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T+t 4+z,=12,>0,i=1,2,...,¢ (1.1)
£98 499 4¥ B2 -1 49 4342 320 Ar) ETE AYTVAH 2
2 EFHEEY Fol 1olghe= 4] (1.1)Y AS2A ol 433 ¢ 2398 =8

) G Soheffod] AE FEAE AR TT. ARG e

E(y) = Biz1 + Boza + -+ + Byzq (1.2)

E(y Zﬁzmz +Zﬁzg$ Iy (1.3)

i<j

E(y) = Zﬁzxz + Zﬁzgxﬂ:g + Z ﬂz]kzmzxgxk (14)

1<g i<j<k
ol }.

T3 ARV H Y AEAAozRE FH U H]E T 59 AAAL o|F=E A3t
o, T3E AES g A Xilf& Aol ¢# A= H -7 gt é, Z AR 3
20l 0<a <19 BE e AT £ A& Aol ohieh AR 779

0<a; <z; <b; <1,i=1,2,...,q (1.5)

ANATE e AT = A= Aol dubd oz 4 (15)8 WS ATH 4¥9Y
= 288, ¢ =39 4%

| 42+ o] = A °]'—T’— q =42 Z -l AAEA7} =HA gt
q=3% Zol At AFPFQ mofe A4AH, ALY, o4y, §74F F9 syt 2
o}

Y 25 TFEAYY BHL2 N} A= E /M A 3t HAY LS &
TE A F0ANA AR Aotk ol & A= ERNNEEE E&HCE FH 3
Y 58 WE, e (Y S5 HIAE FET Fol EIMNED U TY B
ol B3 E3E e EY EAE A "ok AstE AEHa FAA HAzA
S 27 A 23 EY S VAT AL EEFY APEAE A8FH e F23% AF
J—]—Zﬂi ZH 11732 Snee(1985), Myersi} Montgomery(2002) 5 ©]t}. o] B EoAE= AT

N

A AE g9 FAH, AF4A, "FA, 3R, EHE FA, D-FANE, G-HAVE,
V'-J A7E 5L NESE AZHAAE 73} Viningd} Cornell(1993)2 Tt} 3l 7)1 &9
HA ELE AEE 8oz "’]7]"6}‘:' 7NNgor 7Y EFE AEAAY Cox ¥
Fo) FRFAAY AZAE £4e 28 aAM, TEE HAEES 2718t Khuri
5(1999)2 Fo]7 Z3HE AAO A AsHE SFE T A dESX 9 &3H B

d
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V-ZAANE 5 98 71M A 1%«1 Eeo AA% ’:J_fé*é ]7} *é S}D‘r o] =EAME
A s 27.} A olARHE 7t AL, D-HAYE, G-A A&, V-HA7E,
U-H A7) Z0) 7} A AR HAAE 7317 Y3 ATdEoz & ;(]X-l A= A]Z—] :qz;q;q =0}
Ao ZAY 38 A8A 18 I3 ZXNAY 934, AZA AT} %01—24 Ui.%‘.)g})é—]]“,]. =
FH Fgol A WEAE F71E TR AYH 2§ [IE 7438, 4 779
A NER 24 A8 AAE dflA e A ESol R H o] 288 Al
3} A7l MiniMax 20l 3 2 2% E3E A¥8AY 2WEE ANS AA
H A% TEE AP A 484E H7HsH7] f8hAl, Khuri 5(1999)14 248 H &
if}&% A8 3} ViningT Cornell(1993)0] 248 2 el T35 A ) At ol tha) A A A]
o o) webA 3 A *45“4741 I F =FoA FHE AF AA A A5
A ¢ BEstE 4o £ 2de vad 23, ‘41—‘?’—213 S E¥se FH AHAYEH IF
A A 23 A% A AA7 -,—éﬂ° o135t} 8k Vining® Cornell(1993)0] &
A3 z2e T AP Al oA 339 Mcleans} Anderson AR AT WREE =

ots 38 AP 2§ oA #3 D-FH7&F, G- A7 E, V-AF7E, U-FF7]E
ZAAs A3 AALL Adx TS B3t A, Mclean® Anderson A3 A A 9] 4829 gt
A4E AP Fot
2. S22 AGMY D& Lot SE2 HAYAA
SRR uep APLAY Tl ZAS = vk PR 2, EFE HAY
AAL) EEAE EFE S RUY B wetA iAo HA, HH AFHEAY 7+
S 73] A BA

1. D-AA7Z : THE IAATY AN S gkl 249 [Var(f)|E H42 3t

2. G-AANE : ERE AY T FoAR Yo EuE 1,049 A& B
A Var(z)8)2) AUZE Ha2 ek

3. V-HAZE : 38 A8 28 9t 2z EFuE z,0lM9 &9 Earal
Var(z,3)¢] B2< J2=2 o

4. U-HA71%: 38 483 250 e 47 EF0E 204 AF A2k} Az
& Haz @k
g2 AgEAc £ 4¥ YA B FE S= duid 3@ AE R
€tk A8 3717k ndd Ao, A7) AR oMe] gL T PP FEnoE
Ui gtolth o8k 2ol 2FE AP Tl oA TS 2,7t HEH R BY HE

0
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o] 1/nol v]# 3l 29E A2 A A (exact designs)2tal Fr}. o] & Yuldlsio, FoA E
Fu]golA e gl 0 R Itk 7HF S A Y A AE A A Al(approximate designs) 2}
X8t EFE 2y HE HdAE FAAD-HAA AY AAE AP Ao weiA &
gtAl= ¥Hdoll, D-H A ZA AAl= AFY 7o BAYe] dsstRez HAHE 5
A AR A E EolA o)A EFE RPY Aol D-HFAF A AL EFE ALY F
7S] BARER BAAF AFSd ZAAHE dZ3= AFAAEAN FLd FEL 2=
A@AA olth D-3 3 ZA AAN 7HF 77he A AAE AU D-HF A AN A
00X 2 HES A= AEFES FE AEAER A9 D-FE HAE 2= D-3 3
A AV A8 Aoz 8.

AR YL AT Aol D-HA 2a A ARASE BAHEH 4 FAASE
TAFEH, BT EHE AT FAG Ak ST WRESE YUtk AR
F7h3701 T AEY EFuIS) AFRA0] Yt Aot &Y HREE THY &4
EHED T A HRS WN A T AR EFBANT AP AN, 3 A 4%
2 He Bu EUEA ARAAAE 4BE ANIA G, £H24LIE HT 7
ol 4YAES B4 AHE FoIA 2R Qo4 Ao BAD F9ol A2}

S A BEE AA =R 2AE He 2o F2d, o8 AEI}] H3AEs dF 4
ANA A S AAIB)oF strt. Khuri 5(1999)-& A2 AL 2 4709 vl8 A& ds &
GE AQEAZ D-FRAEA, AE7HY] 9HE 9Hds 48 A 28 1 Design-Expert &
Z E ool A A|F 3 Distance-Based A o tiall A A843-& vlastgict. o] 5 D-3 3
/‘\_jlﬁ]}‘_:_ z-]]-{s_}%] —_él?}% /2‘6417]—_4 ﬂz]zq /\-]Z/d;g u;]%:_/q;q zo]-@_“;f% UE /éiﬂz—l e}
2 A3}% 1, Distance-Based A& & wje] 3R AFHEd= $LFA TAH, 39
AR ASAR, TR AFS4AREY 5P de= FE2 I WEPE TR Q@’g
o] 37} 5 1t} Design-Expert -4 & E §]] o] o A A] g 8}+= Distance-Based A= A|$Hd &

SHE APTANA 2T ’é“’“% o] AHHEE 317 Y3 AFHE 79 A4 Agls
A FEE AP ES A= IS }%ﬁ}ﬁi‘?}.
] =ZoAM = D-AHNE, G-»VQ. 718, V-H B2 5 98 N HAH7EY &89
Z7A AR AAE #3517 9 AEE o237 2o At
1. 2438 AAE 317 Y3lA 4] A 7125 29 A8 AR +A48 TR
A A F-E(pools)S THETH
2. JF2ol A= e A A dsiA s F 3 7]EE0 dE &7 o]F £
€5 FoA HAF FHoY £ &S F3h
3. HF2o A= TR AJHAE FolA Fte TS U A= AP AAE 2=
o

%, Add AL MiniMax F2Wol 3 22T EFE AFAL ] 2R YRt} 7]
A AR 7NEX U A 2AS AEEAY ZEX 7 A F Z1EA O A7k AFAEA
Soltt. FH AP 4A F5& TE7 ANA HF 71EXN 2 AILAE 7 oF 3t
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A ued, 34, 4544, BEAR, FEEH URFEE 749 $3Y FH 49
IF I8 A8 Aol 4T A5l ¥

3.

o
il

= 28 A2 Sof 4 2732 vl

Welch(1985)0]l 2] A 743+l ACEDE & & AL 1317 98 A& &
o] oA & ¢ EFE AF Y Aol A H2Ad o] &0l &4
o] ¢l SASS] PROC OptexE& &-8&-3to] D-F A7 &, G-HAA7E, V-AR7E Zall;
F AAQRIF TR AFHEY BN HED él?’”“:ﬂ«l A7 71&Q -342471%
2 23 4l H4 720l A% ARAAY R2E TR

o 3.1 (Khuri 5, 1999). H]82] E¥& HES t=9 AlgzA ] 34

é
i
o
>

3<N<6 4<P<33 2T<K<.560<Ca<.2 (3.1)

A (31)& B ATE EFE AP 302 12709 FAF, 18719 AFAA, 874
EAA, NZAA, Eﬂ%—ﬂ

S of F7HA71e Aol
79 58t A2 F8 APH 28 ‘H
£ 2= ZAolth SASS PROC Optex:
aa *éf‘é“éﬂl%— ;%0}%% rocedure2 £33 ¥R AP 1§, RYH HH 12 g A
Aok stct. R oz 2a RYP L A AMNFI, WHEFEY TR AFH 25 2 o
o webd TR APA 25 I3 TR AP 28 [1E X As)Z}. SASS] PROC Optexol)
Ae V-4 H71E9 &o] Aol -2 H7)|&9] &5 A&k 4719 H A 71E0 e A
PROC Optex& Zt7} 33] A3t 8 A¥HE 1§ 12 A3 Z+ A dollA 303 2
A AA R7E A=s, FHH AP AAE E83to] 247k & & (efficiency) &, 71&
X9 27 «AR HA 712X 23 39 AP HAAE A AH7L £ 3.1 TOM
o o714 U-H A 71&2oA 24 R399 S| AAS £3o] B 49 AL 47 4
A2l TN AL AR, PROC OptexS 2tz 33] A8 o]+ 53] G-H & 7| &0 A
7k Adsjuict grobx 30 o] A A G-Ego] Aot A HAH 71X 2o A7

AA 2718 8L Eol7] AFelh

F 3.19A] Dcss & SASS] PROC Optex®] 28 23} Fo| A 2 4 A A ol tf & d-efficiency
9} o] A HAA Y d-efficiency] v &= o Hh min(DVG)‘— Foj AY ’“74]9'] 2
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NEERA Desys, Vess, GeprES A Aaghol L, min(DVGU) = FoX A A ANE S
Des¢, Vegy, Gegys eff-’] 4ol AR JE2x 29 él s AAE FolA mln(DVG)
& 7}7‘} 3A 3= AE A D-HAAVE, G-HAAE, V-HF 72 ZAs A4F 4A

rEE 4 AT, Rl[oll’/]- 3ot min(DVGU)E 7 37 e A48 4AE D-3 37
& G-—v]"qﬂ—r‘ V- A7, U-H A7) e 20T A3 AA= 58 5= 93 R2;= 9
r&c}. # 3.1°0A4 min(DVG) & 71 3A st g2 09972, R, V-E8& 5 H¥A
2 3A &= AY 4AZ d-optimal3®} g-optimal29t = 4 X3t} min(DVGU)Q] ozt
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F31: HE EFE AYY 39709 TE APA 2F I tie HA 71&2 e A9

e g 28

Dess | Vegs | Gesr | Uesy | min(DVG) | min(DVGU)

d-optimall | 1.000 | 0.982 | 0.988 | 0.689 0.982 0.689
d-optimal2 | 0.999 | 0.994 | 1.000 | 0.688 0.994 0.688
d-optimal3 | 0.998 | 0.997 | 1.000 | 0.668 0.997 0.668
v-optimall | 0.994 | 1.000 | 0.961 | 0.671 0.961 0.671
v-optimal2 | 0.998 | 0.997 | 1.000 | 0.668 0.997 0.668
v-optimal3 | 0.999 | 0.994 | 1.000 | 0.688 0.994 0.688
g-optimall | 0.999 | 0.994 | 1.000 | 0.688 0.994 0.688
g-optimal2 | 0.998 | 0.997 | 1.000 | 0.668 0.997 0.668
g-optimal3d | 1.000 | 0.982 | 0.988 | 0.689 0.982 0.689
u-optimall | 0.695 | 0.621 | 0.742 | 1.000 0.621 0.621
u-optimal2 | 0.714 | 0.629 | 0.762 | 0.998 0.629 0.629
u-optimal3 | 0.711 | 0.626 | 0.737 | 0.991 0.626 0.626

0.689% R2;+= D-H A AA ot} 5L PP o= 3871 EAES 7 AIAA & 77 MY
TR ARP 2F I i3 3 71EX 2% A gs %EH BEE&S 7S AR R
3.20] Fo] A} min(DVG)2} min(DVGU)E U2 st A8 AA7 V-84 A9 $4
3= YA &t
wetA Rl R2p7F YA381a, o] A48 AAE (R1&R2) et B3ttt (RI&R2) 1+
12719 B4, 209 RIS} 322 7A4HY. =8 AFH 2F O s U-F
A 7122 299 AFLAAE FolA min(DVG) & 71FF A 3= AF A= U-&
&8 F WUAIZ 3A st AR UR 2 %ot} Khuri 5(1999)°] A3 At &3
E FA A& 2523H B4k B9 13 (Scaled Prediction Variance Quantile
Plot)2 28] 7] $13F S-plus T2 2 W (A e Yl 4 http://ifasstat.ufl.edu/spvplots/ | A t}
S = UH)E L3l AT AE A FRZ 78 Rly, R2y, (R1&R2)11, URyp
¢} Khuri 5(1999)°] SPVQP2] #A A 713 43ty 5 A3 Distance-Based #| & A
A D2ell W3 EH4 2] 28 310 FoiXrh AA 39709 FE AFH 2F Il o
A D-, V-, G-H A 7|&) ZAsA AdE AFAAQL Rl Khuri 5(1999)¢] F3A
3} Distance-Based 32 A A ¢l D2& vl & 0], d &9 B4l 90 294 AR 7HA=
D27} k2t £93A % A9 10 95 oWl A+ Rlsol A%s] $EES & + A
D‘r a3, yRAL T388= 770 TR AFA 22 IA ZAS A8 dAs A
A (R1&R2);;9 29°] R1; 3 D29 29 Hroh AR °PEH°1| Ao A, A Z X9 F4ko] Al gH
H EFE AY TN AnF oz 433 FArhe S HAJAT 5 3, (R1&R2) 9 A
A 2719 WRAE S| dFXe 24k 2 "5}—:13] 7]“]?11‘43’— #aE8 UR 2 A
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£32 08 TUE ) WEAES TFHE A TR AYP 15 100 @ H 3
AEA 2 AA) hE ) 2

Deff V;ff Geff Ueff min(DVG) min(DVGU)
d-optimall | 1.000 | 0.755 | 0.926 | 0.583 0.755 0.583
d-optimal2 | 0.999 | 0.848 | 0.946 | 0.597 0.848 0.597
d-optimal3 | 0.999 | 0.856 | 0.937 | 0.584 0.856 0.584
v-optimall | 0.978 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 0.628 0.952 0.628
v-optimal2 | 0.930 | 0.983 | 0.765 | 0.592 0.765 0.592
v-optimal3 | 0.928 | 0.969 | 0.802 | 0.611 0.802 0.611
g-optimall | 0.993 | 0.900 | 1.000 | 0.591 0.900 0.591
g-optimal2 | 0.993 | 0.898 | 0.990 | 0.592 0.898 0.592
g-optimal3 | 0.990 | 0.872 | 0.955 | 0.620 0.872 0.620
u-optimall | 0.416 | 0.388 | 0.418 | 1.000 0.388 0.388
u-optimal2 | 0.492 | 0.485 | 0.411 | 0.996 0.411 0.411
u-optimal3 | 0.451 | 0.356 | 0.269 | 0.992 0.269 0.269

28 £98 49 30¢ 394
Shrinkage Factor=.5¢1 73 = 2
ol metA] AFX e A4 3ol dEog FA3
A= ALHA A7 olde € 5 Utk

=,
-3

[e)
T

59 Bad% ()aﬂwEﬂu)gﬂaz%%uam@aw@waaaéﬁm
93 Btk 3ot A4S B4 wel TFE AR S e A%zl Rg

0.40 < 21 £0.60, 0.10 < z2 <£0.50, 0.10 < z3 £ 0.50, 0.03 < x4 <0.08 (3.2)

=]
Rin
o

Al (3.2)% B3 AT THE AP 302 879 FAF, 12749 AFAA, 6719
dxAAN =dHdoz A £ 2749 T2 AYAE 1F IS 7, o] BEo] ¥ 3.39
Udso] Aok FAHY, AFARE, @54 F FEHe S A= URPE FEA
A 2F I 2771 Aol & 53709 &39 TE AR EE +4E FE AT
HaF s Zeth £E] Exe 499 37) 159 25 EFE AHAY 4AE =
Aojt}. o)A RHE 74T jof, McLean¥} Anderson(1966)-2 8741¢] &, 6719 WF
AR FEHAA AEse 2AE ATt o 31042 2 Pie= SAS«] PROC
OptexE 83t HA 7|1&2 289 43 44 Z7E A=sich F2 493 3% 1
of gt HF 7|EX 20 AF A i FHEES UET £ 3.4°0A4 min(DVG)
e 7% 2A st 32 09908, R1,2 V-3 A3 dA )1, doptimal2gt X ¥t
min(DVGU)2] Hthzt& 0.8392 R2; & G-2&& A AAIE 37 st A3 dA. §

=
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Design 1: B1,, Design 2 A2, Design 3 D2, Design 4 (R1&R2);,
Design 5: (Ry

2™ 3.1 570 EFE AR AA N AT NS5 9 E3HE ke 2942 2H(SPVQP)
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%33 239 2% 499 $E 494 18 1o 9 2770 4EAE

AR 2! T2 T3 L4 AEA 1 T2 3 T4
EX] ;‘g A-} = /\] x—!
1 040 0.10 0.47 0.03 9 040 0.100 0.445 0.055
2 0.60 0.10 0.27 0.03 10 0.40 0445 0.100 0.055
3 0.40 047 0.10 0.03 11 040 0.285 0.285 0.030
4 0.60  0.27 0.10 0.03 12 040 0.260 0.260 0.080
5 040 0.10 0.42 0.08 13 060 0.100 0.245 0.055
6 0.40 0.42 0.10 0.08 14 0.60 0.245 0.100 0.055
7 0.60 0.10 0.22 0.08 15 0.60 0.185 0.185 0.030
8 0.60  0.22 0.10 0.08 16 060 0.160 0.160 0.080

17 0.50 0.100 0.370 0.030
HEAA 18 0.50 0.100 0.320 0.080
21 0.40 0.2725 0.2725 0.055 19 0.50 0370 0.100 0.030
22 0.60 0.1725 0.1725 0.055 20 0.50 0320 0.100 0.080
23 0.50 0.1000 0.3450 0.055
24 0.50 0.3450 0.1000 0.055
25 0.50 0.2350 0.2350 0.030 44
26 0.50 0.2100 0.2100 0.080 27 0.50 0.2225 0.2225 0.055

gl o o] WRAHE F7F AAA £ 53 MY TR AEH 2§ ol digk 3
71&2] 2o AA e A &S 7 AFA7} & 350 FARATE R & V-EE&E
F A2 A s AY dAolx, R+ V-E-82 Al AR Z 34 3= 4 AdA ol
F 3.69 = 27 A% EFE A AFFEC] YdH ] Aok YEAHY FRAFH
of 23 o F o) kA, G-7IEX g} V-71E X, U-71E X9 grol EetAA g, & 3.69 o}

AFA 15 A AHE 7+A A3 AA} YERBLS =

- R1;p& 70 FAA, 3709 AFAA, a7 WS AR TG
. B EASE R2;;= McLean® Anderson(1966) o] AlHe AY A} A

2] gt} Vining(1993) 52 38 A3 HAE AN ZF o H7ets o2 Cox W3k
FREFANY ASZA Y 24 sk 28E nlxdte A2 AN, 27719 TH AEH
Eo 3 A-,D-, G-, V-3 ZF 449 2¥Y5} v 2R wfol], McLean} Andersono] A <}
S AH A 74]7]' FYES FAGA olA F FHY TR APAS) A AT A
AAEQ Rl;, R2;, Rlyy, R21r9) thall A Khuri 5-(1999) 0] Altst E3HE F oA oS
22 E3HE B4 B4 1 a9 328 AW A =H8AE Rl;ro] McLeand}
Anderson A3 AAA R2;;ETt B4 2o A Aoz 2438S FAT 4 9o

A, Rlr& F3%rh
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3.4 299 ERE A¥Y 27le] $8 AW 2F 1o AF A AEA 2o 4
AA ) e ) E 8

Degs | Vegs | Gess | Uess | min(DVG) | min(DVGU)
d-optimall | 1.000 | 0.992 | 0.983 | 0.474 0.983 0.474
d-optimal2 | 0.992 | 1.000 | 0.990 | 0.601 0.990 0.601
d-optimal3 | 0.989 | 0.963 | 0.982 | 0.570 0.963 0.570
v-optimall | 0.992 | 1.000 | 0.990 | 0.601 0.990 0.601
v-optimal2 | 0.981 | 0.992 | 0.983 | 0.635 0.981 0.635
v-optimal3 | 1.000 | 0.992 | 0.983 | 0.474 0.983 0.474
g-optimall | 0.984 | 0.984 | 1.000 | 0.601 0.984 0.601
g-optimal2 | 0.941 | 0.940 | 0.993 | 0.831 0.940 0.831
g-optimal3 | 0.972 | 0.975 | 0.991 | 0.839 0.972 0.839
u-optimall | 0.675 | 0.400 | 0.330 | 1.000 0.330 0.330
u-optimal2 | 0.858 | 0.727 | 0.671 | 0.994 0.671 0.671
u-optimal3 | 0.571 | 0.262 | 0.265 | 0.988 0.262 0.262

T2 A 53709 TH AFH 2S5 10 o3 J B 7|24 249 4F

Deff V;ff Geff Ueff min(DVG) min(DVGU)
d-optimall | 1.000 | 0.850 { 0.992 | 0.402 0.850 0.402
d-optimal2 | 0.996 | 0.772 | 0.996 | 0.405 0.772 0.405
d-optimal3 | 0.992 | 0.883 | 1.000 | 0.481 0.883 0.481
v-optimall | 0.934 | 1.000 | 0.865 | 0.535 0.865 0.535
v-optimal2 | 0.952 | 0.998 | 0.947 | 0.512 0.947 0.512
v-optimal3 | 0.914 | 0.989 | 0.834 | 0.561 0.834 0.561
g-optimall | 0.992 | 0.883 | 1.000 | 0.481 0.883 0.481
g-optimal2 | 0.996 | 0.772 | 0.996 | 0.405 0.772 0.405
g-optimal3 | 0.977 | 0.775 | 0.995 | 0.468 0.775 0.468
u-optimall | 0.126 | 0.014 | 0.058 | 1.000 0.014 0.014
u-optimal2 | 0.169 | 0.014 | 0.056 | 0.981 0.014 0.014
u-optimal3 | 0.140 | 0.013 | 0.051 | 0.977 0.013 0.013
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Robust Designs of the Second Order Response Surface
Model in a Mixture*

Yong Bin Lim")

ABSTRACT

Various single-valued design optimality criteria such as D-, G-, and V-optimality
are used often in constructing optimal experimental designs for mixture experiments in
a constrained region R where lower and upper bound constraints are imposed on the
ingredients proportions. Even though they are optimal in the strict sense of particular
optimality criterion used, it is known that their performance is unsatisfactory with
respect to the prediction capability over a constrained region. (Vining et al., 1993;
Khuri et al., 1999) We assume the quadratic polynomial model as the mixture response
surface model and are interested in finding efficient designs in the constrained design
space for a mixture. In this paper, we make an expanded list of candidate design
points by adding interior points to the extreme vertices, edge midpoints, constrained
face centroids and the overall centroid. Then, we want to propose a robust design with
respect to D-optimality, G-optimality, V-optimality and distance-based U-optimality.
Comparing scaled prediction variance quantile plots (SPVQP) of robust designs with
that of recommended designs in Khuri et al. (1999) and Vining et al. (1993) in the
well-known examples of a four-component fertilizer experiment as well as McLean and
Anderson’s Railroad Flare Experiment, robust designs turned out to be superior to
those recommended designs.

Keywords: Robust designs in a mixture, quadratic canonical model, expanded list of
candidate design points.
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