the model.

The confirmation process is an act of exploitation, as it is conducted locally, in the neigh-

borhood for the purpose of refining a decision. This action commits additional resources to do

double-checking, which on surface might slow down the experiment progress. But we find a simple

exploitation action like this actually helps with the overall exploration of the whole design space,

in the sense that the surprises serve as wake-up calls to prevent misleading new data to drag the

model to wrong places. This is particularly critical in a resource-constrained process (usually due

to high costs) such as running experiments in material sciences or manufacturing engineering.

After the confirmation step, additional observations would be taken at the same local neighbor-

hood for model updating, until a new data collection does not return a surprise declaration. What
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this means is that the model is now consistent with what the data informs the model for that local

area. What this entails in reality is just one or two additional data points, not an undue burden

for the overall experimentation process.

Once the model is updated to accurately reflect the local area just being exploited, the sequential

learning process goes back to the exploration mode, which is to look for new patterns elsewhere in

the design space.

Denote by S the collection of the candidate locations in sequential experimentation. We would

like to note that the choice of candidate locations incorporates design constraints; for example,

infeasible designs or designs known to be harmful. The set of S is also being updated as the

experiment progresses. When a location (x) is experimented, it will be removed from the pool of

candidate locations, i.e., S← S\x, where \ is the set subtraction operation. The experimented

location x is then put into the pool of the used locations, E. In the experimentation process, there

may be a cost associated with dramatically changing a factor from its current setting (location) to

some other settings. Such constraints can also be incorporated by updating S before the selection

of the next experiment location. These are typically done when domain knowledge is available for

a specific application. Let us assume that such design constraints are now incorporated in S.

For exploration, a new experiment location will be selected from this pool, xnext = x∈ S, following

a maximin policy, such as:

xnext = arg max
x∈S

G(x), (9)

where

G(x) = min
e∈E
‖x− e‖2 ,given an x, (10)

Eq. (10) calculates the minimum distance between a given location, x, in the candidate set from

any of the used locations in E, and Eq. (9) selects the candidate location that maximizes the

smallest distance between the new design location and the used design locations. This is known

as the maximin design selection policy, widely used in space-filling designs (Johnson et al. 1990,

Morris and Mitchell 1995, Joseph et al. 2015).

The degree of surprise associated with the new observation will be evaluated again. In the event of

no surprise the exploration will be continued until it is surprised. Upon being surprised, exploitation

will begin. This iteration will be repeated until the experimentation budget is exhausted.

Using this surprise-reacting policy, the expected number of surprises decreases rather quickly as

the experimentation proceeds, because the underlying response is better understood. The sequential

approach is then able to reap the benefit of not being stuck in a local neighborhood, with a

fast decreased spending of resources on double-checking. As a result, the surprise-reacting policy

approximates the whole design space quickly.
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3.4. Steps of the Surprise-Reacting Sequential Experimentation

The surprise-reacting experimentation policy is a closed-loop process where the action depends on

one important feedback: surprise or no surprise. The policy is described step wise below:

I. Initial experiments: In order for the sequential experiment to begin, the sequential algo-

rithm must be given a set of initial experimental locations and the corresponding responses, in

order to build a statistical model. For the purpose, we follow the traditional wisdom and use

a space-filling design such as MaxPro LHD (Joseph et al. 2015). What we propose to do is to

create the set of the budget-allowed experimental locations, S, using MaxProLHD, and select a

small number of initial locations from S, i.e., Xinitial ⊂ S. The number of experiments in Xinitial

are low compared to the total allocated experimentation budget, say less than 30% of the total

budget. Responses from these experiments, yinitial, are recorded. Then, the statistical model will be

trained using these initial experiments, which can then be used to produce the posterior predictive

distribution. After the initial experiments, the candidate pool will be updates as S = S\Xinitial.

II. Surprise measure: After the initial experiments, the very next experiment location will be

randomly selected, xfirst, from S. The experiment will be carried out to get the response of y(xfirst).

The model posterior predictive distribution as in Eqs. (4)–(5) is used to calculate the Shannon

surprise (using Eq. (6)). Then, the statistical model is updated by adding this new location, i.e.,

X = {Xinitial,xfirst},y = {yinitial, yfirst}. The Bayesian surprise is calculated by comparing the old

and updated statistical model using Eq. (7).

III. Exploration-Exploitation switching: If the sequential algorithm is not surprised, explo-

ration will be pursued. The next exploration location is chosen according to the maximin criterion,

i.e., following Eq. (9). On the other hand, if the sequential algorithm is surprised, the next loca-

tion will be selected from the neighborhood of the current location to exploit the nature of the

surprise. For this purpose, we select the LHD sample in S closest to the current location as the

next experiment location in the neighborhood.

IV. Update: Once the next experiment location is selected, actual physical experiments will

be performed. The update to the statistical model will depend on the outcome of the exploitation

of a surprise observation. The sequential algorithm then moves back into Step II. This closed-loop

process will continue until the allotted experiment budget is reached.

For better understanding, we summarize the steps of the surprise-reacting policy in Fig. 1.

3.5. A Simple Illustrative Example

To highlight the differences between the proposed approach and the existing EI-based BO sequential

policy, we would like to walk through a simple function approximation problem.
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Figure 1 The flowchart of the surprise-reacting experimentation policy.

3.5.1. Problem Description In this example, we consider a simple, univariate function of

the form of

y= f(x) +ξ. (11)

The specific f(·) used in this simple example is − sin(3x)−x2 + 0.7x, shown as the solid red curve

in Fig. 2. One can observe that the f(·) function has two peaks, one higher than the other. Without

knowing the underlying true function, a sequential algorithm would run experiments and take

responses. Those are marked as the black crosses in the figure. Once there are a sufficient number

of the data pairs, the statistical model can recover the function reasonably well, which is the dotted

green curve. For a simple function of a single input as in Fig. 2, one does not need a large number

of experiments before recovering the underlying truth function. This example is simply used for

illustration purpose.

Specifically in this example, the realization of y is the addition of function f(·) with a zero-mean

Gaussian noise with σ = 0.2. The experimental budget is constrained to 13 physical experiments,

including the two initial experiments. Input x takes value in the range of [−1.0,2.0]. We use both
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Figure 2 Approximation of a response function.

the lower and upper bound values as the initial experiment location; these are the same for both

the surprise-reacting policy and the EI-based BO policy. The sequential experiments start after

these two initial experiments and run a total of 11 additional experiments which makes in total 13

experiments. We use a GP with Matérn kernel as the statistical model for all policy options. For

the Matérn kernel, we use a pre-determined lengthscale parameter value of 1 and a smoothness

parameter value of 2.5.

3.5.2. Surprise-reacting experiment policy The iteration by iteration approximation

performance following the surprise-reacting experiment policy are shown in Fig. 3, in which the left

panel, i.e., Fig. 3(a), presents the approximation iteration based on the Shannon surprise, whereas

the right panel, i.e., Fig. 3(b), presents the approximation iteration based on the Bayesian surprise.

The threshold parameter in the Shannon surprise is chosen as kShannon = 1.96 and that for the

Bayesain suprise is chosen to be kBayesian = 0.5. By using kBayesian = 0.5, the Bayesian surprise is

to flag a distribution change of the magnitude of approximately one standard deviation, which is

smaller than that to be flagged in the Shannon surprise. This small magnitude is used to compensate

the slowness of the Bayesian surprise.

If we look at Fig. 3(a), at first, using the two initial experiment locations (x=−1.0 and x= 2.0)

and their corresponding responses, the statistical model does not have an accurate understanding

of the underlying function. Rather its model output is a flat response line as shown in iteration 1.

The shaded region is the 95% credible band. Then the sequential algorithm chooses one random

location and as the response behaves significantly differently than what the current statistical model

anticipates, the sequential algorithm is presumably surprised after assessing the degree of surprise.

So, as a reaction the sequential algorithm then selects a nearby location and do experiment there

as the next sample. The sequential algorithm is surprised again, which confirms that the surprise

observation is a valid response and they are both used to update the statistical model, so that

the updated response starts to move away from the flat line and adopt to the underlying function.

This whole surprise confirming action is done in a single iteration.
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Figure 3 Surprise driven experimentation.

(a) Approximation using Shannon surprise. (b) Approximation using Bayesian surprise.

In iteration 2, after the update, to gain more knowledge about the local region it does a follow-up

experiment nearby again. However, it will not be surprised anymore and following the proposed

policy, the sequential algorithm will go back to exploration and selects a distant sample in iteration

3, at which location, the sequential algorithm is surprised again. The subsequent exploitation

confirms again the validity of the response and further adopts the response closer to the underlying

true function. This process will continue until the experimentation budget is reached at iteration

9 (consuming 13 experiments). Bayesian surprise measure also worked in a similar manner in

Fig. 3(b). Both surprise metrics are able to reach a good approximation of the underlying function

at the end of the experiment (experiment 13).

Using Shannon surprise, the number of experiments consumed is {2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,

13}, whereas using Bayesian surprise, the number sequence is {2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13}. It is

apparent that the difference between the two surprise measures takes place in the earlier iterations.

If we look at the first two iterations of these two surprise measures, we can understand the difference

between two measures. Shannon surprise, being more sensitive, declares the middle point (x= 0.5,

first sequential experiment output) as surprise and carry out confirmatory experiments near this

location. On the contrary, Bayesian surprise declares this event as normal and move to carry out

exploration in other regions. Using both approaches reaches a reasonable approximation of the



Ahmed, Bukkapatnam, Botcha and Ding: Surprise Driven Autonomous Experimentation Platform
16

underlying function at the end of iteration 6 and after that, there are not much differences using

either surprise measure.

We want to highlight that using the surprise-reacting policy, we successfully identified both the

left and right peaks and the valley in between. This is one of the benefits as we consider the

surprise-reacting policy, i.e., they may not be the quickest for honing in on the exact optima but

they are good for design space or response surface approximation.

3.5.3. EI-based BO experiment policy Let us now discuss the EI-based BO experiment

policy and see how the sequential learning policy behaves differently. This BO experiment policy

uses the popular EI acquisition function. Bayesian optimization tries to find the optimum of inputs,

xopt, so that we can attain the global maximum (or minimum) (Talapatra et al. 2018) of the design

space, i.e.,

xopt = arg max
x∈RP

f(x). (12)

The acquisition function is the key in a BO framework for deciding where to conduct the next

experiment. The EI acquisition function is expressed as (Jones et al. 1998):

EIn(x) = (µ∗(x)− f(x+))Φ

(
∆n(x)

σ∗(x)

)
+σ∗(x)φ

(
∆n(x)

σ∗(x)

)
, (13)

where ∆n(x) = µ∗(x)− f(x+) and it captures the potential improvement over the current best

solution (x+) if the sequential algorithm chooses x as the new experiment location, µ∗(x) and

σ∗(x) represent the mean and standard deviation of the GP posterior predictive at x, and Φ and

φ are the cdf and pdf of the standard normal distribution, respectively. The first component of Eq.

(13) favors exploitation and the second component favors exploration. A high value of improvement

over the current best solution (component 1) and a high uncertainty (component 2) both result

in a final high EI. Equation (13) decides the trade-off between the two considerations. To apply

the EI-based experiment policy to the same example explained in Section 3.5.1, all settings are

kept the same as in the surprise-based policy, including the initial experiment and the GP-based

statistical model. The key difference is the mechanism of exploitation-exploration switching and

where to select the next experiment.

The experiment process using the EI-based policy is illustrated in Fig. 4. One can find that BO

is able to locate the maximum value of the underlying function successfully but in that process the

EI-based policy fails to approximate the right half of the functional space. Such outcome is much

expected considering the design of the EI acquisition function itself. If one looks at the construction

of Eq. (13), we notice that potential improvement (∆n) of the candidate locations are weighted by

their respective variances. Moreover, the cdf of the variance-corrected improvements is multiplied

by the actual improvement to form the exploitation component, while the corresponding pdf is
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Figure 4 EI-based experimentation policy.

multiplied by the variance of the candidate location to form the exploration component. As such,

the first component of Eq. (13) often overweighs the second component, so much so that unless

the improvement is very minimum in regions with low variability, the EI-based policy hesitates to

move towards a high reward, high variability region.

In summary, the EI-based policy is in favor of locations that provide a small improvement with

more certainty (low σ∗(x)) over a bigger improvement with less certainty (high σ∗(x)). Such policy

tends to over-exploit local peaks and could be trapped in local optima. If we look at iteration 12

of using the EI-based policy, we find that the sequential algorithm is stuck to the neighborhood of

the left peak. In order for the EI-based policy to explore the right peak, it could take many more

samples.

Of course one may argue that the objective of the EI-based policy is not to fully explore a design

space or a response surface. Rather it is to hone in on the optima rapidly. We agree that for that

purpose, the EI-based policy is doing a fair job. In the meanwhile, we also want to stress that

importance of fully characterizing response surfaces or design spaces, which is a well-established

need shared across multiple disciplines such as biological systems (Lovell et al. 2011), energy

field (Mäkelä 2017), or machining process (Habib 2009). We hope to convey the message that the

surprise-reacting policy provides a better alternative than the EO-based policy.
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4. Performance Comparison

In this section, we present the performance of our proposed surprise-reacting approaches compared

to two different groups of methods for the task of function approximation. As the representative of

pure exploration-based approaches, we consider two popular space filling designs namely maximin

LHD (Johnson et al. 1990, Morris and Mitchell 1995) and maximum projection LHD (MaxProLHD)

(Joseph et al. 2015). On the other hand, we include EI-based BO approach as a representative of

exploitation greedy method. In light of the finding that the pure EI-based Bayesian optimization

overweighs exploitation over exploration, we also consider an ε-greedy version of the BO framework,

which is proposed by Bull (2011) as follows:

• Choose the initial k design points, x1, . . . , xk,

• With probability 1− ε, choose the next design point xnext by EI; or

• With probability ε, choose xnext uniformly at random from the input domain.

We refer to this ε-greedy version as ε-EI. When ε= 0, ε-EI becomes the pure EI, and when ε= 1,

ε-EI is a pure exploration with no exploitation. Apparently, as ε gets bigger, ε-EI policy favors

more exploration. In implementation, a value of ε= [0,1] is chosen a priori and then used in the

subsequent sequential experimentation process.

We use two synthetic benchmark functions and a real-life dataset to test the efficacy of the

competing approaches. For a fair comparison, we select the initial and sequential experiments

using a maximum projection LHD (MaxProLHD) design for all the competing approaches. They

will utilize the same exploration scheme (maximin scheme described in section 3.3) given that an

exploration component is present in their design steps. GP-based statistical model under the same

resource constrained environment will be used for all of them. Then we compare the prediction

performance of the underlying response surface for each of these approaches. We use the root mean

squared error (RMSE) as our performance metric, i.e.,

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

T

j=T∑
j=1

(yj − ŷj)2, (14)

where T is the size of the test set, ŷj is the prediction made by the trained statistical model, and

yj is the true response. For the simulated datasets, yj is generated by the underlying true function,

whereas in the real-life dataset, yj is the actual physical measurements. A lower RMSE corresponds

to better function approximation and hence better performance.

4.1. Synthetic Benchmark Functions

We consider two popular benchmark functions which are routinely used for testing the performance

of global optimization solvers. They are the six-hump camelback function and the Branin function;
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both are two dimensional functions. BO approaches are shown in the literature to be able to find the

global minimum of these functions successfully. In our study here, we are using them to test which

approach can better approximate the underlying response surface based on a limited functional

evaluations.

The six-hump camelback function is defined as follows, x1 ∈ [−3,3] and x2 ∈ [−2,2],

f(x) =

(
4− 2.1x2

1 +
x4

1

3

)
x2

1 +x1x2 + (−4 + 4x2
2)x2

2. (15)

The Branin function is defined as follows, with x1 ∈ [−5,10] and x2 ∈ [0,15].

f(x) = a(x2− bx2
1 + cx1− r)2 + s(1− t) cosx1 + s, (16)

where the recommended values of a, b, c, r, s, and t are: a= 1, b= 5.1/(4π2), c= 5/π, r= 6, s= 10

and t= 1/(8π).

We allocate 20 initial experiments and 50 sequential experiments to the competing approaches

which makes a total of 70 experiments to learn the function. Both Shannon and Bayesian surprise

metrics are used in the surprise-reacting approach. After the experiments have been completed, the

trained statistical models from both categories of the approaches are used to perform prediction

(ŷj) on an independent test set of another 50 locations, i.e., T = 50. The RMSEs are calculated

for each of the approaches. We repeat this process for a total of 50 times to get a uncertainty

quantification of the RMSE.

Table 1 and Table 2 summarize the performance comparison between the competing approaches

for the two benchmark functions, respectively. In the table, the second row is the median RMSE

and the third row is the interquartile range (IQR) of the RMSE. One can see that the surprise-

reacting approaches achieve a superior prediction performance and using Shannon surprise comes

out a bit better than using Bayesian surprise. Also, the prediction variability is much lower when

using the suprise measures, as compared to other competing methods.

Both maximin LHD and MaxProLHD are pure exploration methods and do not perform exploita-

tion. The key difference between the pure space-filling designs and our approach is that we perform

exploitation, reacting to surprise observations, in addition to exploration. The degree of surprise

decides the trade off actions between exploration and exploitation. The LHD method does not

appear competitive but MaxProLHD produces a competitive outcome, about 10% worse, in terms

of the median RMSE, than the best performance, which are the Shannon surprise in both cases.

Using MaxProLHD produces the third best performance in both benchmark function studies. The

problem with using MaxProLHD is the large fluctuation in its performance, as measured by the

IQR in RMSE. The same problem happens to other exploration methods like LHD and ε-EI at

large ε values.
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EI performs poorly compared to the other approaches. These outcomes are not that much unex-

pected and reflect the over-exploitation nature of the EI-based approach. The EI approaches are

more suited for the optimization task and do not perform well for the approximation task. The

awareness of such tendency of EI in fact motivates the introduction of ε-EI. But the tricky question

in using ε-EI is which ε one should use. There is no easy way yet to decide on this question. For

this performance study, we try the full spectrum of ε, in the range of [0,1] with an increment of

0.1. As ε-EI combines both exploration and exploitation, they perform considerably better than

EI, however, they still fall behind surprise-based approaches, even when ε= 1. Again, finding out

the best ε to use is not a trivial task—at least this is not something researchers have figured out

yet, after a decade of the introduction of ε-EI.

Table 1 Performance of the competing approaches for six-hump camelback function using RMSE values. Bold

indicates the best performance.

EI ε= 0.1 ε= 0.2 ε= 0.3 ε= 0.4 ε= 0.5 ε= 0.6 ε= 0.7 ε= 0.8 ε= 0.9 ε= 1.0
Shannon
Surprise

Bayesian
Surprise

LHD
MaxPro
LHD

Median 7.5 5.73 5.48 4.36 5.15 5.33 5.54 5.78 7.07 6.22 4.33 3.95 4.41 7.05 4.36
IQR 3.97 2.65 2.48 2.24 5.98 4.84 2.66 5.8 15.44 15.84 14.91 1.13 1.24 14.67 18.01

Table 2 Performance of the competing approaches for Branin function using RMSE values. Bold indicates the

best performance.

EI ε= 0.1 ε= 0.2 ε= 0.3 ε= 0.4 ε= 0.5 ε= 0.6 ε= 0.7 ε= 0.8 ε= 0.9 ε= 1.0
Shannon
Surprise

Bayesian
Surprise

LHD
MaxPro
LHD

Median 2.77 2.66 2.06 1.24 1 0.8 0.78 0.69 0.68 0.67 0.68 0.61 0.63 0.81 0.68
IQR 2.22 2.24 2.16 1.17 1.59 0.66 3.89 0.64 1.56 0.76 0.32 0.27 0.23 0.8 0.32

4.2. Grinding Dataset

In addition to synthetic benchmark functions we also evaluate the performance of our approach on

a real-life grinding data set (Botcha et al. 2021). In this process, finding the minima or maxima

is not that important, as a ground surface has plenty of ups and downs. The purpose for this

manufacturing process is to quickly characterizing the response surfaces using a limited amount

of resources. For the grinding process (Son et al. 2020, Sanjeevi et al. 2021), this is to get the

desired surface roughness in different stages of the finishing process by setting the correct process

conditions, such as the feed rate and speed. In order to achieve that, one has to attain a good

approximation of the underlying response surface using the data from limited experiments. It is

part of the ‘performance qualification’ (PQ) measures stated by the Food & Drug Administration

(FDA) guideline (Food and Administration 2015, Tartal 2015).

The dataset is generated using a cylindrical plunge grinding process. Three process parameters

(x) are the work speed, wheel speed, and the in-feed of the grinding wheel. The goal is to establish
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a relationship between these process parameters and the surface roughness, so as to characterize

the underlying response surface. The actual surface roughness is measured at the end of each

experiment and the real physical measurement is treated as y. The anticipated ŷ is obtained from

the trained statistical model.

Each experimentation goes through four stages starting from roughing and then gradually pro-

ceeds into semi-finishing, finishing, and then sparkout at the very end. Surface roughness mea-

surements are taken at the end of these four stages. For this grinding process, the experiments

have already carried out before we could apply either the surprise-reacting policy or the compet-

ing approaches to it. The existing experiment data are obtained using a central composite design

(Botcha et al. 2021). There were a total of 38 experiments, each of which entails four stages. It

yielded a total of 152 data samples.

As the experiments involved an expensive Titanium workpiece, it is not easy to repeat it in a

brand new experiment. To arrange our test to best reflect a sequential experiment process, we

divide the whole dataset of 152 samples into three sets randomly. The first set consists of 20 samples

and these are used as initial experiments to train the initial statistical model. A test set of 38

samples have been set aside to test the performance of the competing approaches. The remaining

94 samples provide the possible settings that can be selected in sequential experiments. In other

words, as the sequential experimentation policy starts with its process of selecting experiment one

at a time, its choices are limited to these 94 samples. We stress that this constraint is equally

applied to all the sequential experiment policies. The experimental budget is fixed at 40 sequential

experiments, which makes a total of 60 experiments counting the 20 initial experiments.

Similar as in the case of synthetic benchmark functions, we present the comparative performance

in Table 3. On this real-life dataset, both versions of the surprise-reacting policy perform more

comparably and achieve good performance as compared to the competing approaches, although

the margin of improvement is smaller than that in the benchmark function studies. This is due to

the nature of sequential experiment setup as we explained earlier—unlike the benchmark functions,

we cannot query an arbitrary candidate location as wished, but are rather constrained to those

already conducted to candidate locations. Overall, we think the surprise-reacting policy is able to

deliver a robust performance in characterizing an unknown, complex response surface quickly.

Table 3 Performance of the competing approaches for the grinding dataset using RMSE values. Bold indicates

the best performance.

EI ε= 0.1 ε= 0.2 ε= 0.3 ε= 0.4 ε= 0.5 ε= 0.6 ε= 0.7 ε= 0.8 ε= 0.9 ε= 1.0
Shannon
Surprise

Bayesian
Surprise

LHD
MaxPro
LHD

Median 0.27 0.25 0.23 0.22 0.2 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18
IQR 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04
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5. Conclusions

In this work, we propose a surprise-reacting policy for guiding sequential experiments which may

be useful in futuristic autonomous experimentation platforms. This policy switches between explo-

ration and exploitation based on the degree of surprise, achieves a natural balance between them,

and appears more adaptive. We argue and then demonstrate that the proposed surprise-reacting

approach is effective in terms of rapid characterization of an unknown yet complex underlying

response surface. We test the surprise-based policy using two existing surprise measures, i.e., the

Shannon and Bayesian surprises. It appears that the Shannon surprise produces a fast response

at least in our current testing, very much in line with its own design. We could not yet con-

clude whether such quick response is always desirable or not, but such question is worth further

investigation.

The comparison with the space-filling designs and EI reinforces our claim regarding the merit

of conducting surprise-reacting exploitations in sequential learning. Under a resource constrained

environment, it is not effective to approximate the underlying function using pure exploratory

methods; nor is it effective, either, using over-exploitation approaches like EI. The comparison with

the ε-EI policy appears to support the claim that surprise-reacting policy is more adaptive than an

ε-EI policy. We have mentioned that one principal difficulty of using the ε-EI policy is how to decide

the optimal ε ahead of the actual use. One can easily envision that another challenge for using

the ε-EI policy is whether or not one needs to adaptively adjust ε as the sequential experiments is

progressing, rather than fixing the value of ε prior to the start of the experiment. But an adaptive

ε-EI policy, with ε chosen on the fly, is non-trivial. The surprise-reacting policy adjudicates surprise

observations as the sequential experiments progresses and that adjudication seems to endow the

sequential approach with adaptivity for experimental control.
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