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Abstract

Least-squares Petrov—Galerkin (LSPG) model-reduction techniques such as the Gauss—Newton with Ap-
proximated Tensors (GNAT) method have shown promise, as they have generated stable, accurate solutions
for large-scale turbulent, compressible flow problems where standard Galerkin techniques have failed. How-
ever, there has been limited comparative analysis of the two approaches. This is due in part to difficulties
arising from the fact that Galerkin techniques perform optimal projection associated with residual minimiza-
tion at the time-continuous level, while LSPG techniques do so at the time-discrete level.

This work provides a detailed theoretical and computational comparison of the two techniques for two
common classes of time integrators: linear multistep schemes and Runge-Kutta schemes. We present a
number of new findings, including conditions under which the LSPG ROM has a time-continuous represen-
tation, conditions under which the two techniques are equivalent, and time-discrete error bounds for the
two approaches. Perhaps most surprisingly, we demonstrate both theoretically and computationally that
decreasing the time step does not necessarily decrease the error for the LSPG ROM; instead, the time step
should be ‘matched’ to the spectral content of the reduced basis. In numerical experiments carried out on a
turbulent compressible-flow problem with over one million unknowns, we show that increasing the time step
to an intermediate value decreases both the error and the simulation time of the LSPG reduced-order model
by an order of magnitude.
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1. Introduction

While modeling and simulation of parameterized systems has become an essential tool in many indus-
tries, the computational cost of executing high-fidelity simulations is infeasibly high for many time-critical
applications. For example, real-time scenarios (e.g., model predictive control) require simulations to exe-
cute in seconds or minutes, while many-query scenarios (e.g., statistical inversion) can require thousands of
simulations corresponding to different parameter instances of the system.

Reduced-order models (ROMs) have been developed to mitigate this computational bottleneck. First,
they execute an offfine stage during which computationally expensive training tasks (e.g., evaluating the
high-fidelity model at several points in the parameter space) compute a representative low-dimensional
‘trial’ basis for the system state. Then, during the inexpensive online stage, these methods quickly compute
approximate solutions for arbitrary points in the parameter space via projection: they compute solutions
in the span of the trial basis while enforcing the high-fidelity-model residual to be orthogonal to a low-
dimensional ‘test’ basis. They also introduce other approximations in the presence of general nonlinearities
or non-affine parameter dependence. See Ref. [I3] and references within for a survey of current methods.
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By far the most popular model-reduction technique for nonlinear ordinary differential equations (ODEs)
is Galerkin projection [53], wherein the test basis is set to be equal to the trial basis, which is often computed
via proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) [35]. Galerkin projection can be considered continuous optimal,
as the Galerkin-ROM velocity minimizes the ODE (time-continuous) residual in the ¢?-norm. In addition,
for specialized dynamical systems (e.g., Lagrangian dynamical systems), performing Galerkin projection is
necessary to preserve problem structure [39, 22 23]. However, theoretical analyses—in the form of time-
continuous error bounds [45] and stability analysis [3I]—as well as numerical experiments have shown that
Galerkin projection can lead to significant problems when applied to general nonlinear ODEs: instability
[46], inaccurate long-time responses [52, [43], and no guarantee of a priori convergence (i.e., adding basis
vectors can degrade the solution) [47, Section 5]. In turbulent fluid flows, some of this poor performance can
be attributed to the trial basis ‘filtering out’ small-scale modes essential for energy dissipation.

To address these shortcomings, alternative projection techniques have been developed, particularly in
fluid dynamics. These include stabilizing inner products [47, 1], [38]; introducing dissipation via closure
models [8, [52] [14], 57, [50] or numerical dissipation [36]; performing nonlinear Galerkin projection based on
approximate inertial manifolds [41], 51 B7]; including a pressure-term representation [43] B3]; modifying
the POD basis by including many modes (such that dissipative modes are captured), changing the norm
[36], enabling adaptivity [14], or including basis functions that resolve a range of scales [9] or respect the
attractor’s power balance [10]; and performing Petrov—Galerkin projection [28].

Alternatively, a promising new model-reduction methodology eschews Galerkin projection in favor of
performing projection at the fully discrete level, i.e., after the ODE has been discretized in time [19]. This
discrete-optimal method—known as least-squares Petrov—Galerkin (LSPG) projection—computes the solu-
tion that minimizes the ¢2-norm of the (time-discrete) residual arising at each time step; this ensures that
adding basis vectors yields a monotonic decrease in the least-squares objective function. When equipped
with gappy POD [27] (a least-squares generalization of—and precursor to—the discrete empirical interpola-
tion method [24]) to approximate the discrete residual as a complexity-reduction mechanism, this approach
is known as the Gauss—Newton with Approximated Tensors (GNAT) method [2I]. While LSPG projec-
tion does not necessarily guarantee a priori accuracy and stablility for turbulent, compressible flows, it has
been computationally demonstrated to generate accurate and stable responses for such problems on which
Galerkin projection yielded unstable responses [19, 20, [21].

In spite of its promise, theoretical analysis has been limited to developing consistency conditions for
snapshot collection [I9] 21] and discrete-time error bounds for simple time integrators [2I], [3]. In particular,
major outstanding questions include: (1) What are time-continuous and time-discrete representations of the
Galerkin and LSPG ROMs for broad classes of time integrators? (2) Are there conditions under which the
two techniques are equivalent? (3) What discrete-time error bounds are available for the two techniques
for broad classes time integrators? Related to the third issue is how parameters (e.g., time step or basis
dimension) for the LSPG ROM should be chosen to optimize performance. This work aims to fill this gap
by performing a number of detailed theoretical and computational studies that compare Galerkin and LSPG
ROMs for the two most important classes of time integrators: linear multistep methods and Runge-Kutta
schemes. We summarize the most important theoretical results (which map to the three questions above) as
follows:
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Figure 1: Relationship between Galerkin and discrete-optimal ROMs at the time-continuous (ODE) and time-discrete (OAE)
levels. Bolded outlines imply the ROM associates with a minimum-residual solution at that time-discretization level. Dashed
lines imply the relationships are valid under certain conditions (see Theorems and [4.3]).



1. Continuous and discrete representations

e Galerkin projection and time discretization are commutative (Theorem [3.4)).
e LSPG ROMs can be derived for Runge-Kutta schemes (Section .

e The LSPG ROM has a time-continuous (i.e., ODE) representation under certain conditions (Sec-
tion Figure . This ODE depends on the time step At.

2. Equivalence conditions

e Galerkin and LSPG ROMs are equivalent for explicit time integrators (Corollaries and .

e Galerkin and LSPG ROMs are equivalent in the limit of At — 0 for implicit time integrators
(Theorem .

e Galerkin ROMs are discrete optimal for symmetric-positive-definite residual Jacobians (Theorems

5.0).
3. Error analysis

e We provide local and global a posteriori and a priori error bounds for both Galerkin and LSPG
ROM:s for linear multistep schemes (Section [6.1]).

e For backward differentiation formulas, we show that the LSPG ROM can yield a lower local a
posteriori error bound than the Galerkin ROM (Corollary because it solves a time-global op-
timization problem (over a time window) rather than a time-local optimization problem (Remark

6-9).

e For the backward Euler time integrator, we show that an intermediate time step should yield the

lowest error bound (Corollary and Remark [6.18]).

e For the backward Euler time integrator, we show that a larger basis size leads to a smaller optimal
time step for the LSPG ROM (Corollary [6.17).

e We provide global a posteriori and a priori error bounds for both Galerkin and LSPG ROMs for
Runge-Kutta schemes (Section [6.3).

Figure [I] summarizes time-continuous and time-discrete representations of the two techniques.

In addition to the above theoretical results, we present numerical results for a large-scale compressible
fluid-dynamics problem with turbulence modeling characterized by over one million degrees of freedom.
These results illustrate the practical significance of the above theoretical results. Critically, we show that
employing an intermediate time step for the LSPG ROM can decrease both the error and the simulation time
by an order of magnitude, which is a highly non-intuitive result that is of immense practical significance.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2| formulates the full-order model, including
its representation at the time-continuous and time-discrete levels. Section [3] presents the Galerkin ROM
at the continuous and discrete levels, and Section [4] does so for the LSPG ROM. In particular, we provide
conditions under which the LSPG ROM has a time-continuous representation. Section [5] provides conditions
under which the Galerkin and LSPG ROMs are equivalent; in particular, equivalence holds for explicit
integrators (Section , in the limit of the time step going to zero for implicit integrators (Section ,
and for symmetric-positive-definite residual Jacobians (Section [5.3)). Section |§| provides error analysis for
Galerkin and LSPG ROMs for linear multistep schemes (Section [6.1)), Runge-Kutta schemes (Section [6.3)),
and a detailed analysis in the case of backward Euler (Section . Section [7| provides detailed numerical
examples that illustrate the practical importance of the analysis. Finally, Section [8| provides conclusions.

In the remainder of this paper, matrices are denoted by capitalized bold letters, vectors by lowercase bold
letters, scalars by unbolded letters. The columns of a matrix A € R™*™ are denoted by a; € R™, i € N(n)
with N(a) := {1,...,a} such that A :=[a; --- a,]. We also define Ny(a) := {0,...,a}. The scalar-valued
matrix elements are denoted by a;; € R such that a; := [alj amj}T, j € N(n). A superscript denotes
the value of a variable at that time instance, e.g., " is the value of x at time nAt, where At is the time
step.




2. Full-order model

We begin by formulating both the time-continuous (ODE) and time-discrete (OAE) representations of
the full-order model (FOM).

2.1. Continuous representation

In this work, we consider the full-order model (FOM) to be an initial value problem characterized by a
system of nonlinear ODEs

W fan, w0 =, (21)
where = : [0,7] — RY denotes the (time-dependent) state, £y € R denotes the initial condition, and
f:RY x[0,7] — RY with (&,7) — f(& 7). This ODE can arise, for example, from applying spatial
discretization (e.g., finite element, finite volume, or finite difference) to a partial differential equation with
time dependence. We note that most model-reduction techniques are applied to parameterized systems
wherein the velocity f is also parameter dependent. However, we limit our presentation to unparameterized
systems for notational simplicity, as we are interested comparing Galerkin and LSPG ROMs for a given
instance of the ODE.

2.2. Discrete representation

A time-discretization method is required to solve Eq. (2.1) numerically. We now characterize the full-
order-model OAE, which is the time-discrete representation of the model, for two classes of time integrators:
linear multistep schemes and Runge—Kutta schemes.

2.2.1. Linear multistep schemes
A linear k-step method applied to numerically solve Eq. (2.1)) can be expressed as

k k
S e =AY B f (m"‘j, =i ) , (2.2)
§=0 §=0

where At is the time step, the coefficients o; and §; define a specific linear multistep scheme, ag # 0, and
k

>~ a; = 0 is necessary for consistency. In this case, the OAE is characterized by the following system of

§=0

algebraic equations to be solved at each time instance n € N(T'/At):

r" (w") =0, (2.3)

where w™ € RY is the unknown variable and " : RY — R denotes the linear multistep residual defined as

k k
" (w) == apw — Atfy f(w, t") + Z a;x" 7 — At Z Bif (:B”_j, t"_j) . (2.4)
j=1 j=1
Then, the state can be updated explicitly as
" =w".

Hence, the unknown is equal to the state. These methods are implicit if 5y # 0.



2.2.2. Runge—Kutta schemes
For an s-stage Runge-Kutta scheme, the OAE is characterized by the following system of algebraic
equations to be solved at each time step:

r (wy,...,wy) =0, ¢eN(s). (2.5)
Here, the Runge-Kutta residual is defined as
r(wy,...,w,) i=w; — f(x" ' + At Z aijw;, "'+ ¢;At), i€ N(s) (2.6)
j=1

and the state is explicitly updated as

S
ot =a" T+ ALY biw). (2.7)
i=1
Here, the unknowns w? correspond to the velocity dz/dt at times t"~1 +c;At, i € N(s), and the coefficients
bi, ¢, and a;; define a specific Runge-Kutta scheme. These methods are explicit if a;; = 0, Vj > i and are
diagonally implicit if a;; = 0, Vj > 4.

3. Galerkin ROM

This section provides the time-continuous and time-discrete representations of the Galerkin ROM, as well
as key results related to optimality and commutativity of projection and time discretization.

3.1. Continuous representation

Galerkin-projection reduced-order models compute an approximate solution & ~ x with & € RY to
Eq. by introducing two approximations. First, they restrict the approximate solution to lie in a low-
dimensional affine trial subspace @y + Ran (®), where ® € RVN*? with &7 ® = I denotes the given reduced
basis (in matrix form) of dimension p <« N and Ran (A) denotes the range of matrix A. This basis can
be computed by a variety of techniques, e.g., eigenmode analysis, POD [35], or the reduced-basis method
[44, [48, [56, 42, [55]. Then, the approximate solution can be expressed as

2(t) = o + Ba(t), (3.1)

where & : [0,7] — RP denotes the (time-dependent) generalized coordinates of the approximate solution.
Second, these methods substitute & < & into Eq. (2.1) and enforce the ODE residual to be orthogonal to
Ran (®), which results in a low-dimensional system of nonlinear ODEs

dz

o= o7 f(xo + ®a,t),  &(0)=0. (3.2)

Remark 3.1. In order to obtain computational efficiency, it is necessary to reduce the computational com-
plexity of repeatedly computing matrix—vector products of the form ®” f. This can be done using a variety
of methods, e.g., collocation [7, 49, [40], gappy POD [27] 16, [7, 19 21], the discrete empirical interpolation
method (DEIM) [12] 241 [32] 26} [6], reduced-order quadrature [5], finite-element subassembly methods [4, 29],
or reduced-basis-sparsification techniques [23]. However, in this work we limit ourselves to comparatively
analyzing different projection techniques. For this reason, we do not perform additional analysis for such
complexity-reduction mechanisms; this is the subject of follow-on work.

We now restate the well-known result that Galerkin projection leads to a notion of minimum-residual
optimality at the continuous level. This is reflected in the top-right box of Figure[ll where the bolded outline
indicates minimum-residual optimality.

Theorem 3.2 (Galerkin: continuous optimality). If the reduced basis is orthogonal, i.e., T =1,
then the Galerkin ROM (3.1)—(3.2)) is continuous optimal in the sense that the approximated velocity mini-
mizes the £2-norm of the FOM ODE residual (2.1)) over Ran (®), i.e.,

dz

o @ot @& 1) =arg min v~ f(xo+ Pz, 1)|3. (3.3)



Proof. Because % = @%, problem ({3.3) can be written as

%(mo + ®z,t) = arg 11}161]11&2 g (v), (3.4)
where g (9) := ||® — f(zo + ®&,t)||3. We now assess whether Eq. holds, i.e., whether %2 as defined
by Eq. is the minimizer of g.

The function g can be expressed as g (9) = v7 8T ®0—20" &7 f(xg+®&, t)+ f(xo+ B2, )T f(20+ Pk, 1).
Due to the strict convexity of the function g, the global minimizer ¥* is equal to the stationary point of g,
i.e., ¥ satisfies

_dg
T do

0 (0*) =207 0" — 28" f(zo + P, 1) (3.5)

0* = @7 f(xy + P, t), (3.6)

where orthogonality of @ has been used. Comparing Eqs. (3.6]) and (3.2) shows %(mo +®x,t) = 9", which
is the desired result. O

Remark 3.3 (Galerkin ROM enrichment yields a monotonic decrease in the FOM ODE residual).
Due to optimality property of the Galerkin ROM, adding vectors to the trial basis—which enriches

the trial subspace Ran (®)—results in a monotonic decrease in the minimum-residual objective function in
problem , which is simply the £?-norm of the FOM ODE residual. Because the FOM ODE residual is
equivalent to the difference between the ROM and FOM velocities, this implies that the ¢2-norm of the error

in the ROM velocity will monotonically decrease as the trial subspace is enriched.

Thus, Galerkin ROMs exhibit desirable properties (i.e., minimum-residual optimality) at the time-
continuous level. We now derive a time-discrete representation for the Galerkin ROM, noting that these
properties are lost at the time-discrete level.

3.2. Discrete representation
As before, a time-discretization method is needed to numerically solve Eq. (3.2). We now characterize
the OAE for the Galerkin ROM.

3.2.1. Linear multistep schemes
A linear k-step method applied to numerically solve Eq. (3.2) can be expressed as

k k
Sl =AY ge s (aco @z, t”’j) .
=0 j=0

Here, the OAE is characterized by the following system of algebraic equations to be solved at each time step:

7 (") = 0. (3.7)
Here, the discrete residual corresponds to
P () = aot — ABg®T f(xo + Bdo, ") + Y a;@" T — ALY g f (mg n @ﬁ:”*ﬂ,t”ﬂ) (3.8)
j=1 j=1

and the generalized state is explicitly updated as

" =w".



3.2.2. Runge—Kutta schemes
Applying an s-stage Runge-Kutta method to solve Eq. (3.2)) leads to an OAE characterized by the
following system of algebraic equations to be solved at each time step:

7 (wY,...,wy) =0, i€N(s). (3.9)
Here, discrete the residual is defined as
P (., ) =y — BT f (o + BE"T 4+ ALY ai; By, 1"+ ¢ AL), i€ N(s) (3.10)
j=1

and the generalized state is computed explicitly as
S
g =a" ALY biw). (3.11)
i=1

Note that the Galerkin-ROM solution satisfying Egs. or does not in general associate with the
solution to an optimization problem; therefore, the optimality property the method exhibits at the continuous
level has been lost at the discrete level. We now show that Galerkin projection and time discretization are
commutative; this implies that Galerkin ROMs can be analyzed, implemented, and interpreted equivalently
at both the time-discrete and time-continuous levels. This corresponds to the rightmost part of Figure

Theorem 3.4 (Galerkin: commutativity of projection and time discretization).

Performing a Galerkin projection on the governing ODE and subsequently applying time discretization yields
the same model as first applying time discretization on the governing ODE and subsequently performing
Galerkin projection.

Proof. Linear multistep schemes. Eq. was derived by performing Galerkin projection on the continuous
representation of the FOM and subsequently applying time discretization. If instead we apply Galerkin
projection to the discrete representation of the FOM in Eq. (2.3)), set w = xg + ®w and @' = x( + ¥,
i € N(n), and use Zle a; = 0 and ®"® = I, we obtain the following OAE to be solved at each time step:

&7 r" (g + ®w) = 0. Comparing the definition of the linear multistep residual (2.4) with Eq. (3.8) reveals
P (W) = 1" (zg + Pw), (3.12)

which shows that the same discrete equations #" (i) = 0 are obtained at each time step regardless of the
ordering of time discretization and Galerkin projection.

Runge-Kutta schemes. Eq. was derived by performing Galerkin projection on the continuous FOM
representation and then applying time discretization. If instead we apply Galerkin projection to the discrete
FOM representation in Eq. , set "1 = zg + B!, w; = Bw,, i € N(s), and use TP = I, we
obtain the following OAE to be solved at each time step: ®’ 77 (®w,..., Pw,) =0, i € N(s). Comparing
the definition of the Runge-Kutta residual with Eq. reveals

(W, ..., W) = BTr? (@i, ..., Bi,), i€ N(s), (3.13)

which shows that the same discrete equations 7} (11, ...,Ws) = 0, i € N(s) are obtained at each time step
regardless of the ordering of time discretization and Galerkin projection. [

4. Least-squares Petrov—Galerkin ROM

Rather than performing minimum-residual optimal projection on the full-order model ODE (i.e., at the
continuous level), this can be executed on the full-order model OAE (i.e., at the discrete level). Doing so
enables discrete optimality, which contrasts with the continuous optimality exhibited by Galerkin projection.
In particular, we consider optimal projections that minimize the discrete residual(s) (in some weighted £2-
norm) arising at each time instance.

We note that other residual-minimizing approaches have been developed in the case of linear [17] and non-
linear [40] steady-state problems, and space—time solutions [25]. In addition, a recently developed approach
[1] has suggested L' minimization of the residual arising at each time instance for hyperbolic problems.



4.1. Discrete representation

We begin by developing the time-discrete representation for the LSPG ROM for both linear multistep
schemes and Runge-Kutta schemes. The latter is a novel contribution, as previous work has derived discrete-
optimal LSPG ROMs only for linear multistep schemes [19} [21]. Optimality of this approach corresponds to
the bolded bottom-left box of Figure

4.1.1. Linear multistep schemes

As before with Galerkin projection, discrete-optimal ROMs compute solutions using two approximations.
First, they restrict the approximate solution to lie in the same low-dimensional affine trial subspace & €
2o+ Ran (®) as Galerkin methods; thus, the approximate solution can be written according to Eq. . In
the case of linear multistep schemes, the unknown at time step n is simply the state, i.e., w™ = &™, which
implies that w" = g+ ®W". Second, the discrete-optimal ROM substitutes w” < w" into the OAE (2.3))
and solves a minimization problem to ensure the approximate solution is optimal in a minimum-residual
sense at the discrete level:

w" = ar min A(z)r"(2)]3 4.1
5 min AR ()3 (11)
or equivalently
w" = arg Am%Rn |A (zo + ®2) r™ (xo + ®2) ||3. (4.2)
zZERP

Here, A € R**Y with z < N is a weighting matrix that enables the definition of a weighted (semi)norm.
Examples of such reduced-order models include the LSPG method presented in Refs. [19, 211, [40] (A = I),
LSPG with collocation (A = P with P consisting of selected rows of the identity matrix) [40], and the
related GNAT method [19, 21] (A = (P®,)" P with ®, a basis for the residual and the superscript +
denoting the Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse).

Note that necessary conditions for the solution to Eq. corresponds to stationary of the objective
function in Eq. ([4.2)), i.e., the solution satisfies

(@™ " (xg + ") =0, (4.3)
where the entries of ™ € RV*P are

Ot (o + Pw)

(@) =0 + Bi)

brjre (Xo + PWw)+
(4.4)

. N . . .
ami(To + PW)am(xo + Pw) 8ka (o + Pw)or;, <€ N(N), jeN(p),

where a repeated index implies summation. Because Eq. (4.3]) corresponds to a Petrov—Galerkin projection
with trial subspace Ran (®) and test subspace Ran (¥), the discrete-optimal projection can be referred to
as a least-squares Petrov—Galerkin projection [2T] [19].

4.1.2. Runge—Kutta schemes

LSPG ROMs for Runge-Kutta schemes also approximate the solution according to Eq. . However,
because the unknown at time step n and stage ¢ is the velocity at an intermediate time point, i.e., w} =
& (1" + ¢;At) for i € N(s), we have w] = i (t"~' 4 ¢;At) for this case. Then, these techniques substitute
w" + w" into the OAE and solve the following minimum-residual problem:

S
wY,...,wy) = ar min A (21,27 (21,. .., 25) |13 4.5
(ol =g i ST ) Gz | (1.5

or equivalently

(w},..., w7) = arg T - ; |A; (B21,...,82,) 1] (P21,..., P2 3. (4.6)



Here, A; € R**N i € N(s) with 2 < N are weighting matrices. As before, the solution to Eq. (4.6)
corresponds to a stationary point of the objective function, i.e., it satisfies

S owrat, . )Ty (Bw,. . @w) =0, i=1,...,s, (4.7)
j=1

where entries of the test bases ¥}, € RV*? i, j € N(s) are

Ol Ai]um (@1, ..., Pws)
Olw;ly

|:‘Ilzl]:| ke (ﬁ}h cot 711]5) :[Al}Uk(Qﬁjl, BRRE) @ﬁ)s) (i)nz['f'?}m(q)ﬁ?h ceey (I)’lbs)—i—
4.8)
Ot (

Olw;ly,

[Al']uk(éﬁjh D) Qﬁjs)[Az]um(@ﬁ)lv RS 'ﬁﬁ)s) (éﬁ)lv RS ¢w8)¢n,€a

where [-];; denotes entry (4, j) of the argument. This again leads to a least-squares Petrov-Galerkin inter-
pretation for the discrete-optimal ROM.

In the explicit or diagonally implicit cases, we can consider an alternative notion of discrete optimality.
Explicit Runge-Kutta schemes are characterized by a;; = 0, Vj > 4, while diagonally implicit Runge-Kutta
(DIRK) schemes [2] are characterized by a;; = 0, Vj > i. In these cases, solutions w}, i € N(s) can be
computed sequentially, i.e.,

q! (w])=0, i=1,...,s

7
with
i—1
g’ (w) == w — f(x" ' + Atayw + At Z a;;wy, t" 4 gAY, i=1,...,s. (4.9)
j=1
We can then formulate the following sequence of optimization problems to compute discrete minimum-
residual approximations:

W = ar min Ai(z)qr ()3, i=1,...,s, 4.10
P=arg min [ Ai(2)} (2)]5 (4.10)
or equivalently
w] = arg min |Ai(®2)g} (®2)]3, i=1,...,s. (4.11)
zZERP

Here, the associated Petrov—Galerkin projection is

(W) g (Pw]) =0, i=1,....s, (4.12)
with test-basis entries of
R 1 O[A;] e (P . . R .\ 0lq@}]m (P
W11 () = (A (@) P27, (8i0) + ALy (80) (A (#0) T2 E g 013

Note that in the explicit case, the LSPG ROM generally requires solving a system of nonlinear equations
at each Runge—Kutta stage. Because dq} /0w = I, the system of equations is linear if A; are constant
matrices, and only an explicit solution update is required if A; = I and &Td =1.

Remark 4.1 (LSPG ROM enrichment yields a monotonic decrease in the FOM OAE residual).
Due to optimality property of the LSPG ROM, adding vectors to the trial basis—which enriches the
trial subspace Ran (®)—results in a monotonic decrease in the minimum-residual objective function in prob-
lem (4.1, which is simply the weighted ¢2-norm of the FOM OAE residual associated with linear multistep
schemes. This result also holds for LSPG ROMs applied to Runge-Kutta schemes, as the computed solutions
satisfy alternative optimality properties in the implicit and explicit/diagonally implicit cases.

We now see the critical tradeoff between the Galerkin and LSPG ROMs: Galerkin ROMs exhibit continu-
ous (minimum-residual) optimality, while LSPG ROMs exhibit discrete optimality. Without further analysis,
it is unclear which of these attributes is preferable. Numerical experiments (Section [7]) and supporting error
analysis (Section @ will highlight the benefits of discrete optimality over continuous optimality in practice.



4.2. Continuous representation

Because the LSPG ROM introduces approximations at the discrete level, it is unclear whether it can be
interpreted at the continuous level. In fact, it has not previously been shown that a continuous representation
of the LSPG ROM even exists. We now show that an ODE representation of the LSPG ROM does indeed
exist for both linear multistep schemes and Runge-Kutta schemes under certain conditions; however, the
ODE depends on the time step used to define the LSPG ROM. This associates with the top-left section of
the relationship diagram in Figure [T}

Theorem 4.2 (LSPG ROM continuous representation: linear multistep schemes).
The LSPG ROM for linear multistep integrators is equivalent to applying a Petrov—Galerkin projection to
the ODE with test basis (in matriz form)

of
€

and subsequently applying time integration with a linear multistep scheme with time step At if A is a constant
matriz and (at least) one of the following conditions holds:

U(z,t)=ATA (aOI — AtBo—= (xo + @:i,t)) @ (4.14)

1. B =0,7>1 (eg., a single-step method),
2. the velocity f is linear in the state, or
3. Bo =0 (i.e., explicit schemes).

Proof. Applying Petrov—Galerkin projection to the full-order model ODE ({2.1)) using a trial subspace o +
Ran (@) and test subspace Ran () yields the following ODE

s
\I’(gz,t)%d%f =0 (z, )T f(zo + B, t),  #(0) =0, (4.15)
which can be written in standard form as
da —1
dif - (\Il(:i:,t)T<I>> (e, ) f(xo + ®a,t),  @(0) = 0. (4.16)

Case 1 Applying a linear multistep time integrator with the stated assumption of 5; = 0, j > 1 to numerically
solve Eq. (4.16]) results in the following discrete equations to be solved at each time instance:

k
-1 .
aof” — Aty (R (G 1)) WG ) flwo+ @Y, ")+ a8 =0, (4.17)

j=1
Pre-multiplying by ¥ (3", ") ® yields discrete equations #" (§") = 0 with residual
k
P () = ag ¥ (w0, t") Pl — AtBy ¥ (o, t")" f (w0 + P, ") + Y ;U (d, ") ®E" . (4.18)
j=1
Comparing Eqgs. and reveals 7" (W) = (1, t")Tr" (xg + ®W) and so the solution §" satisfies
T(y", t")'r" (xo + 29") = 0. (4.19)

Under the stated assumptions, we have 9r"/0w(x) = aol — Atﬂog%(w,tn) and so the LSPG test

basis ¥" defined in Eq. (4.4]) is equal to the test basis in Eq. (4.14) evaluated at time instance n, i.e.,
" (w) = ¥(w,t"). Therefore, the solution w" to the LSPG OAE (4.3) satisfies

T(w", ") 'r" (zo + Pw") = 0. (4.20)
This shows that w" = ¢", i.e., the solutions to the LSPG OAE and the OAE obtained after applying
Petrov—Galerkin projection with test basis ¥(x,t) defined by Eq. (4.14)) to the full-order model ODE and
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subsequently applying time integration are equivalent under the stated assumptions, which is the desired
result.
Case 2 In this case, the test basis is independent of the state, i.e.,

0
w(t)=ATA (aOI - Atﬁo(,)é(~7t)> . (4.21)
Applying a linear multistep time integrator to solve Eq. (4.16]) and subsequently pre-multiplying by the
constant matrix W (¢")7® yields the following discrete equations arising at each time step

P (g") =0, (4.22)

where the residual is defined as

k
P () =g W (") dw — AtB ¥ (t")" f(wo + B, ") + > a; (t") @&~
j=1

(4.23)
k . .
ALY B ()T f (mo e tw) .
j=1
Comparing Eqs. ([4.23) and ([2.4) reveals #" (w) = ¥(¢t")Tr" (xg + ®w) and so the solution §" satisfies
Tt (zo + 2Y") = 0. (4.24)

Under these assumptions, we have 9r™ /0w = agl — AtBodf /O&(-, ™) and so the LSPG test basis ¥" defined
in Eq. (4.4) is equal to the test basis in Eq. (4.21)) at time instance n, i.e., ¥"(w) = ¥(¢"). Therefore, the
LSPG OAE (4.3) can be expressed as

Tt r" (z + Pw") =0. (4.25)

This shows that w" = ¢", i.e., the solutions to the LSPG OAE and the OAE obtained after applying
Petrov-Galerkin projection with test basis ¥(t) defined by Eq. to the full-order model ODE and
subsequently applying time integration are equivalent under the stated assumptions.

Case 3 The assumption 3y = 0 results in a constant test basis

U= 0pATAD. (4.26)

Applying a linear multistep time integrator to solve Eq. (4.16) and subsequently pre-multiplying by the
constant matrix ¥’ & yields

" (§") =0, (4.27)
which is to be solved at each time step with a residual defined as
P () = o BT B — AtfeUT f(ao + B, 1) + Y o, W R — Aty 50T f (:1:0 n m"—ﬂ,tn—ﬂ) .
j=1 j=1
(4.28)
As in Case 2, this leads to #" (w) = ¥Tr" (x( 4+ ). Because 9" (x) = apl, we also again have ¥" (W) =

W. This leads to the desired result, as the OAEs for the LSPG ROM and the ROM obtained after applying
Petrov—Galerkin projection with test basis ¥ to the full-order model ODE and subsequently applying time
integration both satisfy ¥% 7" (zg + ®w™) = 0 under the stated assumptions. O

We now provide conditions under which the LSPG ROM for Runge-Kutta schemes can be expressed as
an ODE.

Theorem 4.3 (LSPG ROM continuous representation: Runge—Kutta schemes). The LSPG ROM
for Runge—Kutta integrators is equivalent to applying a Petrov—Galerkin projection to the ODE with test basis
(in matriz form)

of

W(z,t)=ATA (I - Ataa—é(aco + @i,t)) i (4.29)
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and subsequently applying time integration if A; = A, Vi are constant matrices and the integrator is a singly
diagonally implicit Runge-Kutta (SDIRK) scheme, i.e., a;; =0, ¥j > i and a;; = a, Viﬂ

Proof. Applying Petrov—Galerkin projection to Eq. (2.1) using a trial subspace xo + Ran (®) and test
subspace Ran (¥) yields the following ODE (in standard form)

% - (‘I’(i’t)T‘I’yl C(&, )" fzo+ 2,1),  @(0)=0. (4.30)

Applying an SDIRK time integrator to numerically solve Eq. (4.30]) results in the following sequence of
discrete equations to be solved at each time step:

7 7
Pr—((T@E" ALY a0 + e A)TRTI (@ ALY ay ) t T+ AT
j=1 j=1

; (4.31)
f(il)o + (I)Ci'ﬁnil + Atz aijq)@?,tnil + ClAt) = 0, = ]., ceey S
j=1
Pre-multiplying by ¥(&" ' + At 22‘:1 aijf;, "+ c;At)T @ yields the following discrete equations
a; (97) =0, i=1,....s
with residual
i—1
g () =W (&" " + Ata + At Y a @], " + AT
j=1
i (4.32)
B — f(zo+ ®2" ! + Ataw + At Y a;; YT, 1" + ¢ Ab)
j=1
Comparing Egs. (4.32) and (4.9) reveals
i—1
g () = W(&"" + Atad + ALY ai@} " + M) g (Pw), i=1,...,s
j=1
such that the solutions ¢ satisfy
(@ ALY ai @)t aA) gl () =0, i=1,...,s. (4.33)
j=1
Now, under the stated assumptions, we have
oq” of i—1
81; (u)=1-— Ataa—g(wnfl + Atau + At; a;jwy, " 4 ¢ A)

such that the LSPG test basis W' defined in Eq. (4.13) is related to the test basis in Eq. (4.29) as follows:

i—1
\Il?(ﬁ;) = \Il(ﬁ;nfl + Atatw + Atzaijﬁj;l,tnfl + CiAt).
j=1

1Note that summation on repeated indicies is not implied.
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Therefore, the solutions w; to the LSPG OAE (4.12) satisfy
W@ ALY a] " oA g (w]) =0, i=1,...,s. (4.34)
j=1

Comparing Egs. and shows that the w] = g, i € N(s), i.e., the solutions to the LSPG
OAE and the OAE obtained after applying Petrov—Galerkin projection with test basis W(x,t) defined by
Eq. to the full-order model ODE and subsequently applying time integration are equivalent under the
stated assumptions, which is the desired result. [

We now show that the LSPG ROM has a time-continuous representation for all explicit and single-state
Runge-Kutta schemes, which include the widely used forward Euler, backward Euler, and implicit midpoint
schemes.

Corollary 4.4 (LSPG ROM continuous representation: explicit Runge-Kutta). The LSPG ROM
for Runge—Kutta integrators is equivalent to applying a Petrov—Galerkin projection to the ODE with test basis
(in matriz form)

V(e t)= ATAD

and subsequently applying time integration if A; = A, Vi are constant matrices and an explicit Runge—Kutta
scheme is employed.

Proof. Explicit Runge-Kutta schemes are characterized by a;; = 0, 7 > % and so they satisfy the conditions
Theorem B3] with ¢ = 0. O

Corollary 4.5 (LSPG ROM continuous representation: single-stage Runge—Kutta). The LSPG ROM
for Runge—Kutta integrators is equivalent to applying a Petrov—Galerkin projection to the ODE with test basis
(in matriz form)
0
‘I’(ﬁ?,t) = ATA (I — Atallai‘g(mo + @i,t)) P
and subsequently applying time integration if A; = A, Vi are constant matrices and a single-stage Runge—
Kutta scheme is employed.

Proof. Single-stage Runge-Kutta schemes are characterized by s = 1 and so they satisfy the conditions of
Theorem [£.3| with a = a;. O

5. Equivalence conditions

This section performs theoretical analysis that highlights cases in which Galerkin and LSPG ROMs are
equivalent, in which case the Galerkin ROM exhibits both continuous and discrete optimality. This suggests
that time discretization and minimum-residual projection are commutative in these scenarios. Section [5.1]
shows that equivalence holds for explicit time integrators, Section demonstrates equivalence in the limit
of At — 0, and Section [5.3| shows equivalence in the case of symmetric-positive-definite residual Jacobians.

5.1. Equivalence for explicit integrators

Corollary 5.1 (Equivalence: explicit linear multistep scheme).
Galerkin projection is equivalent to LSPG projection with A = \/%I for explicit linear multistep schemes.

Proof. In the case of explicit linear multistep schemes, 5y = 0 and so Galerkin projection corresponds to

Case 3 of Theorem with A = \/%T)I, as ¥ = ® in this case. [J

Corollary 5.2 (Equivalence: explicit Runge—Kutta scheme). Galerkin projection is equivalent to LSPG
projection with A = I for explicit Runge—Kutta schemes.

Proof. In the case of explicit Runge-Kutta schemes, a;; = 0 Vj > i and so Galerkin projection corresponds
to Theorem [{.3] with A = I and a =0, as ¥ = ® in this case. [
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5.2. Equivalence in the limit of At — 0

Theorem 5.3 (Limiting equivalence).
In the limit of At — 0, Galerkin projection is equivalent to LSPG projection with A = \/%TOI for linear

multistep schemes and A; = I, i € N(s) for Runge—Kutta schemes.

Proof. Linear multistep schemes. Consider solving the LSPG OAE (4.3) with A = \/%T)I . Then, the test
basis defined in Eq. (4.4)) is simply

R 1 or® R
U () = e (xo + W) P.

From Eq. (2.4), we can write the residual Jacobian as

or" 6l

%(u) = aol — AtBy o€ (u,t").

Therefore, we have

, | of - m B
Aliglo\ll (w) —Al}:riloa—o (aOI—Atﬂoag(mo—&—@w,t )> =9

and so in the limit of At — 0, the LSPG ROM solution satisfies

lim ¥"(w)"r" Pw") =& r" Pw") = 0. 1
Jim (w)"r"™ (mo + PW") " (zo + PW") =0 (5.1)
Because the Galerkin ROM solution also satisfies Eq. (5.1)) (see Eq. (3.12) of Theorem [3.4)), the two techniques

are equivalent in this limit, which is the desired result.
Runge-Kutta schemes. Consider solving the LSPG OAE (4.7) with A; = I, i € N(s). Then, the test basis

defined in Eq. lb is simply

T (i ) = I (a Biw,)®
ij(wl,...7ws)—awj( wy,..., Pw,)P.

Now, from Eq. (2.6 the Jacobian can be expressed as

g;i (wy,...,us) =I6;; — Ataijg—g(mnf1 + At; aijuj, " 4 i At).
Therefore, we have
lim W (dy,...,w,) = lim | I5; — Ataija—f(af:"_l - Atiaijuj,t"—l +cAt) | @ = &6y
At=0 At—0 o€ =
and so in the limit of At — 0, the LSPG ROM solution satisfies
AI}IEOZS: W) (dr,. .., w,) " 7] (RWY, ..., w?) = "] (w9 + PW") =0, i€ N(s). (5.2)
j=1

Because the Galerkin ROM solution also satisfies Eq. (5.2) (see Eq. (3.13) of Theorem [3.4)), the two techniques
are equivalent in this limit, which is the desired result. [
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5.3. Equivalence for symmetric-positive-definite residual Jacobians

Theorem 5.4 (Equivalence: linear multistep schemes). In the case of linear multistep schemes, Galerkin
projection is equivalent to LSPG projection with A (z) = U (z), where U is the Cholesky factmﬂ of the
residual-Jacobian inverse

ow

if Or™ /0w (w™, ") = apl — Atﬁog—’; (w™, ™) is symmetric positive definite and if

[&r"} o Ulu, (5.3)

Buig

Here, index notation has been used.

Proof. Under the stated assumptions, the LSPG test basis defined in Eq. (4.4]) is equal to the trial basis,
ie, " (w") = ®. By invoking Eq. (3.12)), we can see that the OAEs for the the LSPG ROM (4.3) and
Galerkin ROM (13.7) both satisfy T pn (a;g + <I>ﬁ;”) = 0, which is the desired result. [J

Theorem 5.5 (Equivalence: diagonally implicit Runge—Kutta schemes). In the case of diagonally
implicit Runge—Kutta schemes, Galerkin projection is equivalent to LSPG projection with A; (z) = U, (2),
where U, s the Cholesky factor of the residual-Jacobian inverse

oq? -t
¢ =UTU. 5.5
S —urw. (5:5)
if 0" /0w (w",t") =TI — Ataii% (a:”*l + Atajw"™ + At Z;;ll agjw}, " 4 clvAt) is symmetric positive
definite and if

olU,J;

aTM¢mk[Q?]? —0, Vjk (5.6)

Here, index notation has been used.

Proof. Under the stated assumptions, the LSPG test basis defined in Eq. (4.13) is equal to the trial basis,
ie, ¥ (w;) = ®, i € N(s). By invoking Eq. (3.13)), we can see that the OAEs for the the LSPG ROM
(4.12) and Galerkin ROM ({3.9)) both satisfy @Tq? <I>'&7?) =0,i=1,...,s, which is the desired result. (J

Theorem 5.6 (Equivalence: implicit Runge-Kutta schemes). In the case of Runge—Kutta schemes,
Galerkin projection exhibits discrete optimality if OF™ /0w (W™, ™) is symmetric positive definite and if

O - _, .
8*@@5&77‘4 = 0, Vl, k. (57)

Here, index notation has been used and U € R*N*sN s the Cholesky factor of the residual-Jacobian inverse,
i.e.,

_ —1
ar" _ T
ow
Here,
w1 rl (wy, ..., w;) P
W = ERsN7 PP ERSN, (i, — ERSNXSP.
w r? (wy,...,ws) P
n1—1 2, .7 n1—1
2 Its derivative can be computed by solving the Lyapunov equation %TU +U aalﬁl; = — [%’1’” } 6?1; a”wk [%Lw]
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Proof. First, note that solution (w7, ..., w,) to the Galerkin OAE ([3.13)) equivalently satisfies

T
where w := {ﬁ)f 111? € R°P. We are now precisely in the situation of Theorem the Galerkin

solution is the solution to the (discrete) optimization problem

minimize|U (2) 7" (2) |13 (5.9)
ZERan(é)

under the assumed conditions. This objective function can be written equivalently as
S S
1T (2) 7" (2) 5= D11 Uij (21, 2) 7} (215, 203, (5.10)
i=1 j=1

where U;; € RV*YN denotes the (i, j) block of U. Therefore, the Galerkin ROM solution satisfies

S S

(WY,..., )= argmin > [|Y A (®21,..., P2 r] (®21,..., B2 |3, (5.11)
(21,...,25)ERPXs i=1 =1
where A;; = f]lvj. Comparing Eqgs. and reveals that the Galerkin ROM satisfies a slightly more
general notion of discrete optimality than the LSPG schemes considered in this work. O

This analysis demonstrates that Galerkin projection exhibits discrete optimality when the residual Jaco-
bian is symmetric positive definite. This is aligned with recent work that has shown Galerkin projection to
be effective for Lagrangian dynamical systems [39] 22| [23]—which are characterized by symmetric-positive-
definite residual Jacobians—due to the fact that Galerkin projection preserves properties such as symplectic
time evolution and energy conservation. For these reasons, using Galerkin projection is sensible for problems
exhibiting these characteristics.

6. Error analysis

Ultimately, we are interested in assessing the state-space error between the (computed) time-discrete
ROM solution and the (unknown) time-continuous FOM solution. This error comprises two contributions:
the state-space error between (1) the time-continuous FOM and time-discrete FOM solutions (i.e., time-
discretization error), and (2) the time-discrete ROM and time-discrete FOM solutions. This section focuses
on the latter and performs time-discrete state-space error analyses for Galerkin and LSPG ROMs applied to
different time integrators.

Section [6.1] derives error bounds for the Galerkin and LSPG ROMs for linear multistep schemes. Here,
Theorem [6.5] provides a posteriori bounds that depend on the ROM solution, while Theorem [6.11] reports
a priori bounds. Section [6.2] provides a posteriori error bounds for the backward Euler scheme, as well as
additional analyses that highlight the important role of the time step in the LSPG ROM, which is discussed
in Remark Section derives ROM error bounds for Runge-Kutta schemes. Here, Theorem [6.19
provides a posteriori bounds, Corollary specializes these results to explicit Runge-Kutta and DIRK
schemes, and Theorem [6.21] and Corollary [6.23] report a priori bounds for Runge-Kutta schemes.

6.1. Linear multistep schemes

Here, we perform error analysis for implicit linear multistep schemes. We will use subscripts x, G and
P to denote the solution to full-order model OAE ({2.3)), Galerkin ROM OAE , and the LSPG ROM
OAE , respectively. We also acknowledge that linear multistep schemes with k& > 1 usually employ
different coefficients §; and «; for different time instances; this is necessary because at time instance n,
a maximum of n + 1 states is available from past history (starting with the initial condition at n = 0).

Therefore, we allow for coefficients that depend on the time instance n, i.e., af and 87'. In addition, we
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define ¥" := W"(z5) whose entries are defined by Eq. ([£.4). We can then write the discrete equations
arising at each time instance n for linear multistep schemes as

agxl = By ALf (zo + @, ") + 77 [mf*’“, . ,w’:*} : z] =0 (6.1)
anap = BIAtBT f (zo + &L, ) + T [:cg L ig—l} : 2% =0 (6.2)
apal = g AL (@) @) (U F (w0 + @) 47 (e a7 ah=0. (69)
where
k
FUlenTh x| = Z (B?Atf (a:o + :c”fz,tnfz) — a?w"z> ,
=1
k
iy e h, e =Y (5;At<1> f (wo+@a" ) ag@”> , (6.4)
=1
k
p e =) (ﬂe At ((2)7®) (@) f (o + @2 ")~ apa” ‘) :

~

—

and =¥ := xF — x7. We also define the FOM residuals at time instance n associated with the trajectories

associated with the FOM, Galerkin ROM, and LSPG ROM OAEs as

(@) = ale — ALBYf(wo + ) — 7 [mf_k, . asf_l} (6.5)
re(x) = afx — ALBY f(xo + ) — 77 [@A” M @igﬁl} (6.6)
i (x) = ale — ALBE f (o + &) — 77 [M}g ko m’;—l} . (6.7)

We define the Galerkin and LSPG operators as
V=87, and P":=& ((\If”)T@)il (o7,
respectively, and Galerkin and LSPG state-space errors at time instance n as
dxl i=x} — Pxg, and dzp =z — P,

respectively. Note that the Galerkin operator V is an orthogonal projector (® is assumed to be orthogonal),
while the LSPG operator P is an oblique projector. As the second argument in f does not play any role
for linear multistep schemes (the time index always matches that of the first argument), will drop it for
notational convenience in this section and in Section [6.2]

6.1.1. A posteriori error bounds

We proceed by deriving a posteriori error bounds for the Galerkin and LSPG ROMs for linear multistep
schemes. We assume Lipschitz continuity of f in the first argument:

(A1) There exists a constant x > 0 such that for x,y € R
| f(@) = F)l, < sllz —yll,-

Theorem 6.1 (Local a posteriori error bounds: linear multistep schemes). If (A1) holds and At <
‘ag‘ /(‘B(j)‘ k), Vj € N(n), then

k k

lowilly < 32 er (= V) f (w0 + i )|+ 7o (6.8)
£=0 2 =1
k k

lowply < e |2 =) f (wo+ @i )|+ |02 (6.9)
=0 2 =1

¢
where we have defined €} :=|By"| At/h™, v = (| +|B7| kAL) /™, and K™ :=|af| —|B5"| AL
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Proof. Tt is sufficient to show bound (6.26)), as the arguments for (6.25) are similar. Let n be fixed but
arbitrary, then subtracting Eq. (6.3) from Eq. (6.1) yields

g lliswpll, <155 At|£ (o +22) = P f (o + @ap) | +[orp (6.10)
where 6r’p " =77 [27F, L 2Tl — @7 {ﬁc% koo ,ﬁ:’}fl}. Adding and subtracting f (¢ + ®7) and

applying the triangle inequality leads to

V) = f (®o + ®ap)

g |16z ]l, <|87] At (H(I—P”)f(aco+<1>:ic$) >+H5rn 1H2. (6.11)

Invoking (A1), and using At <|ag| /|87 &, we deduce
6o | At
hn

o, < |2 =) £ (o + @a3) | v - (6.12)

’;—5H2> . (6.13)

Adding and subtracting f (wo + @i’}fz), applying the triangle inequality in conjunction with (A7) yields

Next, we will estimate H&‘;—le' Using the definition of #7, #% from (6.4) we derive

i, = 2 (18] () <0 (-0

(=1

2

Har’;—luz < iwﬂ AtH(I _PY) f (a:o + B ‘) + i (87 At *'O‘?')HM%—ZHQ . (6.14)
_ /=1

Then and (6.14) imply Eq. where we have used the definitions for e} and ~;. O
We now estabhsh a result that aids interpretability, as it provides a connection between the terms in the

a posteriori error bounds and the optimality properties of LSPG and Galerkin ROMs. First, we note that
1= )1 (@o+ @0, ¢") | = min_ [y =1 (@0 + Ba6,1") |1 (6.15)

due to the optimality property associated with orthogonal projection; this term appears in local a posteriori
error bound .

Lemma 6.2 (Oblique projection as discrete-residual minimization). If 5} =0, j > 1 (e.g., back-
ward differentiation formulas), then

151 AT = V) f (zo + R, t") |2 = [lre(B2E) 2 (6.16)
G2 AL (L = PYF (0 + B, i) [ = 75 (8- (6.17)
If additionally the LSPG ROM employs A = I, then
P = i < . 6.18
rp(@a3) = min b ()l (6.18)

Proof. From Eq. (6.3)), we have

k

BEAIE"f (20 + B&p, ") = Y ap @i’ Zﬁ?AtIPf (azo + ot tH) (6.19)
=0 =1

such that

k
BEALT —P"™) f (w0 + BT, t") = BYALS (xo + P&, ") — Z af ®da Tt + Zﬁ?At]Pf (a:o + &zt t”*f)
£=0 =1
(6.20)

k
= —r"(zo+ B2 ) — (I-P) > fPALf (m0+<1r" ‘ tH) (6.21)
/=1
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Then, if 8 =0, £ > 1, the final term vanishes and we have Eq. (6.17)), where a similar result (i.e., Eq. (6.16))
holds for the Galerkin ROM. If the LSPG ROM employs A = I, then the LSPG ROM solution &’ satisfies

Eq. (4.2) with A = I, which yields Eq. (6.18). O

Corollary 6.3 (Discrete v. continuous residual minimization). If By =0,7=>1 (e.g., backward dif-
ferentiation formulas), the LSPG ROM employs A = I, and aA:TIL;Z = ﬁ:gﬁg, L=1,...,k, then

in_[|lr(y)ll2 =185 At|(I — B" P, 1"
Jemin ek )l =165 Atl( )f (@0 + @25, ") |2

<1951 AT -V (o + @20") o =|551 A0 min fy— F (o + @38t s
Proof. Under the stated conditions, ¢ = r'5 and the optimality result Eq. holds, yielding the desired
result. OJ

Corollary shows that discrete-residual minimization (i.e., LSPG projection) rather than continuous-
residual minimization (i.e., Galerkin projection) can produce a smaller value of a term that appears in
the a posteriori error bounds; for example, this term appears on the right-hand side of Egs. (6.8)—(6.9).
This can be interpreted as arising from the fact that discrete-residual minimization computes the LSPG
ROM solution that minimizes the entire normed quantity, while continuous-residual minimization performs
orthogonal projection of the velocity given the Galerkin ROM solution.

Corollary 6.4 (LSPG can produce lower local a posteriori error bounds than Galerkin). Under
the assumptions of Corollary[6.3 and Theorem the local a posteriori error bound for the LSPG ROM
s smaller than that for the Galerkin ROM .

Proof. Under the conditions of Theorem Eqgs. and are valid local a posteriori error bounds.
If g7 = 0,7 > 1, and ﬁ:;’;z = d:?fz, ¢=1,...,k, then these bounds simplify to

k
Bt o o
||5wG||2S|fLJn L=V f (mo+ @a")| + D vfoa|| (6.23)
2 y=1
k
o iBuAt i o .
ol < PR 12y £ (g 1 @) |+ D007 o] (6:24)
2 y=1

respectively. Under the conditions of Corollary inequality (6.22)) holds and the right-hand side of (6.24)
will be smaller than the right-hand side of (6.23]). O

This is an interesting result, as it provides conditions under which the LSPG ROM produces a smaller
local a posteriori error bound than the Galerkin ROM. It also provides some theoretical justification for
the numerical experiments in Section 7}, which use the three-point backward-differentiation formula, wherein
the LSPG uniformly outperforms the Galerkin ROM. We now extend to results of Theorem to obtain
global a posteriori error bounds.

Theorem 6.5 (Global a posteriori error bounds: linear multistep schemes). Under the assumptions
of Theorem we have

n—1min(k,j) | ()]

6zl < Z LgG-0+ > T == | @) f (o + B2y )
Jj=0 £=0

(ni)eA@G—0) =1

(6.25)

n—1min(k,j) [ [(n:)]

laplo <2 > Jlob=0+ 3 ls e e (1) £ (o + @27)
J=0 (=

(ni)eA@G—0) =1

2

(6.26)

Here, 14(x) denotes the indicator function, A(p) := {(n;) | m € N(k), >, m = p}, and |(n;)| denotes the
length of the tuple (n;).
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Proof. Notice that the term ‘

(1= P) f (w0 + @2}
duced at time instance i € N(n) from the state at time instance i — j with j € N(k); this term always appears
in the time-local error bound with coeflicient 5; Further, it contributes to the error at a given time instance
n > i through appropriate products of v;*. For example, the product 7?73_17?_3 provides one possible
path for ‘traversing’ the time-local error bounds from time instance n to an earlier error contribution at
time instance n — 4. Applying this notion more generally and using dz% = 0, the error can be bounded by
induction according to inequality . O

The bounds in Theorem can be considered a posteriori error bounds, as they depend on the ROM
solutions ¢ and p and can thus be computed a posteriori if the Lipschitz constant x can be estimated.
Note that the rightmost term in the Galerkin bound corresponds to the orthogonal projection error of f onto
Ran (®), while the LSPG bound entails an oblique projector that depends on the ROM solution. Because
this oblique projection can associate with a discrete residual-minimization property (i.e., Corollary , the
LSPG ROM can yield smaller error bounds (i.e., Corollary . Also, the first term within square brackets
corresponds to errors incurred at the current time instance n (i.e., via the leftmost term on the right-hand
side of inequality ), while the second term corresponds to all possible ‘paths’ from current time instance
n to the error contribution at previous time instances (i.e., the rightmost term on the right-hand side of

inequality ) We also note the importance of the time-step condition At < ‘aé‘ / (’ ﬁg’ k), as the stability
constants appearing in bounds (6.25)—(6.26) exhibit unbounded growth as the time step At approaches its

upper limit, i.e.,

in inequality corresponds to the error intro-
2

lim h* =0, VkeN(n),
Atlaf|/(8F|x)

which implies that

lim ef =00 and lim 7§ =00, VkeN(n).

¢
At=|ag|/ (5] At—ag|/(65]x)
We now derive a simplified variant of these bounds.

Theorem 6.6 (Simplified global a posteriori error bounds: linear multistep schemes). Under the
assumptions of Theorem[6.d} if additionally At < |ag|(1 —€)/(k|B5|) with 0 < e < 1. Then,

1621 < (; -+ 1) Bl At (M‘“')n exp (e BV 1ol + Gl fe)) 1
Gll2 = max

max (I —=V) f(x + ®)
o] ) T gD AT A RAr | (o 206 |
(6.27)
n n -1 * * * *
Klar\" e (¢7e (18%1/10| + 1851/ lag]) ) — 1 ‘ | .
S, < (k4 1)|Bmax| At ~ ~ ~ max ||[(I—P7) f(xq+ P2’
I92(3 = (i Pmad <|ao|> e T T G Tear — 2 [[(F-7)F (mo+ 22|
£eNY(£})
(6.28)
Here, we have defined
lag| —|85| kKAt := min ag‘ —’ﬁg’ﬁAt (6.29)
JEN(n)
| 4|8 kAL == CARREA RN 6.30
|| +|8*| K jeN(rIlr)l,ag(eN(k) ap| +|B | K ( )
max| ‘= J 6.31
Bunax| := e 1Bl (6.31)
k>0 := max /2, (7 = argmax e ||(I —P") f (mg + <I>§:T];Z) (6.32)
JEN(n) 2eNo (k) 2
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Proof. We proceed by proving bound (6.28)); the proof for bound (6.27)) is similar. First, we define

" = arg max ;'
feNo(k‘)

n—~¢
ox'p ‘

. (6.33)

as well as a ‘path’ from time instance n backward to the initial time by defining £(0) = n with
LG+1)=LG) -9 j=0,...,n—1, (6.34)

with 7 < n and £(7) = 0. Then, from local a posteriori error bound (6.9)), we have

[0aplly < (k+ e ||(I —P") f (;[:0 + q,,ﬁ’;;f?)

n—L"
oxp ‘

+ kg : (6.35)
9 2

where €7, :=|Bmax| At/(of| —|85| kKAL) and 7. = (o*| +|5%| kAt) /(5| —|85| kAt). Via recursion, we then
obtain

-1 i1
n j L L(j ; L ‘,gf(j)
lowplly < S (B [T i) | e+ 1)) (I_Pm)) f <w0+<1>xp(” ) (6.36)
7=0 m=0 € )
i1 j
| o]+ B sAL At " L()—tED
S (k+1)|ﬂmax‘ k7 " < I-—P ) j—' m0+®w e
]’:ZO lag| — |B5|sAt ) lag| — [BglsAt ( ) P ,
(6.37)
n—1 m
la*| + |B* kAt At 4 L,
< (k+1)| Bmax km I os!
= (e Z—o (laél—b"alw o] — 1B31mAL | jeN(n (1-#7) 1 (w0 + 22}") ,
" £eNo(£F)
(6.38)
"l fopiae)” !
- k 1 max At e I—]P’j @Aj7£ 6.39
(b Dl Bl A A e e s || (T=7) S (= + #857) | (639

£EN, (£1)

W)n exp (1me ™ (181 /lo*] + 1551/l ) ) — 1
max

(kla*] = agl) + (kIB*| + [B51)sAL  jeN(n)
LeNy (L)

)
2

< (k+1)[Bmax| At (

‘ (I - ]P’j) f (mo + M{;l)

|og|
(6.40)

where we have used

o+ [BxsAL ) (|| L+ rAE*/lax] ) _ []e] 1 4 At(B/lor| + 1561/ lagl)

g — |B51AL g 1— kA5 /|ag] |ag| 1= rAL|55/|ag] ’
the relation (142)" < exp(nz), and the following result (with z = 1+kAt|8*|/|o*| and y = 1—k AL 55|/ |ad]):
if z >y, then (z —y)/y < e (z —y) if and only if y > € > 0. O
We note that due to the optimality property associated with orthogonal projection, we can write bound

(6.27) equivalently as

y—f (mo +¢”i’é)

(6.41)
We now prove conditions under which the a posteriori error bound is independent of the time step At and
total number of time instances n; the bound is fixed for a given time ¢™.

|ag]

Kot \ " exp (t7met (184110 | + 15/ lag]) ) — 1 |
" " - " ‘max min
(Elo*| — |ag|) + (k|8*| + |B5|)kAt  jeN(n) yeRan(®)

2

Corollary 6.7 (Time-step-independent global a posteriori error bounds: linear multistep schemes).
Under the assumptions of Theorem (6.0, if additionally k|lo*| = |of| (e.g., backward Euler, where k =1 and
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|a*| = |af| = 1) then the global a posteriori error bounds (6.27)—(6.28)) are independent of the time step and
simplify to

n (k+1)|ﬁmax| * *
ol < st (exo (et (8°) 10+ 1861/10gl)) ~ 1) o

(L= V) f (w0 + @)

2

(6.42)

n k +1)|Bmax n - * . % « . i
o, < g el (exp (et 110+ 1651/1031)) 1) e (1-#) f (0+ 22 )

605

2

(6.43)

Proof. The result can be derived by substituting k|a*| = |aj| into inequalities (6.27) and (6.28). O

We now prove conditions under which a posteriori error bounds f@ can be written in ‘residual
form’, i.e., in terms of the discrete residual arising at each time step. This will enable the respective optimality
properties of the Galerkin and LSPG ROMs to be compared in Remark [6.9]

Corollary 6.8 (Simplified global a posteriori error bounds in residual form: linear multistep schemes).
Under the assumptions of Theorem if additionally B7* =0, j > 1, Vm € N(n) (e.g., backward differen-
tiation formulas). Then,

d5’ 44
(ko] — g ) + (KIB*] + [BE])RAE  jenm) 5 (@12 (6.44)

: Kot |\ " exp (£re ™ (184110 ] + 1851 /lagl) ) — 1
[0zp]l, < (k+1) < o ) (klo*] = [ag]) + (kI B*| + |BE]) At geN(

1\ " exp (et (18%]/ o] + 185 1/1egl) ) — 1
M%S(Hl)(%) xp (e ( i1/lail))

|ag]

IITp( &p)|2. (6.45)
|ag]

If additionally A = I, then

max  min ||r3;(y)||2. (6.46)

Kot \" e (e (18%1/10%] + 1851/ lagl) ) — 1
(kla*T = [ag]) + (BT + |G )AL s€(m yeran(e

l6wpl, < (k+ >< -

gl

Proof. Under the stated assumptions Bmax = Bo, £ = 0, and Lemma holds, yielding the desired result.
O

Remark 6.9 (Optimality in a posteriori error bounds). Comparing inequalities (6.41] - and - 6.46]) high-
lights the differences in how optimality affects the Galerkin and LSPG ROM error bounds. Writing these
expressions more compactly under the conditions of Corollary[6.8 yields

5 < VB AL ( ®i ) 6.47
oz, < vpo E}Q%yeﬁljf@”y flxo+ @2, ) |2 (6.47)

i, (z)H : (6.48)

|0, < v max min
2

JEN(n) z€xg+Ran(P) ’

where

k|a*|>" exp (e (18%1/l0"] + 1851/ lag]) ) — 1

v:=(k
( “)< (Ko — o) & (WG] + Bt

|ag]

6.1.2. A priori error bounds

We now derive a priori error bounds by slightly modifying the steps in the above proofs. The most
significant difference in the subsequent results is that the oblique projection associated with the LSPG
ROM no longer associates with residual minimization, as the argument of the operators corresponds to the
full-order-model solution.
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Corollary 6.10 (Local a priori error bounds: linear multistep schemes). If (A7) holds, At < ‘ag‘ /(‘ﬁé‘ K
Vj € N(n) for the Galerkin ROM, and At < ’aé’ /(‘Bé‘ k||P™|), V5 € N(n) for the LSPG ROM, then

k k
lowll, <D<t £ (=o+ai )| + X ai|ow| (6.49)
£=0 2 =1
k k
loxpll, <> &p||(X —P) f (wo+w" f) +> A ”*@HQ (6.50)
£=0 2 =1

where we have defined £}" := |Bg”| At/p™ y = (‘ozz”‘ —i—‘ﬁ,f”‘ KAL|P™(|2)/h™, B™ = ol — |85 | kAP 5.
Other quantities are defined in Theorem 6.5

Proof. Instead of adding and subtracting f (:co + ‘I>5371§) between Eqgs. and and between Eqgs.
and in the proof of Theorem adding and subtracting P f (x¢ + ) and using ||V||2 = 1 yields
the stated result. O

Note that bound is not quite an a priori bound, as the operator P depends on the LSPG ROM
solution &’p; while this dependence could be removed, the bound in its current form facilitates comparison
with the Galerkin bound. The same dependence persists for the remaining a priori error bounds in this
section.

Corollary 6.11 (Global a priori error bounds: linear multistep schemes). Under the assumptions

of Corollary[6.10, we have

n—1min(k,j)

62ill, <D Z LglG-0+ Y an ik | o
7=0 ¢=0

(mi)€A(G—0) =1

(I-V)f (a:o + wz—j) (6.51)

2

n—1min(k,j)

6l < Z Loy -0+ Y Hﬁf iimm | gneie
7=0 ¢=0

(ni)eA(—2) =1

)

2

(1-P7) f (w0 +2277)

(6.52)

Proof. The result can be derived by following the same steps as Theorem based on the local bounds in
Corollary [6.10] O

Corollary 6.12 (Simplified global a priori error bounds: linear multistep schemes). Under the as-
sumptions of Corollary[6.10, if additionally At < |ag|(1 —€)/(k|B5]) with 0 < e < 1 for the Galerkin ROM,
and At < |ag|(1 —€)/ (k|85 1IIIPs]l2) with 0 < &< 1 for the LSPG ROM, then

(I-V)f (mo +m1)

|ag] (klox| = lag]) + (kIB* + |85 )sAL - jeN(n)

For " e (e (181 /o + 1531 /1ag) ) —
) k + 1)|Bmax| At
6215 <0k + 1)[Bmasd ( ) e 2

(6.53)
6l <(t + 1) At [ M " exp (et (1B IP* 12/10%] + 1B 1B5 2/ laa) ) — 1
T - max =~k =k =k Ak * 2% * ’
n |ag] (ke —lagl) + (kIB*[[[P*[l2 + |55 IP5]l2) At
(6.54)
I-p it
jglNa(i) ‘( >f<m0+x* 9

LENg (£%)
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Here, we have defined

63| 18| AUPElla = min |od| ~| 8] ratlP]2
JEN(n)

¥ | +| B | kAP || = ‘ j‘ ‘ j‘ At||P?
07| +|B7| RALBr|lp = mex | |8 | s AP 2
k> 0% := max ¥, (" = argmax &} ||(I —P") f (:Bo + )~ Z)
JEN(n) £eNy (k) 2

Proof. The result can be derived by following the same steps as Theorem based on the local bounds in

Corollary O
We now demonstrate conditions under which the a priori error bound is independent of the time step At.

Corollary 6.13 (Time-step-independent global a priori error bounds: linear multistep schemes).
Under the assumptions of Corollary[6.19, if additionally k|a*| = |og| (e.g., backward Euler) for the Galerkin
ROM, and k|a*| = |ag| (e.g., backward Euler) for the LSPG ROM, then the a priori error bounds (6.53)-
(6.54) are independent of the time step and simplify to

(k + 1)|Bmax|

o1, < il (e (e (57110 + 153 /loi)) 1) jrenNag) (1-f (fBO val)| @)
n (k+ 1)|ﬁmax| ( —71 % * =% * >
4] = = P Pg -1)-
. _e .
jIenNE?é) ‘(I_P]>f<w0+xl ) )
LeNy (£7)

Proof. As in Corollary . the result can be shown by substitution of the approprlate assumptlons ie.,
klo*| = |ag| for the Galerkin ROM, k|a*| = |&j| for the LSPG ROM) into inequalities (6.53)) and (6.54). O

Remark 6.14 (Optimality in a priori error bounds). Because the argument of f in the a priori error
bounds corresponds to the full-order-model solution, it is not possible to relate such quantities to ROM
residuals as was done in the case of a posteriori error bounds in Lemma [6.4 As such, it is not possible
to associate the oblique projection of the LSPG ROM with minimizing any component of the a priori error
bounds, as was shown for a posteriori error bounds in Corollary [6.3 However, it is possible to associate
Galerkin projection with minimizing terms in the a priori error bounds, i.e., the following optimality result
holds under the conditions of Corollary[6.15:

sat, < — f (o + 1) [z 6.57
low&ll, <0 max' min lly = F(zo+ 2 )2 (6.57)

This is analogous to inequality (6.47) for a posteriori error bounds, where

W)ﬂ exp (#we (18°]/10*] + 1651/105)) ~ 1

v = (k 1 max A
(k + 1)| Brmax| t( (klo*] = Jag]) + (k|8*] + |85 kAt

lag|

6.2. Backward Euler

In practice, error bounds for a specific time integrator can be derived by substituting the appropriate
values of o and /3;" into the appropriate error bounds.; doing so can lend additional insight into the error
bound. We now perform this exercise for the backward Euler scheme—which is a single-step method that
can be characterized by Eq. with k=1, a9 =1, a3 = —1, 5y =1, and p; = 0—and selected bounds.

We first note that the backward Euler scheme satisfies 8} = 0, j > 1 in Corollary Thus, that result
provides conditions under which the LSPG ROM has a lower local a posteriori error bound than the Galerkin
ROM. Next, we specialize the global a posteriori error bounds in Theorem to the case of the backward
Euler scheme.
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Corollary 6.15 (a posteriori error bounds: backward Euler). Under the assumptions of Theorem|6. ]
for the backward Euler scheme we obtain

n—1

n 1 ~n—
||6:cG||2§At;O O (1= V) f (w0 + @) 2 (6.58)
n—1 1 ) -
Joeplly < Y | (1= f (o + @27 g (6.59)
j=0

where h := 1 — kAt. Note that the time-step condition corresponds to At < 1/k in this case.

Proof. Because it is a single-step method, the linear multistep coefficients do not vary between time instances;
as a result, the constants appearing in Theorem [6.5 are also time-step independent and are h = 1 — kKA,

= At/h,e1 =0, v = (kAt+1)/h, and ; = 1/h. Substituting these values into error bound (6.26)) and
noting that

. {(1,...,1) eRI} >0
A =
() { 1] otherwise,
yields
At

||5.’13$||2 < 7 |:1{0} 1/h)J1N(n 1) H ]Pmij) f (-’BO + @ﬁ?%ﬁj)
7=0

, (6.60)

(1/h)
which simplifies to bound (6.59)). Derivation of bound (6.58]) is identical and is thus omitted. O

We now specialize the results of the time-step-independent global a priori error bounds in Corollary
to the backward Euler scheme.

Corollary 6.16 (Time-step-independent global a priori error bounds: backward Euler). Under the
assumptions of Corollary —which can be satisfied by backward Euler as k|a*| = |of| for this scheme—we
obtain the following for the backward FEuler scheme:

tn -1\ _ 1 )
1623, < QPR ) =1 s (I-V)f (wo + mi) (6.61)
K JEN(n) 2
exp(t"we'||Pgll2) — 1 : :
x|, < 2 (1-97) £ (w0 +2) 6.62
|62l B2 o [max, I (o0 . (6.62)

Note that the time step conditions correspond to At < (1 — €)/k for the Galerkin ROM and At < (1 —
€)/(k||P§|l2) for the LSPG ROM in this case.

Proof. For backward Euler, k = |a*| = |af| = |35] = 1 and £* = |3*| = 0. Substituting these quantities into
bounds and produces the desired result. [

We now derive a result that highlights the (surprising) role the time step At plays in the LSPG error
bound. As will be shown in the numerical experiments in Section [7} this theoretical results can have an
important effect on the performance of the LSPG ROM in practice.

Corollary 6.17. If & solves an auxiliary problem that computes the full-space solution increment centered
on the LSPG ROM trajectory

# = ALf (mo + :Ej) + @), jeNn), (6.63)
then the following holds:
n—1 _
623, < (1+ kAt) Z (i (6.64)
]:O
n—1 /j”_j o
j=0
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Here, 1/ := H@A:i:gg — AzJ H denotes the difference in solution increments at time instance j, where A:i:gp =
3?:33 - :%P and AxI = 7 — <I’AJ L. We denote the relative solution increment at time instance Jj by

W= | Az ).

Proof. Eq. (6.59) in conjunction with (6.17)) (with|5{| = 1 and the appropriate form of the discrete residual
for backward Euler) implies

Az J Atf(a:oJr‘I)a:P )

87|, < Z ]H (6.66)

]0 2

We can also write the auxiliary equation (6.63) as Azd = Atf (:Ej ), j € N(n), which allows us to rewrite

bound as

H5wp||2_z e | (@8a3 - aam) -

7=0

At (f (:co L RAZTT 4+ BT 1) _f (mo +AZ 4 m}g”)) H2

Lipschitz continuity of f leads to the bound . To obtain Eq. m, we multiply and divide by
|Az"~7||5 for each term in the summation and use Aw" I=Atf (z"7). O

Corollary n 6.17|is useful in that it expresses the LSPG ROM error in terms of the (time-local) single-step

errors incurred by projection along the LSPG ROM trajectory. In addition, this result highlights the critical

role of the time step At in the performance of the LSPG ROM,; the following remark provides this discussion.

Remark 6.18. The time step At in the error bound (6.65) for the LSPG ROM solution plays an important
role. In particular, decreasing the time step produces both beneficial effects (bound decrease) and deleterious
effects (bound increase), which we denote by ‘+’ and ‘-’, respectively as follows:

+ The time-discretization error decreases (this does not appear in the time-discrete error analysis above).
- The number of overall time instances n increases, so there are more terms in the summation.
+ The terms At(1 + xAt) and 1/(h)I+! decrease.

? The term "7 may increase or decrease, depending on the spectral content of the basis ®.

We now discuss this final ambiguous effect. The term g™ can be interpreted as the relative error in solution
increment over [(n — 1)At, nAt]. Clearly, the ability of the LSPG ROM to make ™ small depends on the
spectral content of the basis ®: if the basis only captures modes that evolve over long time scales, then g™
will be large (i.e., close to one), as the basis does not contain the ‘fast evolving’ solution components that
change over a single time step. This suggests that the time step should be ‘matched’ to the spectral content
of the reduced basis ®. In Section [7.5of the experiments, we explore this issue numerically, and demonstrate
that the error bound is minimized for an intermediate value of the time step At.

We note that the above arguments do not hold for the Galerkin ROM, which is simply an ODE that does
not depend on the time step. Instead, decreasing the time step should increase accuracy, as it has the effect
of reducing the time-discretization error.

6.3. Runge-Kutta schemes

We now derive Runge-Kutta error bounds for the Galerkin ROM and the LSPG ROM . For
notational simplicity, we define f} : & — f(&,t" 1+ ¢;At), i € N(s), n € N(T/At) Rather than present the
full collection of results as was done for linear multistep schemes in Section [6.1] for compactness we instead
focus only on the most important results for Runge-Kutta schemes: global a posterwm and a priori error
bounds, as well as time-step-independent a priori error bounds.
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We rewrite Egs. (2.5)), (3.9), and as

wl, = f7 (wo barl Atiaijwz,j), i € N(s) (6.67)
j=1
wp, = 8T fr (:co T Yt Atiaijq>mg7j), i € N(s) (6.68)
j=1
W, = ((@;;)T«I;)_l (Bm)T 7 (:co + et Ati aiﬂ»ﬁ;;j)
j=1
f ((xp;;)%)_l Z (\Ir;;)T< W, — f7 (:co + e+ Ati aequ;;j)), i e N(s) (6.69)
e=1,e#1i j=1
and set 0 = z2, = 2% = 0.

6.3.1. A posteriori error bounds
We first derive a posteriori error bounds.

Theorem 6.19 (Global a posteriori error bounds: Runge—Kutta schemes). If (A1) holds and At
1s such that

(a) the matriz D € R®*® with entries d;j := 0;; — kAt|a;;| is invertible, and
(b) for every x,y >0, if Dx <y then x < D'y,

then
n—1 s s

6z )l2 < ALY (1 + KAtZ (b | Z[D—l]ki)z.
£=0 %

(ZMIZ

(6.70)

Vfi (w0+<I>:c" = 1+At§aij<§ﬁ)&_f>H2).

and
n—1 s s

[6xp|l2 < Atz (1 + /{Atz b Z[D_l]m‘)e'
(z D3

1 S
(\1:” HT <1>) 3 (q:;;f)T<<1>m;f—f2—f(mo+<I>x’; = 1+Atzaejq>ﬁ;gf )H )

e=1,e#i

)f?—f(a,-o rean Ty AtZaU@ﬁJ’]L]e) H

+Z\bk| Z
(6.71)
where P? := & ((\IIZ.)T@)_l (BT, Here, inequalities applied to vectors hold entrywise.

Proof. Galerkin ROM. First we will show bound (6.70). Subtracting Eq. (6.68]) from Eq. (6.67)) and applying
the triangle inequality yields

16w ;|2 <

?(mo +at 4 AtZaijwf’» —-Vf? (a:o + &z + AtZaijfbﬁig’j)‘ ) i € N(s),
j=1

Jj=1
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where dwg, ; := w},; — ®we ;. Adding and subtracting f7' (a:o + @3+ At > i1 @i ng’j) and invoking
assumption (Aj), we deduce

0w slla—r st Y lasj 6w ;12 < | (T=V)F7 (wot e ' +A8 Y ay@wp )| +#lldw 2 i€ NGs).
j=1 j=1

Selecting At small enough such that (a) and (b) hold yields

[0wg xll2 < Z

where [-];; denotes entry (i, j) of the argument. From explicit state updates (2.7)) and (3.11]), we obtain

S

)F7 (w0 + @ +At2aijq>wg,j)uz+H||5zg—1|\22[p—1}ki7 (6.72)
j=1 /

1=

l6allz < (|62 Iz + At Y [bill|6ws kl2-
k=1

Using upper bound yields
0w < (1+mt2|bk|2 a6 2
+ Atz |bx| Z

Finally, an induction argument produces the desired result (6.70]).

LSPG ROM. We now prove bound (6.71]). Subtracting from and applying the triangle inequality
yields

S
)f (:Bo—Fi’SCG +Atzaij¢ﬁ’aj)H2'
j=1

S S
6wl < ||£7 (w0 + @27 + AL aguwlt)) — Prf7 (wo + @ap + AL 0y, )|
j=1 j=1 2
S

+H<1>((\I:;;)T<1>)_l 3 (xy;;)T(Qw;e—f (w0 + @}~ 1+At§:aejq>w;j))‘
2

e=1,e#1i j=1

) i € N(s).

Adding and subtracting f7 (wo + @& AL ijl aij@w’;j) and invoking assumption (Aq), for i € N(s)

we deduce

8w, ll2 - mt2|aw\||6iju2<HI Py f7 (20 + @i +Atzaw<1>ij)H2+f~e||6w7;1||2

S

‘@ ((\11;;)%)71 3w’ («m;@)e — (:1:0 + o —&-AtZaeJ@wP]))

e=1,e#i

+

2

Again selecting At small enough such that (a) and (b) hold yields

[0wp i [|2 < Z
+Z

i=1

DF7 (w0 + @ap + ALY ay @i )|+ wllozy 2 YD
j=1

e=

( \Iln)T(I,> 1 1 e#(lpye)T( W, — f7 (:co TV S At;aej@ng)) H2 (6.73)
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The explicit state updates from and and the bound yield
lozpll <(1+ mtz b Z e ) 1o o
—i—AtZ |bk\z D™
+ At2|bk| Z[D‘l],ﬂ»-
k=1 =1

H(I) ((‘I,Z)Tq))_l i (‘I,?6>T(¢Inb"l_}),e_f <w0+‘1>m" ! —&-Atiae]@w%j))HQ.

e=1,e#i J=1

(=B (wo+ @p '+ ALY ay @i, )|
j=1

An induction argument yields the bound . |

As with linear multistep schemes, the error bound for the Galerkin ROM in depends on the
orthogonal projection error of f}' onto Ran (@), while the LSPG ROM error bound depends on an oblique
projection; however, because the oblique projector depends on the LSPG ROM solution, this bound can
be smaller than the Galerkin bound (as was demonstrated in Corollary note that backward Euler is
also a Runge-Kutta scheme). Further, notice that the complex ‘path traversing’ that appears in the linear
multistep error bounds is not present for Runge—Kutta schemes; this is a consequence of the fact that previous
time instances only influence the error at the current time step through induction for Runge-Kutta schemes.
In addition, note that the LSPG ROM error bound is more complex than the Galerkin bound; the final line
in bound is a consequence of the test-basis coupling for general implicit Runge-Kutta schemes.
Finally, we point out that both bounds grow exponentially in time due to the amplification factor. We now
present a simpler version of this error bound for explicit Runge-Kutta and DIRK schemes.

Corollary 6.20 (Global a posteriori LSPG ROM error bound: explicit Runge-Kutta and DIRK).
Under the assumptions of Theorem[6.19 for explicit RK (6 = 1) and DIRK (6 = 0) schemes, we have

[0z (|2 < Ati (1 + fiAti: |br| zs:[D_l]ki)l'
e k=1 =1
(Z |bk|Z

Proof. For explicit and diagonally implicit Runge-Kutta schemes , we have lIlZ =0 when i # j. The
proof is then an immediate consequence of . O

Note that the LSPG error bound resembles the Galerkin error bound much more closely
than the previous LSPG bound , as explicit Runge—Kutta and DIRK schemes remove the coupling of
the test basis across stages.

i—0
0y - (x0+<1r" - 1—|—At2aij'1’ﬁ)?;f>H> (6.74)
j=1

6.3.2. A priori error bounds
We now state the a priori versions of the Galerkin Runge-Kutta schemes (6.70) and the LSPG Runge—
Kutta schemes (6.71)).

Theorem 6.21 (Global a priori error bounds: Runge-Kutta schemes). If (A1) holds and At is
such that

(a) the matrices D € R*** (defined in Theorem and D" € R*** with entries [D"];; = &;; —
kAt|ai;||PY|2 are invertible, and

(b) for every x,y >0, if Dx <y then x < D 'y and if D" x <y then = < [D™']"'y, m € N(n) ,
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then

n—1 s s

foat e < 803 (14 5803 0 D)
£=0 i=

(Z |bk‘ Z kz

(6.75)

(I-v)f~ E(sc + 1+AtZaU )H )

and
n—1£—1

ol <At>" T (1+mtz|bk\z i)
£=0 m=0

(I ]P)n E)f;l. E((B _’_mn {— 1+Atza” n— IZ>H2

j=1

(zmz[w -

k=1 =1

S S
k=1 =1

-1 S S
Hcp ((\11;;*4)%) ST (@m;ﬁ)j _ ot (:co + @ ALY ag@wl) > H )
j=1
(6.76)
where we have used the convention that the empty product is equal to one.

Proof. The proof of follows the Galerkin-ROM derivation in Theorem wherein the quantity
\Zi <w0+w7j’1+At > aiwl ) is added and subtracted rather than fI' (a:0+<I> e AL D1 Qi @ﬁ:gwj)
and ||[V||2 = 1 is used. On the other hand, (6.76) follows the LSPG-ROM derivation by adding and subtract-
ing PP f7 (mo +ar Tl ALY aijw;gj) instead of f7 (a:o + ey ALY aij@w;j). O

Similarly to Corollary we now derive a time-step-independent variant of the error bound .
A similar result can be shown for the LSPG bound ; however, we omit this result for simplicity and

instead will provide (more readily interpretable) a priori LSPG ROM error bounds for explicit Runge-Kutta
and DIRK schemes in Corollary [6.24]

Corollary 6.22 (Time-step-independent global a priori Galerkin ROM error bound: RK schemes).
Under the assumptions of Theorem assume additionally At < (1 —w)/(ka*) with a* := ||[|a;|]i;||2 end
0 <w<1. Then,

n exp(t”nwilb*sfs/z)*l H n—~¢ n—~{—1 n— / H
<
ozl < ( O T R R e Wy | DY

K LeNg(n—1
eieol\(l(s) ) J=1
(6.77)
where b* 1= max;en(s) |bi-
Proof. As in Corollary by using an upper bound for the right hand side in (6.75)) we obtain
6| < AtZ(l n mtz b Z DY ) . (Z b Z[D‘l]ki)-
i= k= i=1
! (6.78)

£eNg(n—1)
1€N(s)

(, max || = V)= (wo + 22" 4 A Zl awly)],)
=
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We now derive a bound for the term E || Z[ i as
=1 =

DBkl D SID k<67 Y (DT <07 ZZI el < b7s|[ D7 p < 075*2| D72
k=1 i=1 k=11i=1 k=11i=1 (679)
p*3/2 h*g3/2

< =
~ Omin(I) — Omax(KA|aiz]]ij) 1 — kAta*’

where we have used the vector-norm equivalence relation ||z||; < v/N|/z|z with € RV, the matrix-norm
equivalence relation ||Allr < VN| A2 with A € RV*N | the relation |[A™ |z = 1/0min(A), omin(A +
B) > o0min(A) — 0max(B) = 0min(A) — || B||2 (with A = I and B = —kAt[|a;;|]i;)), and the assumption
At < (1 —w)/(ka*).

We can now compute an upper bound on the constant in inequality as

AtZ(HHAtZ\bHZ ) -(ibﬂim%)

¢
— KALb* s3/2 b*s3/2
< At 1 6.80
- ;( +1ﬁAta*> <1anta*) ( )

<1 + kAL(b*s3/% — a*)> (1 —kAta*)™ =1
_ (6.81)

R

Then, setting t” = n/At we obtain
n
(1 + kAL (b*53/2 - a*)) (1 — kAta*)™ < exp(t"kw ™ 1b*s%/?) (6.82)

Asin Theorem we have used the relation (1+z)" < exp(nz), and the result (with x = 1+xAt (b*sB/Q—a*>

and y = 1 — kAta*) that states if z > y, then (z —y)/y < w™ (2 — y) if and only if y > w > 0. Finally,
substituting in in and combining the resulting expression with yields the desired result.
O

As with linear multistep schemes, the rightmost term in the Galerkin a priori bound will always be
smaller than that for the LSPG bound, as the former associates with an orthogonal projection error of a
fixed vector. In addition, the LSPG bound depends on the LSPG ROM solution; while this dependence could
be removed, the bound in its current form facilitates comparison with the Galerkin bound. We again notice
the complex structure of the estimator in compared to (6.75). To better understand the behavior the
LSPG estimator in we consider two subcases: explicit Runge—Kutta and DIRK schemes.

Corollary 6.23 (Global a priori LSPG ROM error bounds: explicit Runge-Kutta and DIRK).
Under the assumptions of Theorem for explicit RK (0 = 1) and DIRK (0 = 0) schemes, we have

n—1 ¢—1

ozl < A>T (1+nAtZ|bk|Z i)

£=0 m=0

Proof. For explicit and diagonally implicit Runge-Kutta schemes , we have \IIZ = 0 when i # j. The
proof is then an immediate consequence of . O

Owing to the fact that the explicit Runge-Kutta and DIRK schemes removes the coupling of the basis,
we again notice that the LSPG error bound resembles the Galerkin ROM error bound .

(6.83)

(T —Pr=f) Fim e(ac + 1+At2a” )H )
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Corollary 6.24 (Time-step-independent global a priori LSPG ROM error bound: explicit RK and DIRK).
Under the assumptions of Theorem for explicit RK (8 = 1) and DIRK (6 = 0) schemes, assume addi-
tionally At < (1 —@)/(ka*) with @* := mingen,(n_1) l[|las;||P||2]i;]l2 and 0 < @ < 1. Then,

n —71b* 3/2 -1
e e e [ (L O 1”@% )L)
i€N(s)

(6.84)

Proof. The proof follows closely that of Corollary We begin by deriving an upper bound for the right

hand side in (6.75) as

n—1 £—1 s s
lszplls < At > ] (1 + mtz |b| Z ]k) (Z |bx| Z[[D"l]l}ki>.
£=0 m=0 1= i

(6.85)
( max H(I*Pz OF é(wOJra:n - 1+At2a” )H )

£eNg(n—1)
1€N(s)

Analogously to the derivation in Eq. (6.79), we bound the term S°;_, |bx| S_, [D"™ K} Y, as

b*s 3/2

Z |b| Z < m (6.86)

Finally, we compute an upper bound on the constant in inequality (6.85) as

n—1¢-—1 s s P n—1 nAtb*33/2 0 b*53/2
At;%yo(HﬁAtZ'bk; ’) ' (;'b”;[m ] ]’“) = At; <1+ 1— nAta*) (1 —nAta*)

As this result is identical to upper bound (6.80)) in the proof of Corollary with a* replacing a*, we obtain
the desired result by applying the remaining steps as Corollary O

7. Numerical experiments

This section compares the performance of Galerkin and LSPG ROMs on a computational-fluid-dynamics
(CFD) application using a basis constructed by proper orthogonal decomposition. These experiments high-
light the importance of the previous analyses, in particular the limiting equivalence of Galerkin and LSPG
ROMs (Theorem , superior accuracy of the LSPG ROM compared with the Galerkin ROM (Corol-
lary , and performance improvement of the LSPG ROM when an intermediate time step is selected
(Corollary and Remark [6.18).

Note that these experiments could be carried out on any dynamical system yielding a system of nonlinear
ODEs ; we have selected compressible turbulent fluid dynamics due to both its wide interest and
challenging nature: limited progress has been made to date on developing robust, accurate ROMs for such
problems. The numerical experiments highlight this fact, as standard Galerkin ROMs generate unstable
responses in all cases.

7.1. Problem description

The Galerkin and LSPG ROMs are implemented in AERO-F [34] 30], a massively parallel compressible-
flow solver. AERO-F solves the steady or unsteady compressible Navier—Stokes equations with various
closure models available for turbulent flow, and employs a second-order node-centered finite-volume scheme.
For model-reduction algorithms, all linear least-squares problems and singular value decompositions are
computed in parallel using the ScaLAPACK library [15].
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The full-order model corresponds to an unsteady Navier—Stokes simulation of a two-dimensional open
cavity with a length-to-depth ratio of 4.5 using AERO-F’s DES turbulence model (based on the Spalart—
Allmaras one-equation model [54]) and a wall-function boundary condition applied on solid surface bound-
aries. The fluid domain is discretized by a mesh with 192,816 nodes and 573,840 tetrahedra (Figure [2)). The
two-dimensional geometry is discretized in three dimensions by considering a slab of thin, but finite thickness,
in the z-direction; the resulting grid is one element wide and is created by extruding a distance that is 1% of
the cavity length. The viscosity is assumed to be constant, and the Reynolds number based on cavity length
is 2.97 x 10%, while the free-stream Mach number is 0.6. Due to the turbulence model and three-dimensional
domain, the number of conservation equations per node is 6, and therefore the dimension of the CFD model
is N = 1,156,896. Roe’s scheme is employed to discretize the convective fluxes, and a linear variation of the
solution is assumed within each control volume, which leads to a second-order space-accurate scheme on gen-
eral unstructured, multi-dimensional meshes; however, we employ an extended stencil that gives fifth-order
formal order of accuracy (with uniform mesh spacing) on inviscid, one-dimensional problems. The viscous
flux is discretized using a centered Galerkin scheme.

(a) Full domain

(b) Detail around cavity
Figure 2: Computational mesh: = — y plane cut.

Flow simulations are performed within a time interval ¢ € [0,7] with T' = 12.5 time units. We employ
the second-order accurate implicit three-point backward differentiation formula, which is a linear multistep
scheme characterized by k = 2, ap = 1, a1 = —4/3, ae = 1/3, Bo = 2/3, 81 = P2 = 0, for time integration;
future work will perform numerical experiments with Runge—Kutta schemes. The OAE arising at each
time step is solved by a Newton—Krylov method, where GMRES is employed as the iterative linear solver
with a restrictive additive Schwarz preconditioner (with no fill in) and the previous 50 Krylov vectors are
employed for orthogonalization. Convergence is declared when the residual norm is reduced to a factor of
1073 of its starting value. All flow computations are performed in a non-dimensional setting.

The initial condition xq is provided by first computing a steady-state solution, and using that solution
as an initial guess for an unsteady ‘transient’ simulation (which captures the initial transient before the flow
reaches a quasi-periodic state) of 7.5 time units. The state at the end of the unsteady transient simulation is
then used as the initial condition for the subsequent simulations. The steady-state calculation is characterized
by the same parameters as above, except that it employs local time stepping with a maximum CFL number
of 100, it uses the first-order implicit backward Euler time integration scheme, it assumes a linear variation
of the solution within each control volume, it employs a Spalart—Allmaras turbulence model, and it employs
only one Newton iteration per (pseudo) time step.

The output of interest is the pressure at location (0.0001,-0.0508,0.0025), which is shown in the bottom
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row of Figure 4l All errors are reported as the ¢2 relative error in this quantity, i.e.,

SIS (P (mAL) — panAL))’
Pap* = T/ot 5 )
YonlT pe(nAty)

where p : N(T'/At) — R is the pressure for the model of interest, p, : N(T'/At,) — R is this pressure
response of the designated ‘truth’ model (typically the full-order model), and Py is a linear interpolation of
the pressure response onto the grid based on the truth-model time step At,.

All computations are performed in double-precision arithmetic on a parallel Linux clusterﬂ using 48 cores
across 6 nodes.

7.2. Time-step verification

Because this paper considers the time step to be an important parameter in model reduction, we first
perform a time-step verification study to ensure we employ an appropriate ‘nominal’ time step. Figure
reports these results using a time-step refinement factor of two. A time step of At, = 0.0015 time units
yields observed convergence rates in both the instantaneous drag force on the lower wall and instantaneous
pressure at ¢ = T that are close to the asymptotic rate of convergence (2.0) of three-point BDF2 scheme.
Further, this value also leads to sub-2% errors in both quantities, which we deem to be sufficient for this set
of experiments.

Figure [] shows several instantaneous snapshots of the vorticity field and corresponding pressure field
generated by the high-fidelity CFD model. The flow within the cavity is quasi-periodic; during one cycle,
vorticity is shed from the leading edge of the cavity, convects downstream, and impinges on the aft edge of
the cavity. Upon impingement, an acoustic disturbance is generated which propagates upstream and scatters
on the leading edge of the cavity, generating a new vortical disturbance to initiate the next oscillation cycle.
The pressure fields in the bottom row of Figure [4] reveal regions of low pressure (blue contours) associated
with vortices, as well as acoustic disturbances both within the cavity and radiating outside the cavity. This
complex flow is governed by the interactions of several nonlinear processes, including roll-up of the shear
layer vortices, impingement of the vortices on the aft wall resulting in sound generation, propagation of
nonlinear acoustic waves, and interaction of these waves with the shear layer vorticity.

7.3. Reduced-order models

To construct both the Galerkin and LSPG ROMs, we employ the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD)
technique; we employ a constant weighting matrix A = I for the LSPG ROM. To construct the POD basis,
we set @ + ® (X, v), where ® is computed via Algorithm [1| of the appendix with snapshots consisting of
the initial-condition-centered full-order model states X = {x,(kAt,) — xo}523!, where x, denotes the FOM
response computed for a time step of At, = 0.0015. Three values of the energy criterion v € [0, 1] are used
during the experiments: v = 1 —107* (p = 204), v =1 —-1075 (p = 368), and v = 1 — 107% (p = 564).
Figure [p| shows a selection of the energy component of the computed POD modes. Note that as the mode
number increases, the modes capture finer spatial-scale behavior, which we expect to be associated with finer
time-scale behavior; this will be verified in Section [7.5.1]

We first repeat the time-step verification study, but we do so for the reduced-order models (again using
the BDF2 scheme) in the time interval 0 < ¢ < 0.55, as all Galerkin ROMs remain stable in this time interval.
Figure [ reports these results. First, we note that the Galerkin ROM converges an approximated rate of 2.0,
which is what we expect given that the Galerkin ROM simply associates with a time-step-independent ODE
(3.2). However, the LSPG ROM does not exhibit this behavior; in fact the error convergence is not even
monotonic. This is likely due to the fact that the method does not associate with a time-step-independent
ODE.

We next perform simulations for both reduced-order models for all tested basis dimensions and time steps;
Figure [7] reports the time-dependent responses. When a response stops before the end of the time interval,

3The cluster contains 8-core compute nodes that each contain a 2.93 GHz dual socket/quad core Nehalem X5570 processor
with 12 GB of memory. The interconnect is a 3D torus InfiniBand.
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(a) Drag: At. = 0.0015 yields an approximate rate of convergence of 1.94 and an estimated error in the output quantity

(computed via Richardson extrapolation) of 1.26 x 10~2. The red points denote the result for At, = 0.0015. The rightmost plot
shows the time-dependent response for the finest tested time step At = 1.875 x 10~% (black solid) and the converged time step
Aty = 0.0015 (red dashed).
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(b) Pressure: At, = 0.0015 yields an approximate rate of convergence of 1.83 and an estimated error in the output quantity
(computed via Richardson extrapolation) of 7.68 x 10~%. The red points denote the result for At, = 0.0015. The rightmost plot
shows the time-dependent response for the finest tested time step At = 1.875 x 10~% (black solid) and the converged time step
Aty = 0.0015 (red dashed).

Figure 3: Time-step verification study. Note that the approximated convergence rates are close to the asymptotic value of 2.0
for the BDF2 scheme.
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(a) time = 2.10 (b) time = 2.61 (c) time = 3.12 (d) time = 3.63

sallanlng! /0

(e) time = 2.10 (f) time = 2.61 (g) time = 3.12 (h) time = 3.63

Figure 4: Instantaneous CFD vorticity field (top) and pressure field (bottom) during one oscillation cycle. The dot on the
forward wall of the cavity indicates the location of the pressure signal output.

this indicates that a negative pressure was encountered, which causes AERO-F to exit the simulation. We
interpret this phenomenon as a non-physical instability.

First, note that the Galerkin ROMs become unstable (i.e., generate a negative pressure) for all time steps
and all basis dimensions. This is consistent with previously reported results [20 2] 19, 18] that indicate
Galerkin projection almost always leads to inaccurate responses for compressible fluid-dynamics problems.
In contrast, the LSPG ROM results in many stable, accurate responses for all basis dimensions. Further,
LSPG responses exhibit a clear dependence on the time step At. Subsequent sections provide a deeper
analysis of this dependence.

7.4. Limiting case: comparison

We next compare the responses of the Galerkin and LSPG ROMSs for small time windows (when the
Galerkin responses remain stable) and small time steps. Figure [8|reports €(pdiscrete opt.; PGal, )—which is the
difference between the pressure responses generated by the LSPG ROM with different time steps and the
Galerkin ROM with a fixed time step At = 1.875 x 10~* (the smallest tested time step)—for a time window
0 <t < 1.1. These responses support an important conclusion (see Theorem : the Galerkin and LSPG
ROMs are equal in the limit of At — 0 for A = 1/,/agI, which is what we employ for the LSPG ROM (note
that ag = 1 for this time integrator)ﬁ This has significant consequences for the LSPG ROM, as decreasing
the time step leads to the same unstable response as Galerkin; larger time steps are needed to ensure the
LSPG ROM is stable for the entire time interval.

Figure El reports &(Pdiscrete opt., PFOM, ) and e(pGal., prom, )—which are the differences between the two
ROM-generated pressure responses and the full-order model pressure response for At = 1.875 x 10™%*—as a
function of the time step for all three basis dimensions and three time intervals. These results highlight a
critical observation: the LSPG ROM is more accurate for an intermediate time step. This not only supports
the result of Corollary but provides an interesting insight: taking a larger time step not only leads to
better speedups (i.e., the end of the time interval is reached in fewer time steps), but it also decreases the
error, sometimes significantly. This is further explored in the next section.

4Note that in the p = 564 case, it is not clear if the difference is converging to zero. This is likely due to the fact that
the time steps are not sufficiently small to detect convergence to zero in this case. In fact, as the basis dimension p increases,
the basis captures finer temporal behavior (as will be shown in Figure and so the time scale of the ROM response will be
smaller; in turn, smaller time steps At will be required to detect convergent behavior.
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(a) mode 1 (c¢) mode 101

(d) mode 201 (e) mode 401

Figure 5: Visualization of the energy component of the POD modes.
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(a) Galerkin reduced-order model (b) LSPG reduced-order model

Figure 6: Time-step verification study for Galerkin and LSPG reduced-order models for p = 368 and 0 < ¢ < 0.55. While
the approximated convergence rate for the Galerkin reduced-order model is close to the asymptotic value of 2.0 for the BDF2
scheme, this is not observed for the LSPG reduced-order model. Note that the error for each ROM is computed with respect its
response for finest Richardson extrapolation, and a dashed red line indicates the snapshot-collection time step At, = 0.0015.
See Figure Ekc—d) for the associated time-dependent responses.

7.5. Time-step selection

Recall from Corollary [6.17] and Remark that decreasing the time step At has a non-obvious effect
on the error bound for the LSPG ROM. We now assess these effects for the current problem.

7.5.1. Spectral content of POD basis

In our interpretation of the error bound for the LSPG ROM applied to the backward Euler
scheme, we noted that the time step should be ‘matched’ to the spectral content of the trial basis ®. This
is of practical importance, as selecting an appropriate time step for the ROM should take into account the
relevant temporal dynamics associated with the basis. For example, a time step may be too small if the
basis has filtered out modes with a time scale matching that of the time step. If we assume that the basis
® is computed via POD, then we would expect the vectors to be naturally ordered such that lower mode
numbers are associated with lower temporal frequencies. Then, including additional modes has the effect of
encoding information at higher frequencies. It follows that the time step should be decreased as additional
modes are retained in construction of the ROM.

Here we investigate the validity of this assumption by examining the spectral content of the POD basis

vectors for the current cavity-flow problem. We compute the time histories of the generalized coordinates by
projecting the FOM solution onto the POD basis as &, (kAt,) := ®7 (x, (kAt,) —x), k € N(8334). We then
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Figure 7: Responses generated by Galerkin and LSPG ROMs for different basis sizes p and time steps At
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Figure 8: Difference e(prspa,PGal, ) between the pressure responses generated by the LSPG ROM with different time steps
and the Galerkin ROM with a fixed time step At = 1.875 x 10~% in 0 < ¢ < 1.1. This demonstrates convergence of the LSPG
ROM to Galerkin as At — 0.

compute power spectral densities of the generalized coordinates &, (t). Figure [L0(a)| shows sample spectra,
normalized by the total energy in each signalEI for several of the POD modes. The figure shows that energy
shifts to higher frequencies as the POD mode number increases, confirming our assumption for this example.
This is further quantified by calculating a characteristic time-scale 795 associated with each mode; we define
this time scale as the inverse of the frequency below which 95 percent of the energy is captured for that
mode. Figure plots this time scale versus the mode number, showing a clear trend of decreasing time
scale with increasing mode number.

Thus, at least for the present application problem, we expect the optimal time step for the LSPG ROM
to decrease as modes are added to the POD basis (this will be verified by Figure . Note that systematic
calibration could be performed to attempt to automate selection of the ROM time step as a function of basis
dimension. While this would be of clear practical interest, we do not pursue it here, as optimal-timestep
computation would be complicated in practice by nonlinear interactions arising from the dynamical system,
as well as effects from the spatial-discretization error and POD truncation error.

7.5.2. Error bound behavior

Having verified that higher POD mode numbers correspond to smaller wavelengths, we now numeri-
cally assess quantities related to the error bound (6.65)). First, Figure [L1(a)| reports the dependence of the
maximum relative projection error maxy, i¥(®, At) on the time step At and the basis dimension, where

I(I — @@7) (2. (kAL) — 2. ((k — 1)At))]|
[, (kAL) — 2. ((k = 1A

(@, At) =

Note that zi¥ is closely related to fi* from error bound (6.67)), as they are equal if €y + ®&p(t) = x(t) and
the LSPG ROM computes &% such that ¥ is minimized.

These results confirm that adding basis vectors—which we know has the effect of encoding higher fre-
quency content—significantly reduces the projection error for small time steps At, but has less of an effect on
larger time steps, as retaining the first POD vectors already enables dynamics at that scale to be captured.

Next, Figure plots the error bound for a value of kK = 1 and with i¥ = *. This highlights
an important result: selecting an intermediate time step At leads to the lowest error bound, regardless of
the basis dimension. Even though this result corresponds to the backward Euler integrator, we expect a
similar trend to hold for the present experiment, which uses the BDF2 scheme. The next section assesses
the performance of the LSPG ROM, including its dependence on the time step.

5The energy in a time series within some frequency range is obtained by integrating the power spectral density over that
range.
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Figure 9: Galerkin errors e(pGal., prom, ) and LSPG errors e(prspa, prom, ) over different time intervals, time steps, and basis

0.0015.

dimensions. For reference, a dashed red line indicates the snapshot-collection time step Aty
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Figure 10: Spectral content of the POD basis.

7.6. LSPG ROM performance

We now compare the accuracy and walltime performance of the LSPG ROM as the dimension of the
basis, time step, and time interval change. The most salient result from Figure [I2] is that choosing an
intermediate time step leads to both better accuracy and faster simulation times. This shows that our
theoretical analysis of the error bound performed in Section leads to an actual observed performance
improvement. For example, consider the p = 564 case over the time interval 0 < t < 2.5. In this case,
a time step of At = 1.875 x 10~* leads to a relative error of 0.0140 and a simulation time of 289 hours;
increasing this value to At = 1.5 x 1072 reduces the relative error to 9.46 x 10~* and the simulation time
to 35.8 hours, which constitutes roughly an order of magnitude improvement in both quantities. Again, this
supports the theoretical results of Corollary and highlights the critical importance of the time step for
LSPG reduced-order models.

In addition, Figure [12] shows that as the basis dimension increases, the optimal time step decreases; this
was anticipated from the spectral analysis performed in Section In addition, adding POD basis vectors
does not improve accuracy for large time steps. We interpret this effect as follows: for larger time steps,
the first few POD modes accurately capture ‘coarse’ phenomena on the scale of the time step. Therefore,
accuracy improvement is not achieved by adding modes that encode dynamics that evolve on a time scale
finer than the time step itself.

Further, Figurehighlights that as the basis dimension increases, the error generally decreases, which
is an artifact of the monotonic decrease in the FOM OAE residual achieved by the LSPG ROM (Remark
4.1). Finally, the figure shows that as the time interval grows, the optimal time step generally increases.

7.7. GNAT: ROM with complexity reduction

In this section, we perform a similar study, but equip the LSPG ROM with complexity reduction in order
to achieve computational savings. In particular, we employ the GNAT method [19, 20, 21], which solves
Eq. with A = (P®,)" P, where ®, is a basis for the residual and P consisting of selected rows of the
identity matrix.

The problem is identical to that described in Section [7.1] except that we take 7' = 5.5 time units and
employ a second-order space-accurate dissipation scheme wherein a linear variation of the solution is assumed
within each control volumeﬁ For this simulation, the full-order model consumes 5.0 hours on 48 cores across
six compute nodes.

To construct the trial basis ® and basis for the residual ®, for the GNAT models, we again employ POD.
In particular, we set ® < ® (X, v), where ® is computed via Algorithm [I| with snapshots consisting of the

6This is done to ensure the sample mesh requires two layers of neighboring nodes for each sample node.
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Figure 11: Assessment of quantities appearing in error bound (6.65)). This analysis suggests that an intermediate time step At
can reduce errors for the LSPG ROM.

centered full-order model states X = {@,(kAt,) — 20 }35%. An energy criterion of v =1—1075 (p = 179) is
used during the experiments. For the residual, we employ ®,. < ® (X, v,.) via Algorithm 1| with snapshots
X, = {r"(zo + ®0" "), k € N(K(n)), n € N(2228)} and @"*) corresponding to the LSPG ROM solution
at Gauss-Newton iteration k within time step n using a time step of At = 6 x 1073. Here, K (n) denotes the
number of Newton iterations required for convergence of at time instance n. An energy criterion of v, = 1.0
is employed. In addition, the GNAT model sets the Jacobian basis equal to residual basis ®; = ®,. and
employs ns = 743 sample nodes that define P, which leads to 4458 rows in P as there are six conservation
equations per node due to the turbulence model (see Ref. [2I] for definitions).

The GNAT implementation in AERO-F is characterized by the sample-mesh concept [2I]. Figure
depicts the sample mesh for this problem, which was constructed using n. = 2228 working columns [21]
Algorithm 3], and includes two layers of nodes around the sample nodes (to enable the residual to be
computed at the sample nodes). It is characterized by 7,974 total nodes (4.1% of the original mesh) and
17,070 total volumes (3.0% of the original mesh). Due to the small footprint of the sample mesh, the GNAT
simulations are run using only 2 cores on a single compute node.

Figure [I4) reports the results obtained with the GNAT ROM using different time steps. Critically, note
that the GNAT ROM also exhibits a ‘dip’ in the optimal time step, with a time step of 6.0 x 1073 yielding
the lowest error. In fact, increasing the time step from 1.5 x 1072 to 6.0 x 10~3 decreases the error from
3.32% to 2.25% and also significantly increases the computational savings relative to the full-order model
(as measured in core-hours) from 14.9 to 55.7. This highlights that the analysis is also relevant to ROMs
equipped with complexity reduction.

7.8. Summary of experimental results
We now briefly summarize the main experimental results:

e Galerkin ROMs are unstable for long time intervals (Figure .

LSPG ROMs are only unstable for small time steps (Figure @

Galerkin and LSPG ROMs are equivalent as At — 0 (Figure .

LSPG ROMs are more accurate than Galerkin ROMs over small time windows where Galerkin is stable
(Figure [9).

LSPG ROMs are most accurate for an intermediate time step (Figure E[)
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Figure 13: Sample mesh (red) embedded within original mesh. The sample mesh is used to to enable low-computational-footprint

simulations with the GNAT reduced-order model.
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e Adding POD modes has the effect of including higher-frequency response components (Figure .

e The theoretical error bound for the LSPG ROM exhibits the same time step ‘dip’ as the experimentally
observed error (Figure [I1).

e The optimal time step for the LSPG ROM decreases as modes are added to the POD basis (Figure
1),

e Adding modes to the POD basis has little effect on LSPG ROM accuracy for large time steps (Figure
12).

e The optimal time step for the LSPG ROM tends to increase as the time interval increases (Figure

12(g))-

e The GNAT ROM, which is discrete optimal and is equipped with complexity reduction, also produces
minimal error for an intermediate time step (Figure .

8. Conclusions

This work has performed a comparative theoretical and experimental analysis of Galerkin and LSPG
reduced-order models for linear multistep schemes and Runge—Kutta schemes. We have demonstrated a
number of new findings that have important practical implications, including conditions under which the
LSPG ROM has a time-continuous representation, conditions under which the two techniques are equivalent,
and time-discrete error bounds for the two approaches.

Perhaps most surprisingly, we demonstrated that decreasing the time step does not necessarily decrease
the error for the LSPG ROM. This phenomenon arose in both the theoretical analysis and in numerical
experiments. In particular, our results suggest that the time step should be ‘matched’ to the spectral content
of the reduced basis. In the experiments, we showed that increasing the time step to an intermediate value
decreased both the error and the simulation time by an order of magnitude in certain cases. Alternatively,
decreasing the time step cause the LSPG ROM to become unstable for longer time intervals. This highlights
the critical importance of time-step selection for LSPG ROMs.
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Appendix

Algorithm [I| reports the algorithm for computing a POD basis using normalized snapshots.
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Input: Set of snapshots X = {w;}[**, C RV, energy criterion v € [0,1]
Output: ® (X,v)

1: Compute thin singular value decomposition W = UXV”, where W = [w1/||w1| -+ wy,, /||wn, |||
2: Choose dimension of truncated basis p = n.(v), where

ne(v) = argig)i(ri)i

n Naw
V(v) :={n € N(ny) | Zaiz/ZU? > v},
i=1 i=1
and X = diag (o;).
3 ®(X,v)=[u' -+ uP], where U = [u! -+ u™].
Algorithm 1: Proper-orthogonal-decomposition basis computation (normalized snapshots)
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