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Abstract

We present novel model reduction methods for rapid solution of parametrized
nonlinear partial differential equations (PDEs) in real-time or many-query
contexts. Our approach combines reduced basis (RB) space for rapidly con-
vergent approximation of the parametric solution manifold, Galerkin projec-
tion of the underlying PDEs onto the RB space for dimensionality reduction,
and high-order empirical interpolation for efficient treatment of the nonlin-
ear terms. We propose a class of high-order empirical interpolation meth-
ods to derive basis functions and interpolation points by using high-order
partial derivatives of the nonlinear terms. As these methods can generate
high-quality basis functions and interpolation points from a snapshot set of
full-order model (FOM) solutions, they significantly improve the approxi-
mation accuracy. We develop effective a posteriori estimator to quantify
the interpolation errors and construct a parameter sample via greedy sam-
pling. Furthermore, we implement two hyperreduction schemes to construct
efficient reduced-order models: one that applies the empirical interpolation
before Newton’s method and another after. The latter scheme shows flexi-
bility in controlling hyperreduction errors. Numerical results are presented
to demonstrate the accuracy and efficiency of the proposed methods.

Keywords: model reduction,, reduced-basis method,, high-order empirical
interpolation, hyperreduction techniques, parametrized PDEs

1. Introduction

Numerous applications in engineering and science require repeated solu-
tions of parametrized partial differential equations (PDEs) particularly in the
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context of design, optimization, control, uncertainty quantification. Numer-
ical approximation of the parametrized PDEs can be achieved by classical
discretization methods such as finite element (FE), finite difference (FD) and
finite volume (FV) methods, which will be referred to as full order models
(FOMs). Since FOMs often require a large number of degrees of freedom
to achieve the desired accuracy, computing many FOM solutions can be too
costly. Alleviating this computational burden is the main motivation behind
the development of reduced order models (ROMs) for parametrized PDEs.

The construction and deployment of ROMs involve two distinct stages
[1]. During the offline stage, the parametrized PDE is solved at selected pa-
rameter values to obtain an ensemble of Full Order Model (FOM) solutions,
which is used to construct a Reduced Basis (RB) space for capturing the
solution manifold of the parametrized PDE. A Galerkin or Petrov-Galerkin
projection is then performed to project the FOM onto the RB space to create
a ROM. If the PDE is linear in the field variable and affine in the param-
eter, parameter-independent matrices and vectors of the ROM system can
be precomputed and stored. In the online stage, the ROM system can be
assembled and solved efficiently for any new parameter values, benefiting
from the heavy computational workload completed during the offline stage.
This RB approach significantly reduces the computational cost of the online
stage and retains the high accuracy of the FOM. RB methods have been
widely used to achieve rapid and accurate solutions of parametrized PDEs
[2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 1, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22].

For nonaffine and nonlinear PDEs, an efficient offline-online decomposi-
tion can be difficult in the presence of nonaffine and nonlinear terms, often
leading to computationally expensive ROMs during the online stage. Efficient
treatment of nonffine and nonlinear terms is required to construct an efficient
ROM. This can be achieved through various hyperreduction techniques like
empirical interpolation methods (EIM) [23, 24, 14, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30],
best-points interpolation method [31, 32], generalized empirical interpolation
method [33, 34], empirical quadrature methods (EQM) [35, 36, 37], energy-
conserving sampling and weighting [38, 39], gappy-POD [40, 41], and integral
interpolation methods [42, 43, 25, 44, 45], While hyperreduction techniques
provide an efficient approximation of the nonaffine and nonlinear terms, they
involve additional offline computations, such as calculating extra FOM so-
lutions and constructing interpolation points or quadrature points. These
computations, although adding to the offline stage’s complexity, ensure that
the online stage remains efficient by rendering the online computational com-
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plexity independent of the size of the FOM.
This paper presents model reduction methods for solving parametrized

nonlinear PDEs in the real-time or many-query contexts mentioned above.
The approach builds on our recent work on the first-order empirical inter-
polation method [46, 47] and extends it to a class of high-order empirical
interpolation methods. Using high-order partial derivatives of the nonlinear
terms, these methods can generate high-quality basis functions and inter-
polation points from a snapshot set of FOM solutions to significantly im-
prove the approximation accuracy compared to the original EIM method
[23, 24, 48]. We develop an effective a posteriori estimator to quantify the
interpolation errors and construct a parameter sample via greedy sampling.
Furthermore, we introduce two distinct hyperreduction schemes to construct
efficient ROMs. The first scheme applies hyperreduction to the nonlinear
system, whereas the second scheme applies hyperreduction to the linearized
system. The second scheme has the potential to eliminate hyperreduction
errors and thus provides high accuracy for hyperreduced ROMs. Numerical
examples are presented to compare the performance of various interpolation
methods and several model reduction methods.

The paper is organized as follows. We describe model reduction methods
for parammetrized nonlinear PDEs in Section 2. In Section 3, we introduce a
class of high-order empirical interpolation methods for efficient RB treatment
of nonlinear terms. Numerical results are presented in Section 4 to demon-
strate our approach. Finally, in Section 5, we provide concluding remarks
and suggest directions for future work.

2. Model Reduction Methods for Parametrized Nonlinear PDEs

In this section, we describe model reduction methods for parametrized
nonlinear PDEs. The traditional Galerkin-Newton method employs Galerkin
projection combined with Newton’s method to solve the reduced-order non-
linear system. However, despite its reduced dimensionality, the evaluation of
nonlinear terms remains costly due to their dependence on the FOM dimen-
sion. We employ two hyperreduction schemes to reduce this computational
expense. The first scheme applies hyperreduction before Newton’s method
to permit an efficient offline-online computational decomposition. The sec-
ond scheme applies hyperreduction after Newton’s method to reduce the
computational cost of the Newton iterations. Both schemes use empirical
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interpolation methods to approximate nonlinear terms. The second scheme
allows for more flexible and efficient treatment of nonlinear terms.

2.1. Finite element approximation

Many applications require repeated, reliable, and real-time predictions
of selected performance metrics, or ”outputs” se. Here, the superscript ”e”
denotes ”exact,” and we will later introduce a full order model (FOM) with-
out a superscript. These outputs are typically functionals of a field variable,
ue(µ), associated with a parametrized partial differential equation (PDE)
that describes the underlying physics. The input parameters µ identify a
specific configuration of the component or system, including geometry, ma-
terial properties, boundary conditions, and loads.

The abstract formulation can be stated as follows: given any µ ∈ D ⊂ RP ,
we evaluate se(µ) = ℓO(ue(µ);µ), where ue(µ) ∈ Xe is the solution of

a(ue(µ), v;µ) = ℓ(v;µ), ∀v ∈ Xe. (1)

Here D is the parameter domain in which our P -tuple parameter µ resides;
Xe(Ω) is an appropriate Hilbert space; Ω is a bounded domain in RD with
Lipschitz continuous boundary ∂Ω; ℓ(·;µ), ℓO(·;µ) are Xe-continuous linear
functionals; and a(·, ·;µ) is a variational form of the parameterized PDE
operator. We assume that both ℓ and ℓO are independent of µ. For many
second-order PDEs, the variational form a may be expressed as

a(w, v;µ) =

Q∑
q=1

Θq(µ)aq(w, v) + b(w, v;µ) (2)

where aq(·, ·) are µ-independent bilinear forms, and Θq(µ) are µ-dependent
functions. The variational form b is a nonaffine and nonlinear form which is
assumed to be

b(w, v;µ) =

∫
Ω

g(w,µ)v dx+

∫
Ω

f(w,µ) · ∇v dx (3)

where g and f are a scalar and vector-valued nonlinear function of (w,µ),
respectively.

In actual practice, we replace ue(µ) with a FOM solution, u(µ), which re-
sides in a finite element approximation space X ⊂ Xe of very large dimension
N and satisfies

a(u(µ), v;µ) = ℓ(v), ∀v ∈ X. (4)
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We then evaluate the FOM output as

s(µ) = ℓO(u(µ)) . (5)

We shall assume the FOM discretization is sufficiently rich such that u(µ)
and ue(µ) and hence s(µ) and se(µ) are indistinguishable at the accuracy
level of interest.

2.2. Galerkin-Newton method

We assume that we are given a parameter sample, SN = {µ1 ∈ D, · · · ,µN ∈
D}, and associated RB space WN = span{ζj ≡ u(µj), 1 ≤ j ≤ N},
where u(µj) is the solution of (4) for µ = µj. We then orthonormalize
the ζj, 1 ≤ j ≤ N, with respect to (·, ·)X so that (ζi, ζj)X = δij, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N .
The RB approximation would be obtained by a standard Galerkin projec-
tion: given µ ∈ D, we evaluate sN(µ) = ℓO(uN(µ)), where uN(µ) ∈ WN is
the solution of

a(uN(µ), v;µ) = ℓ(v), ∀v ∈ WN . (6)

We express uN(µ) =
∑N

j=1 αN j(µ)ζj and choose test functions v = ζn, 1 ≤
n ≤ N , in (6), to find the coefficient vector αN(µ) ∈ RN as the solution of
the following system(

Q∑
q=1

Θq(µ)Aq
N

)
αN(µ) + bN(αN(µ)) = lN . (7)

Here Aq
N ∈ RN×N , 1 ≤ q ≤ Q, and lN ∈ RN have entries

Aq
N,ij = aq(ζi, ζj), lN,i = ℓ(ζi), 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N, (8)

while bN(αN(µ)) ∈ RN have entries

bN,i(αN(µ)) =

∫
Ω

g(uN(µ),µ)ζi dx+

∫
Ω

f(uN(µ),µ) · ∇ζi dx. (9)

Note that Aq
N , 1 ≤ q ≤ Q, and LN can be pre-computed and stored in the

offline stage, whereas bN(αN(µ)) can not be pre-computed because of the
nonaffine and nonlinear terms g(uN(µ),µ) and f(uN(µ),µ).
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If there are no nonaffine and nonlinear terms in the partial differential
operators, meaning that b(w, v) = 0,∀w, v ∈ X, then the problem is said to
be an affine linear PDE. In this case, the system (7) becomes(

Q∑
q=1

Θq(µ)Aq
N

)
αN(µ) = lN . (10)

This system can be solved for αN(µ) within O(QN
2+N3) operations for any

µ ∈ D. The RB output is then evaluated as sN(µ) = (lON)
TαN(µ), where

lON,i = ℓO(ζi), 1 ≤ i ≤ N, are pre-computed in the offline stage.
For non-affine and nonlinear PDEs, the system (7) is a nonlinear system

of equations. To solve it, we use Newton’s method to linearize it at a current
iterate ᾱN(µ). Thus, we find the increment δαN(µ) ∈ RN as the solution of
the following linear system(

Q∑
q=1

Θq(µ)Aq
N +BN(ᾱN(µ))

)
δαN(µ) = rN(ᾱN(µ)), (11)

where

rN(ᾱN(µ)) = lN − bN(ᾱN(µ))−

(
Q∑

q=1

Θq(µ)Aq
N

)
ᾱN(µ), (12)

and BN(ᾱN(µ)) ∈ RN×N has entries

BN,ij(ᾱN(µ)) =

∫
Ω

(gu(ūN(µ),µ)ζi + fu(ūN(µ),µ) · ∇ζi) ζj dx. (13)

Here gu and fu denote the partial derivatives of g and f with respect to the
first argument, respectively. Both the matrix BN(ᾱN(µ)) and the vector
bN(ᾱN(µ)) must be computed at each Newton iteration since they depend
on the current iterate ūN(µ). However, they are computationally expensive
to form because each of their entries is an integral over the entire physical
domain. In particular, there are (N +N2) integrals to be evaluated at each
Newton iteration. Computing each of these integrals incurs a high computa-
tional cost that scales with the dimension of the FE approximation. Although
the linear system (11) is small, it is computationally intensive to solve. As
a result, the RB method does not offer a significant speedup over the FE
method.
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2.3. Hyperreduction–Galerkin-Newton method

The method applies hyperreduction to the nonlinear integrals in the non-
linear system (7) and uses Newton method to linearize the resulting system.
To this end, we approximate the integrand g(uN(µ),µ) with the following
function

gM(x,µ) =
M∑

m=1

βm(µ)ψm(x), (14)

where
M∑

m=1

ψm(yk)βm(µ) = g(uN(yk,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M. (15)

Here {ψm(x)}Mm=1 is a set of interpolation functions and {ym ∈ Ω}Mm=1 is a set
of interpolation points. Similarly, we approximate the integrand f(uN(µ),µ)
with the following vector-valued function

fd
K(x,µ) =

Kd∑
k=1

γdk(µ)ϕ
d
k(x), 1 ≤ d ≤ D, (16)

where

Kd∑
k=1

ϕd
k(z

d
m)γ

d
k(µ) = fd(uN(z

d
m,µ),µ), 1 ≤ m ≤ Kd. (17)

Here {ϕd
k(x)}K

d

k=1 is a set of interpolation functions and {zd
m ∈ Ω}Kd

k=1 is a
set of interpolation points, which are used to define the interpolant fd

K(x,µ)
for the dth component of f(uN(µ),µ). We will discuss the construction of
interpolation functions and the selection of interpolation points in the next
section.

Therefore, we can approximate the nonlinear term bN(αN(µ)) in (9) with

b̃N,i(αN(µ)) =
M∑

m=1

βm(µ)

∫
Ω

ψmζi dx+
D∑

d=1

Kd∑
k=1

γdk(µ)

∫
Ω

ϕd
k

∂ζi
∂xd

dx. (18)

Substituting (15) and (17) into (18) yields the following result in the matrix
notation

b̃N(αN(µ)) = CNM g(QMNαN(µ)) +
D∑

d=1

Dd
NKf

d(Sd
KNαN(µ)), (19)
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where CNM = ENM(HM)−1, Dd
NK = F d

NK(G
d
K)

−1, and

ENM,im =

∫
Ω

ψmζi dx, HM,mk = ψm(yk), QMN,mj = ζj(ym),

F d
NK,ik =

∫
Ω

ϕd
k

∂ζi
∂xd

dx, Gd
K,mk = ϕk(z

d
m), Sd

KN,kj = ζj(z
d
k).

(20)

By replacing bN(αN(µ)) with b̃N(αN(µ)) in (7), we obtain the following
nonlinear system of equations(

Q∑
q=1

Θq(µ)Aq
N

)
αN(µ) +CNM g(QMNαN(µ))

+
D∑

d=1

Dd
NKf

d(Sd
KNαN(µ)) = lN . (21)

Since this nonlinear system is purely algebraic and small, it can be solved
efficiently by using Newton method.

The offline and online stages of the Hyperreduction–Galerkin-Newton (H-
GN) method are summarized in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2, respectively.
The offline stage is expensive and performed once. All the quantities com-
puted in the offline stage are independent of µ. In the online stage, the RB
output sN(µ) is calculated for any µ ∈ D. The computational cost of the
online stage is O(N3 + (Q +M +

∑D
d=1K

d)N2) for each Newton iteration.
Hence, as required in the many-query or real-time contexts, the online com-
plexity is independent of N , which is the dimension of the FOM. Thus, we
expect computational savings of several orders of magnitude relative to both
the FOM and the Galerkin-Newton method described earlier.

Algorithm 1 Offline stage of the Hyperreduction–Galerkin-Newton method.

Require: The parameter sample set SN = {µj, 1 ≤ j ≤ N}.
Ensure: lN , l

O
N ,A

q
N ,CNM , QMN , D

d
MK , S

d
KN .

1: Solve the parametric FOM (4) for each µj ∈ SN to obtain u(µj).
2: Construct a RB space W u

N = span{ζj ≡ u(µj), 1 ≤ j ≤ N}.
3: Construct {ψm(x)}Mm=1 and {ym ∈ Ω}Mm=1 to interpolate g(uN(µ),µ).
4: Construct {ϕd

k(x)}K
d

k=1 and {zd
m ∈ Ω}Kd

k=1 to interpolate fd(uN(µ),µ).
5: Form and store lN , l

O
N ,A

q
N ,CNM , QMN , D

d
MK , S

d
KN .

8



Algorithm 2 Online stage of the Hyperreduction–Galerkin-Newton method.

Require: Parameter point µ ∈ D and initial guess ᾱN(µ).
Ensure: RB output sN(µ) and updated coefficients ᾱN(µ).
1: Linearize (21) around ᾱN(µ).
2: Solve the resulting linear system to obtain δαN(µ).
3: Update ᾱN(µ) = ᾱN(µ) + δαN(µ).
4: If ∥δαN(µ)∥ ≤ ϵ, then calculate sN(µ) = (lON)

T ᾱN(µ) and stop.
5: Otherwise, go back to Step 1.

2.4. Newton-Gakerin–Hypereduction method

This method applies hyperreduction to the linearized system (11) of the
Newton-Gakerin method. For each Newton iteration, the method solves the
following linear system(

Q∑
q=1

Θq(µ)Aq
N + B̃N(ᾱN(µ))

)
δαN(µ) = r̃N(ᾱN(µ)), (22)

where

r̃N(ᾱN(µ)) = lN − b̃N(ᾱN(µ))−

(
Q∑

q=1

Θq(µ)Aq
N

)
ᾱN(µ). (23)

The vector b̃N(ᾱN(µ)) is computed by (19), and the matrix B̃N(ᾱN(µ)) ∈
RN×N has entries

B̃N,ij(ᾱN(µ)) =
Mgu∑
m=1

βgu
m (ᾱN(µ))

∫
Ω

ψgu
m ζiζj dx+

D∑
d=1

Kfdu∑
k=1

γ
fd
u

k (ᾱN(µ))

∫
Ω

ϕ
fd
u

k

∂ζi
∂xd

ζj dx, (24)

where

Mgu∑
m=1

ψgu
m (ygu

k )βgu
m (µ) = gu(ūN(y

gu
k ,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M gu . (25)

Kfdu∑
k=1

ϕ
fd
u

k (zfd
u

m )γ
fd
u

k (µ) = fu(ūN(z
fd
u

m ,µ),µ), 1 ≤ m ≤ Kfd
u . (26)
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Here {ψgu
m (x)}Mgu

m=1 and {ygu
m ∈ Ω}Mgu

m=1 are used to define the interpolation

of gu(uN(µ),µ), while {ϕfd
u

k (x)}Kfdu

k=1 and {zfd
u

m ∈ Ω}Kfdu

k=1 are used to define

the interpolation of fd
u(uN(µ),µ). Thus, the matrix B̃N(ᾱN(µ)) can be

expressed as a sum of parameter-independent matrices as follows

B̃N(ᾱN(µ)) =
Mgu∑
m=1

βgu
m (ᾱN(µ))C

gu
m +

D∑
d=1

Kfdu∑
k=1

γ
fd
u

k (ᾱN(µ))D
fd
u

k (27)

where Cgu
mij =

∫
Ω
ψgu
m ζiζj dx and D

fd
u

kij =
∫
Ω
ϕ
fd
u

k
∂ζi
∂xd

ζj dx are independent of µ.
The offline and online stages of the Galerkin-Newton–Hyperreduction

(GN-H) method are summarized in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4, respec-
tively. In addition to approximating the nonlinear functions, the method
also approximates the partial derivative of the functions with respect to the
field variable and thus differs from the H-GN method which approximates
the nonlinear functions only. For each Newton iteration during the online
stage, the operation counts include O((M+

∑D
d=1K

d)N) to form r̃N(ᾱN(µ)),

O((Q+M gu +
∑D

d=1K
fd
u)N2) to form B̃N(ᾱN(µ)), and O(N

3) to solve the
reduced system (22). Hence, the computational complexity of the online
stage is O(N3 +(Q+M gu +

∑D
d=1K

fd
u)N2 +(M +

∑D
d=1K

d)N) per Newton
iteration. Specifically, the GN-H method allowsM andKd to be chosen large
enough to accurately approximate the residual vector without significantly
increasing computational cost. When the residual vector is well approxi-
mated, resulting in negligible hyperreduction error, the GN-H method can
achieve accuracy comparable to the GN method, making it more efficient
and accurate than the H-GN method.

Algorithm 3 Offline stage of the Galerkin-Newton–Hyperreduction method.

Require: The parameter sample set SN = {µj, 1 ≤ j ≤ N}.
Ensure: lN , l

O
N ,A

q
N ,CNM , QMN , D

d
MK , S

d
KN .

1: Solve the parametric FOM (4) for each µj ∈ SN to obtain u(µj).
2: Construct a RB space WN = span{ζj ≡ u(µj), 1 ≤ j ≤ N}.
3: Construct {ψm}Mm=1 and {ym ∈ Ω}Mm=1 to interpolate g(uN(µ),µ).
4: Construct {ψgu

m }Mgu

m=1 and {ygu
m ∈ Ω}Mgu

m=1 to interpolate gu(uN(µ),µ).
5: Construct {ϕd

k}K
d

k=1 and {zd
m ∈ Ω}Kd

k=1 to interpolate fd(uN(µ),µ).

6: Construct {ϕfd
u

k }Kfdu

k=1 and {zfd
u

m ∈ Ω}Kfdu

k=1 to interpolate fd
u(uN(µ),µ).

7: Form and store lN , l
O
N ,A

q
N ,CNM , QMN , D

d
MK , S

d
KN .
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Algorithm 4 Online stage of the Galerkin-Newton–Hyperreduction method.

Require: Parameter point µ ∈ D and initial guess ᾱN(µ).
Ensure: RB output sN(µ) and updated coefficients ᾱN(µ).
1: Compute b̃N(ᾱN(µ)) from (19).
2: Compute r̃N(ᾱN(µ)) from (23).

3: Solve (25) and (26) for βgu
m (µ) and γ

fd
u

k (µ), respectively.

4: Compute B̃N(ᾱN(µ)) from (27).
5: Solve the linear system (22) to obtain δαN(µ).
6: Update ᾱN(µ) = ᾱN(µ) + δαN(µ).
7: If ∥δαN(µ)∥ ≤ ϵ, then calculate sN(µ) = (lON)

T ᾱN(µ) and stop.
8: Otherwise, go back to Step 1.

3. High-Order Empirical Interpolation Methods

The empirical interpolation method (EIM) was first introduced in [23]
for constructing basis functions and interpolation points to approximate
parameter-dependent functions, and developing efficient RB approximation
of non-affine PDEs. Shortly later, the empirical interpolation method was ex-
tended to develop efficient ROMs for nonlinear PDEs [24]. Since the pioneer
work [23, 24], the EIM has been widely used to construct efficient ROMs of
nonaffine and nonlinear PDEs for different applications [24, 14, 41, 25, 26, 27,
49, 28, 29]. Rigorous a posteriori error bounds for the empirical interpolation
method is developed by Eftang et al. [30]. Several attempts have been made
to extend the EIM in diverse ways. The best-points interpolation method
(BPIM) [31, 32] employs proper orthgogonal decomposition to generate the
basis set and least-squares method to compute the interpolation point set.
Generalized empirical interpolation method (GEIM) [33, 34] generalizes the
EIM concept by replacing the pointwise function evaluations by more general
measures defined as linear functionals.

The main idea in the empirical interpolation method is to replace any non-
linear term with a reduced basis expansion expressed as a linear combination
of pre-computed basis functions and parameter-dependent coefficients. The
coefficients are determined efficiently by an inexpensive and stable interpo-
lation procedure. In the empirical interpolation method, the basis functions
are instances of the nonlinear function at N parameter points in a sample set
SN . Therefore, the number of basis functions does not exceed N . In order to
improve the approximation accuracy, we must increase N at the expense of
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increasing the offline cost because we need to solve the FOM for all parame-
ter points in SN . ROMs via EIM have been shown to suffer from instabilities
in certain situations [50]. Adaptation [51] and localization [52] of the low-
dimensional subspaces have been proposed to improve the stability of ROMs
via empirical interpolation. Oversampling uses more interpolation points
than basis functions so that the nonlinear terms are approximated via least-
squares regression rather than via interpolation [50]. Oversampling methods
such as gappy POD [40, 53], missing point estimation [54, 55], Gauss-Newton
with approximated tensors [56], and GEIM [57] can provide more stable and
accurate approximations than empirical interpolation especially when the
samples are perturbed due to noise turbulence, and numerical inaccuracies.
While the number of interpolation points can be greater than N , the num-
ber of basis functions still does not exceed N . Hence, oversampling shows a
limited improvement over the interpolation approach.

The first-order empirical interpolation method (FOEIM), introduced in
[46, 47], enhances the EIM by utilizing the partial derivatives of a parametrized
nonlinear function to generate additional basis functions and interpolation
points. This method can construct up to N2 basis functions and interpola-
tion points from a given sample set SN , greatly increasing the approximation
power without requiring extra FOM solutions. FOEIM significantly improves
the accuracy of hyper-reduced ROMs, especially in capturing complex non-
linear behaviors, while maintaining computational efficiency.

In this section, we introduce a class of high-order empirical interpolation
methods to generate up to Np+1 functions and interpolation points by lever-
aging pth-order partial derivatives of the parametrized nonlinear function. As
the number of functions scales exponentially with p, we use proper orthog-
onal decomposition to compute the basis functions. We develop effective a
posteriori estimator to quantify the interpolation errors and construct the
parameter sample SN via greedy sampling. Using high-order partial deriva-
tives, high-order EIM provides a more flexible and accurate alternative to
the original EIM and FOEIM.

3.1. Interpolation procedure

We aim to interpolate the nonlinear function g(u(x,µ),µ) using a set of
basis functions ΨM = span{ψm(x), 1 ≤ m ≤ M} and a set of interpolation

12



points TM = {y1, . . . ,yM}. The interpolant gM(x,µ) is given by

gM(x,µ) =
M∑

m=1

βM,m(µ)ψm(x), (28)

where the coefficients βM,m(µ), 1 ≤ m ≤M, are found as the solution of the
following linear system

M∑
m=1

ψm(yk)βM,m(µ) = g(u(yk,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M. (29)

It is convenient to compute the coefficient vector βM(µ) as follows

βM(µ) = B−1
M bM(µ), (30)

where BM ∈ RM×M has entries BM,km = ψm(yk) and bM(µ) ∈ RM has
entries bM,k(µ) = g(u(yk,µ),µ). The interpolation error is defined as

εM(µ) = ∥g(u(x,µ),µ)− gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω). (31)

The complexity of computing the coefficient vector βM(µ) in (30) for any
given µ is O(M2) because the matrix B−1

M is pre-computed and stored.
The approximation accuracy depends critically on both the subspace ΨM

and the interpolation point set TM . In what follows, we describe high-order
empirical interpolation methods for constructing ΨM and TM .

3.2. Basis functions

For a given sample set SN = {µn, 1 ≤ n ≤ N}, we introduce the following
spaces

WN = span{ζn(x) ≡ u(x,µn), 1 ≤ n ≤ N}, (32a)

V g
N = span{ξn(x) ≡ g(ζn(x),µn), 1 ≤ n ≤ N}. (32b)

These spaces are constructed by solving the underlying FOM (4) for each
µn ∈ SN . The first-order empirical interpolation method is based on the
first-order Taylor expansion of g(u,µ) at (ζ,η), which is defined as follows

G((u,µ), (ζ,η)) = g(ζ,η) +
∂g(ζ,η)

∂u
(u− ζ) +

∂g(ζ,η)

∂µ
· (µ− η). (33)
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Taking (u,µ) = (ζm,µm) and (ζ,η) = (ζn,µn), where (ζm, ζn) are any pair
of two functions in WN and (µm,µn) are any pair of two parameter points
in SN , we arrive at

G((ζm,µm), (ζn,µn)) = g(ζn,µn)+
∂g(ζn,µn)

∂u
(ζm−ζn)+

∂g(ζn,µn)

∂µ
·(µm−µn).

(34)
for m,n = 1, . . . , N . These functions define the following Lagrange-Taylor
space

V g
N2 = span{ϱk ≡ G((ζm,µm), (ζn,µn)), k = m+N(n− 1), 1 ≤ m,n ≤ N}.

(35)
Note that we have V g

N ⊂ V g
N2 . Furthermore, V g

N2 can be significantly richer
than V g

N as it contains considerably more basis functions.
In addition to first-order derivatives, we can incorporate second-order par-

tial derivatives to further enhance the accuracy and flexibility of the method.
By utilizing second-order derivatives, we can generate even more refined basis
functions and interpolation points to provide a more accurate approximation
of the nonlinear function. Specifically, incorporating second-order partial
derivatives yields the following functions

G((ζm,µm), (ζn,µn), (ζk,µk)) = g(ζn,µn) +
∂g(ζn,µn)

∂u
(ζm − ζn)+

∂g(ζn,µn)

∂µ
· (µm − µn) +

1

2

∂2g(ζn,µn)

∂u2
(ζk − ζn)(ζm − ζn)+

1

2
(µk − µn)

T ∂
2g(ζn,µn)

∂µ2
(µm − µn) (36)

for 1 ≤ k,m, n ≤ N . Let V g
N3 be the space spanned by those functions. Then

we have V g
N ⊂ V g

N2 ⊂ V g
N3 . Incorporating second-order partial derivatives is

particularly beneficial when dealing with systems where higher-order nonlin-
earities play a significant roles. It can lead to significant improvements in the
stability and accuracy of hyper-reduced ROMs, especially when applied to
highly nonlinear or stiff systems. Furthermore, the inclusion of second-order
information does not require additional FOM evaluations, making it com-
putationally efficient. The method relies solely on the partial derivatives of
the already available snapshots, maintaining the advantage of reducing the
offline computational cost.
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As the method can generate a large number of functions (up to N2 using
first-order derivatives and N3 when including second-order derivatives), it
becomes necessary to compress this large set of functions to avoid excessive
computational cost. To address this, we employ proper orthogonal decom-
position (POD), which generates an optimal reduced orthogonal basis from
a set of snapshots {ϱk}Kk=1, where K represents the total number of basis
functions and can scale to N2 or N3. By applying POD, we can limit the di-
mensionality of the basis set to a manageable size by retaining the dominant
modes, thus ensuring that the online stage can be executed rapidly without
compromising the ROM accuracy.

The POD determines the basis set to minimize the following mean squared
error:

min
K∑
i=1

∥∥∥ϱi − (ϱi, φ)

∥φ∥2
φ
∥∥∥2 , (37)

subject to the constraints ∥φ∥2 = 1. It is shown in [58] (see Chapter 3) that
the problem (37) is equivalent to solving the eigenfunction equation

1

K

K∑
i=1

(ϱi, φ)ϱi = λφ. (38)

The method of snapshots [59] expresses a typical eigenfunction φ as a linear
combination of the snapshots

φ =
K∑
j=1

ajϱj . (39)

Inserting (39) into (38), we obtain the following eigenvalue problem

Ca = λa , (40)

where C ∈ RK×K is known as the correlation matrix with entries Cii′ =
1
K
(ϱi, ϱj) , 1 ≤ i, j ≤ K. The eigenproblem (40) can then be solved for the

first M eigenvalues and eigenvectors from which the POD basis functions
φm, 1 ≤ m ≤ M, are constructed by (39). We then introduce the following
space

ΦM := span{ϕm =
√
λmφm, 1 ≤ m ≤M}. (41)
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Note that the eigenvalues follow the descending order λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ . . . ≥ λM .
Typically, M is chosen significantly less than K. This dimensionality reduc-
tion drastically reduces the number of basis functions required to achieve ac-
curate approximation, thereby allowing for faster computations and reduced
memory usage during the online stage.

3.3. Interpolation points

We apply the EIM procedure [48] to the space ΦM defined in (41) to
obtain interpolation points. First, we find

j1 = arg max
1≤j≤M

∥ϕj∥L∞(Ω), (42)

and set
y1 = arg sup

x∈Ω
|ϕj1(x)|, ψ1(x) = ϕj1(x)/ϕj1(y1). (43)

For m = 2, . . . ,M , we solve the linear systems

m−1∑
i=1

ψi(yj)σli = ϕl(yj), 1 ≤ j ≤ m− 1, 1 ≤ l ≤M, (44)

we then find

jm = arg max
1≤l≤M

∥ϕl(x)−
m−1∑
i=1

σliψi(x)∥L∞(Ω), (45)

and set
ym = arg sup

x∈Ω
|rM(x)|, ψm(x) = rm(x)/rm(ym), (46)

where the residual function rm(x) is given by

rm(x) = ϕjm(x)−
m−1∑
i=1

σjmiψi(x). (47)

In practice, the supremum supx∈Ω |rM(x)| is computed on the set of quadra-
ture points on all elements in the mesh. In other words, the interpolation
points {ym}Mm=1 are selected from the quadrature points.

For any given parameter sample set SN , the high-order EIM method
constructs M interpolation points {ym}Mm=1 and M basis functions {ψm}Mm=1
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by leveraging partial derivatives. In contrast, the original EIM only generates
N interpolation points and basis functions. If we wish to generate more
than N interpolation points and basis functions with the original EIM, we
must expand the parameter sample set and solve the underlying FOM for
additional solutions. However, doing so increases the computational cost in
both the offline and online stages. By allowing M > N , the high-order EIM
enhances ROM stability and accuracy without additional parameter samples
to provide cost-effective construction of ROMs. The computational cost of
the online stage scales linearly with M , making the method both efficient
and accurate.

3.4. Stability of the high-order empirical interpolation

Let ΨM = span {ψ1, . . . , ψM} and TM = {y1, . . . ,yM}. For any given
function v(x), we define its interpolant as follows

I(ΨM , TM)[v(x)] =
M∑

m=1

amψm(x), (48)

where the coefficients am, 1 ≤ m ≤M, are given by

M∑
m=1

ψm(yk)am = v(yk), k = 1, . . . ,M. (49)

This system of equations can be written in the matrix form as

aM = (BM)−1 vM . (50)

Here BM has entries BM,mk = ψm(yk) and vM has entries vM,m = v(ym) for
1 ≤ m, k ≤M .

Lemma 1. Assume that ΨM is of dimension M and that BM is invert-
ible, then we have I(ΨM , TM)[v] = v for any v ∈ ΨM . In other words, the
interpolation is exact for all v in ΨM .

Proof. For v ∈ ΨM , which can be expressed as v(x) =
∑M

j=1 cM,jψj(x), we

consider x = ym to obtain v(ym) =
∑M

j=1 cM,jψj(ym), 1 ≤ m ≤ M . It
thus follows from the invertibility of BM that cM = aM . Hence, we have
I(ΨM , TM)[v] = v.

We can then prove the following theorem:
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Theorem 1. The space ΨM is of dimension M . In addition, the matrix BM

is lower triangular with unity diagonal.

Proof. We shall proceed by induction. Clearly, Ψ1 = span {ψ1} is of di-
mension 1 and the matrix B1 = 1 is invertible. Next we assume that
ΨM−1 = span {ψ1, . . . , ψM} is of dimension M − 1 and the matrix BM−1 is
invertible. We must then prove (i) ΨM = span{ψ1, . . . , ψM} is of dimension
M and (ii) the matrix BM is invertible. To prove (i), we note from our “arg
max” construction (45) that ∥rM(x)∥L∞(Ω) > 0. Hence, if dim(ΨM) ̸= M ,
we have ϕjM ∈ ΨM and thus ∥rM(x)∥L∞(Ω) = 0 by Lemma 1; however, the
latter contradicts ∥rM(x)∥L∞(Ω) > 0. To prove (ii), we just note from the con-
struction procedure (42)-(47) that BM,i j = rj(yi)/rj(yj) = 0 for i < j; that
BM,i j = rj(yi)/rj(yj) = 1 for i = j; and that |BM,i j| = |rj(yi)/rj(yj)| ≤ 1
for i > j since yj = arg maxx∈Ω |rj(x)|, 1 ≤ j ≤ M . Hence, BM is lower
triangular with unity diagonal. Hence, BM is invertible.

This theorem implies that the high-order EIM yields unique interpolation
points and linearly independent basis functions.

3.5. Convergence of the high-order empirical interpolation

The convergence analysis of the interpolation procedure involves the Lebesgue
constant as follows

Theorem 2. The interpolation error εM(µ) ≡ ∥g(u(x,µ),µ)−gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω)

is bounded by

εM(µ) ≤ (1 + ΛM) inf
v∈ΨM

∥g(u(x,µ),µ)− v∥L∞(Ω), (51)

where ΛM is the Lebesgue constant

ΛM = sup
x∈Ω

M∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑

m=1

ψm(x)[BM ]−1
mk

∣∣∣∣∣ . (52)

And the Lebesgue constant satisfies ΛM ≤ 2M − 1.

This result has been proven in [23]. The last term in the right hand side of
the above inequality is known as the best approximation error. Although the
upper bound on the Lebesgue constant is very pessimistic, it can be realized
in some extreme cases [48].
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For the parametric manifold G := {g(u(x,µ)) : µ ∈ D}, the best ap-
proximation of an element q ∈ G in some finite dimensional space Xn of
dimension n is given by the orthogonal projection onto Xn, namely, q∗ =
arg infp∈Xn ∥q − p∥L∞(Ω). In many cases, the evaluation of the best approx-
imation may be costly and the knowledge of q over the entire domain Ω is
required. Thus, interpolation is referred to as an inexpensive surrogate to
the best approximation. The n-width for an interpolation process is defined
by

d̂n(G) = inf
Xn

sup
q∈G

∥q − I(Xn, Tn)[q]∥L∞(Ω), (53)

where I(Xn, Tn)[q] denotes an interpolant of q in the linear subspace Xn using
n interpolation points in Tn. The interpolation n-width measures the extent
to which G may be interpolated by the interpolation procedure I(Xn, Tn).

The interpolation n-width d̂n(G) is an upper bound of the Kolmogorov n-
width

dn(G) = inf
Xn

sup
q∈G

inf
p∈Xn

∥q − p∥L∞(Ω). (54)

If d̂n(G) converges to zero as n goes to infinity as fast as dn(G), then the
interpolation procedure In(Xn, Tn) is stable and accurate.

The interpolation n-width raises two important questions: Is there a con-
structive optimal selection for the interpolation points? Is there a construc-
tive optimal construction of the approximation subspaces? The high-order
EIM provides a positive answer to the first question by generating a unique
set of interpolation points that yield a stable and unique interpolant. The
high-order EIM also provides a positive answer to the second question by us-
ing the partial derivatives to construct good approximation spaces. Indeed,
we note from the high-order EIM procedure that

∥q − I(Ψm, Tm)[q]∥L∞(Ω) ≤ ∥ϕjm+1 − I(Ψm, Tm)[ϕjm+1 ]∥L∞(Ω), ∀q ∈ ΦM .
(55)

This last quantity is one of the outputs of the first-order EIP and plays the
role of a priori error estimate. The convergence of ∥ϕjm+1−I(Ψm, Tm)[ϕjm+1 ]∥L∞(Ω)

as m increases can give a sense of the convergence of the interpolation error.

3.6. Error estimate of the high-order empirical interpolation

The convergence analysis of the high-order empirical interpolation pro-
vides an estimate for the number of interpolation points needed to achieve a
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specific accuracy in the offline stage. However, it does not provide an esti-
mate of the interpolation error of the interpolant for any given parameter µ
in the online stage. The following error estimate has been obtained in [23].

Proposition 1. If g(u(x,µ)) ∈ ΨM+1, then the interpolation error εM(µ) ≡
∥g(u(x,µ),µ)− gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω) is bounded by

εM(µ) ≤ ε̂M(µ) ≡ |g(u(yM+1,µ),µ)− gM(yM+1,µ)|. (56)

Of course, in general, g(u(x,µ),µ) /∈ ΨM+1, and hence the error esti-
mator ε̂M(µ) is not quite an upper bound. Indeed, ε̂M(µ) must be a lower
bound of the interpolation error εM(µ) due to the fact |g(u(yM+1,µ),µ) −
gM(yM+1,µ)| ≤ ∥g(u(x,µ),µ)−gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω). We extend the above result
to improve the error estimate as follows.

Theorem 3. If g(u(x,µ),µ) ∈ ΨM+P for P ∈ N+, then the interpolation
error εM(µ) ≡ ∥g(u(x,µ),µ)− gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω) is bounded by

εM(µ) ≤ ε̂M,P (µ) ≡
P∑

j=1

|ej(µ)|, (57)

where ej(µ), 1 ≤ j ≤ P, solve the following linear system

P∑
j=1

ψM+j(yM+i)ej(µ) = g(u(yM+i,µ),µ)−gM(yM+i,µ), 1 ≤ i ≤ P. (58)

Proof. Since by assumption g(u(x,µ),µ) ∈ ΨM+P , we have

g(u(x,µ),µ)− gM(x,µ) =
M+P∑
m=1

κm(µ) ψm(x),

which yields

M+P∑
m=1

ψm(yi) κm(µ) = g(u(yi,µ),µ)− gM(yi,µ), 1 ≤ i ≤M + P.

Since g(u(yi,µ),µ) − gM(yi,µ) = 0, 1 ≤ i ≤ M and the matrix ψm(yi)
is lower triangular with unity diagonal, we have κm(µ) = 0, 1 ≤ m ≤ M .
Therefore, the above system reduces to the following system

P∑
j=1

ψM+j(yM+i) κM+j(µ) = g(u(yM+i,µ),µ)− gM(yM+i,µ), 1 ≤ i ≤ P.
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It follows from Theorem 1 that ej(µ) = κM+j(µ), 1 ≤ j ≤ P, and thus we
obtain

g(u(x,µ),µ)− gM(x,µ) =
P∑

j=1

ej(µ) ψM+j(x).

The desired result directly follows from taking the L∞(Ω) norm on both sides,
using the triangle inequality, and ∥ψM+j(x)∥L∞(Ω) = 1, 1 ≤ j ≤ P .

The operation count of evaluating the error estimator (57) is only O(P 2).
Hence, the error estimator is very inexpensive to evaluate. Error estimation
plays a critical role in ensuring the accuracy of the interpolation and guiding
the selection of parameter points via greedy sampling. The error estimate
provides a form of certification, allowing us to control and balance the trade-
off between computational efficiency and accuracy. Furthermore, parameter
points that exhibit the highest error estimates are selected for further FOM
evaluations, thus enriching the RB space in the low accuracy regions and
ensuring rapid and reliable convergence.

3.7. Greedy sampling

Let Ξtrain = {µtrain
j , 1 ≤ j ≤ N train} be a suitably fine training set of N train

parameter points. We assume that we are given an initial parameter set SN =
{µ1, . . . ,µN}, where N is typically small. The greedy sampling approach
repeatedly finds the next parameter point as µN+1 = maxµ∈Ξtrain ε̂M,P (µ)
and appends µN+1 to SN until ε̂M,P (µN+1) is less than a specified tolerance.
Here ε̂M,P (µ) is the error estimate defined in Theorem 3. This error estimate
requires us to evaluate u(yi,µ), 1 ≤ i ≤M + P , for all µ ∈ Ξtrain.

For the model reduction methods described in Section 2, we actually aim
to approximate g(uN(x,µ),µ) with the following function

gM(x,µ) =
M∑

m=1

βM,m(µ)ψm(x), (59)

where the coefficients βM,m(µ), 1 ≤ m ≤M, are found as the solution of the
following linear system

M∑
m=1

ψm(yk)βM,m(µ) = g(uN(yk,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M. (60)
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The error estimate for ∥g(uN(x,µ),µ)− gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω) is given by

ε̂M,P (µ) ≡
P∑

j=1

|ej(µ)|, (61)

where ej(µ), 1 ≤ j ≤ P, solve the following linear system

P∑
j=1

ψM+j(yM+i)ej(µ) = g(uN(yM+i,µ),µ)− gM(yM+i,µ), (62)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ P . Thus, the greedy sampling require us to evaluate uN(yi,µ) =∑N
n=1 αn(µ)ζn(yi), 1 ≤ i ≤M+P, for all µ ∈ Ξtrain, where the RB coefficients

αn(µ), 1 ≤ n ≤ N, are computed by using either the H-GN method or the
GN-H method.

The greedy sampling for the GN-H method is summarized in Algorithm 5.
Here we compute the error estimates for both g(uN(µ),µ) and f(uN(µ),µ),
and define ε̂M,P (µ) as the maximum value among all error estimates. To
accurately calculate these error estimates, both M and P need to be spec-
ified, where M represents the number of basis functions and interpolation
points used for approximation, and P is the number of additional basis func-
tions and interpolation points used for the error estimation. Typically, we
set P = N , and choose M as a multiple of N to ensure sufficient interpo-
lation accuracy while maintaining computational efficiency. By selecting M
as a multiple of N , we enhance the resolution of the hyperreduction process
without significantly increasing the cost.

With the use of high-order empirical interpolation methods, we can gen-
erate up to N3 basis functions to obtain accurate approximations of the non-
linear terms. This expanded basis set ensures that the proposed approach
can handle more complex nonlinearities, improve the accuracy of ROMs while
controling hyperreduction errors, and construct the parameter sample set SN

via greedy sampling.

3.8. A simple test case

We present numerical results from a simple test case to compare the per-
formance of three empirical interpolation methods: the original EIM, the
first-order EIM (FOEIM), and the second-order EIM (SOEIM). The original
EIM relies solely on function values, while FOEIM incorporates first-order
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Algorithm 5 Greedy sampling for the GN-H method.

Require: Training set Ξtrain and initial sample SN = {µ1, . . . ,µN}.
Ensure: Updated sample SN .
1: Execute the offline stage outlined in Algorithm 3.
2: Perform the online stage outlined in Algorithm 4 for each µ ∈ Ξtrain.
3: Solve (60) and (62) for each µ ∈ Ξtrain.
4: Evaluate ε̂M,P (µ) from (61) for each µ ∈ Ξtrain.
5: Find µN+1 = maxµ∈Ξtrain ε̂M,P (µ).
6: Set SN = SN ∪ µN+1.
7: If |ε̂M,P (µN+1)| ≤ ϵ, then stop. Else go back to Step 1.

partial derivatives to enhance approximation accuracy with minimal addi-
tional computational effort. SOEIM further extends this approach by utiliz-
ing both first- and second-order partial derivatives. The results show that
higher-order derivatives in SOEIM provide significantly improved accuracy
without requiring additional parameter points.

The test case involves the following parametrized functions

u(x, µ) =
x

(µ+ 1)
(
1 +

√
µ+1

exp(62.5)
exp

(
125x2

µ+1

)) , g(u) = 1− 1

(1 + u)2

in a physical domain Ω = [0, 2] and parameter domain D = [0, 10]. Figure 1
shows the plots of the nonlinear function g for different values of µ. For the
greedy sampling method, we choose an initial sample SN = {0, 5, 10} and
use a training sample Ξtrain of 100 parameter points distributed uniformly in
the parameter space. The greedy algorithm iteratively selects new parameter
points based on error estimates and stops when the maximum error estimate
ε̂M,P (µN+1) falls below the prescribed tolerance of 10−3. The error estimates
of SOEIM with M = 6N and P = N are used to guide the greedy sampling.
In this case, convergence is achieved at N = 18. Figure 1 demonstrates the
decreasing trend of ε̂M,P (µN+1) asN increases, illustrating the effectiveness of
the greedy sampling. The parameter points selected by the greedy sampling
algorithm are listed in Table 1. These points are notably clustered toward
the left side of the parameter space, indicating that this region requires a
denser sampling to accurately capture the parametric manifold.

We use a test sample Ξtest of N test = 200 parameter points distributed
uniformly in the parameter space. The maximum error is defined as εmax

M =
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(a) Instances of g(u(x, µ)). (b) Maximum error estimate.

Figure 1: (a) Plots of g(u(x, µ)) as a function of x for different values of µ, and (b) the
maximum error estimate ε̂M,P (µN+1) in the greedy sampling.

n µn n µn n µn n µn

4 0.4040 8 1.6162 12 0.2020 16 8.9899
5 0.9091 9 7.9798 13 1.2121 17 5.6566
6 6.5657 10 2.1212 14 0.6061 18 3.4343
7 3.0303 11 3.9394 15 2.4242 19 4.3434

Table 1: Parameter points selected by the greedy sampling.

maxµ∈Ξtest εM(µ) and the mean error as εmean
M = 1

Ntest

∑
µ∈Ξtest εM(µ), where

εM(µ) represents the interpolation error. Figure 2 plots εmax
M and εmean

M as a
function of N for EIM, FOEIM, and SOEIM. These plots illustrate how each
method performs in reducing both the worst-case and average errors as N in-
creases. Both FOEIM and SOEIM exhibit superior error reduction compared
to EIM, with SOEIM showing errors several orders of magnitude lower than
EIM. We define the mean error estimate as ε̂mean

M,P = 1
Ntest

∑
µ∈Ξtest ε̂M,P (µ) and

the mean effectivity as η̂mean
M,P = 1

Ntest

∑
µ∈Ξtest ε̂M,P (µ)/εM(µ). Tables 2 and

3 present the values of ε̂mean
M,P and η̂mean

M,P as a function N and M for FOEIM
and SOEIM, respectively. The results indicate that the error estimates de-
crease rapidly as both N and M increase. Additionally, the error estimates
are highly accurate, as reflected by the mean effectivities being consistently
less than 5. This demonstrates that the estimation method provides sharp
bounds on the actual error, ensuring efficiency, accuracy and reliability in
the interpolation.
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(a) Maximum test error. (b) Mean test error.

Figure 2: Comparison of accuracy between EIM, FOEIM, and SOEIM: (a) the maximum
test error and (b) the mean test error as a function of N .

M = N M = 2N M = 3N
N ε̂mean

M,P η̂mean
M,P ε̂mean

M,P η̂mean
M,P ε̂mean

M,P η̂mean
M,P

4 1.64e-1 0.86 3.53e-1 1.61 3.16e-1 1.86
7 1.72e-1 1.43 1.92e-1 1.47 7.93e-2 1.42
10 1.68e-1 2.05 9.42e-2 1.48 7.45e-2 2.68
13 1.50e-1 2.15 5.17e-2 1.84 3.44e-2 2.57
16 1.38e-1 2.88 4.34e-2 2.57 1.33e-2 2.89
19 1.07e-1 3.18 2.15e-2 2.83 7.23e-3 4.77

Table 2: ε̂mean
M,P and η̂mean

M,P , where P = N , as a function of N and M for FOEIM.

M = 2N M = 4N M = 6N
N ε̂mean

M,P η̂mean
M,P ε̂mean

M,P η̂mean
M,P ε̂mean

M,P η̂mean
M,P

4 2.60e-1 1.19 1.13e-1 0.85 5.36e-2 0.45
7 1.40e-1 1.26 8.13e-2 1.41 6.05e-2 1.61
10 9.58e-2 1.62 2.44e-2 1.66 6.41e-3 2.12
13 8.28e-2 2.28 2.01e-2 3.03 1.64e-3 3.00
16 4.16e-2 2.11 4.28e-3 2.69 3.14e-4 2.95
19 2.23e-2 2.67 8.43e-4 2.67 2.74e-5 3.44

Table 3: ε̂mean
M,P and η̂mean

M,P , where P = N , as a function of N and M for SOEIM.
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Figure 3 compares the convergence of the mean error εmean
M as a function

of N for three sampling methods: Greedy Sampling, Extended Chebyshev,
and Uniform Distribution. As N increases, all methods demonstrate error
reduction, with Greedy Sampling and Extended Chebyshev showing faster
convergence and lower overall errors than Uniform Distribution. Greedy
Sampling, in particular, exhibits superior performance at larger values of N ,
indicating its ability to better capture important features with fewer param-
eter points. Uniform Distribution converges more slowly, yielding the highest
errors at larger values of N . A significant advantage of Greedy Sampling is
its production of hierarchical samples, meaning new parameter points can be
added incrementally to improve accuracy without reevaluating the entire set.
This hierarchical nature makes Greedy Sampling highly flexible and efficient
for ROM construction. In contrast, Extended Chebyshev, while competitive
in terms of convergence rate, lacks the hierarchical refinement, limiting its
adaptability.

Figure 3: Convergence of the mean error εmean
M for SOEIM with M = 6N as a function of

N for Greedy Sampling, Extended Chebyshev, and Uniform Distribution.

4. Numerical results

In this section, we present numerical results from two parametrized non-
linear PDEs to assess and compare the performance of the H-GN and GN-H
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methods. Specifically, we investigate the impact of empirical interpolation
methods on the convergence of these approaches relative to the standard GN
method. For the H-GN method, we use three different interpolation methods
– EIM, FOEIM, and SOEIM – to approximate the nonlinear terms, resulting
in the EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, and SOEIM-GN schemes, respectively. In the
GN-H method, SOEIM is applied to nonlinear terms in the residual vector,
while FOEIM is used for the Jacobian matrix, producing the GN-SOEIM
scheme. To balance computational efficiency and accuracy, we set different
values of M for each method. For EIM-GN, we use M = N , ensuring a
basic level of approximation with the empirical interpolation method. For
FOEIM-GN, M = 2N is used to leverage first-order partial derivatives, en-
hancing the approximation. For SOEIM-GN, we increase to M = 4N to
incorporate second-order derivatives for more precise nonlinear term han-
dling. In the GN-SOEIM method, we allocate M = 8N for the residual
vector and M = 2N for the Jacobian matrix, allowing for higher accuracy
in the residual while maintaining computational efficiency in the Jacobian
approximation.

These methods are evaluated based on accuracy, computational cost, and
convergence behavior. To assess the accuracy, we define the following errors

ϵuN(µ) = ∥u(µ)− uN(µ)∥X , ϵsN(µ) = |s(µ)− sN(µ)|, (63)

and the average errors

ϵ̄uN =
1

N test

∑
µ∈Ξtest

ϵuN(µ), ϵ̄sN =
1

N test

∑
µ∈Ξtest

ϵsN(µ). (64)

where Ξtest is a test sample of N test = 900 parameter points distributed
uniformly in the parameter domain. To measure the convergence of the H-
GN and GN-H methods relative to the standard GN method, we define the
effectivities

ηuN(µ) =
ϵuN(µ)

ϵu,GN
N (µ)

, ηsN(µ) =
ϵsN(µ)

ϵs,GN
N (µ)

, (65)

where ϵu,GN
N (µ) and ϵs,GN

N (µ) are the errors for the GN method. The average
effectivities η̄uN and η̄sN are similarly defined.

4.1. A nonlinear elliptic problem

We consider the following parametrized nonlinear elliptic PDE

−∇2ue + µ1 exp(sin(µ2u
e)) = 100 sin(2πx1) cos(2πx2), in Ω, (66)
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with homogeneous Dirichlet condition on the boundary ∂Ω, where Ω = (0, 1)2

and µ ∈ D ≡ [1, 2π]2. The output of interest is the average of the field
variable over the physical domain. The weak formulation is then stated as:
given µ ∈ D, find s(µ) =

∫
Ω
u(µ), where u(µ) ∈ X ⊂ H1

0 (Ω) ≡ {v ∈
H1(Ω) | v|∂Ω = 0} is the solution of

a(u(µ), v) +

∫
Ω

g(u(µ),µ) v = f(v), ∀v ∈ X , (67)

where

a(w, v) =

∫
Ω

∇w · ∇v, f(v) = 100

∫
Ω

sin(2πx1) cos(2πx2) v, (68)

and
g(u(µ),µ) = µ1 exp(sin(µ2u(µ))). (69)

The finite element (FE) approximation space is X = {v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : v|K ∈

P3(T ), ∀T ∈ Th}, where P3(T ) is a space of polynomials of degree 3 on an
element T ∈ Th and Th is a finite element grid of 32× 32 quadrilaterals. The
dimension of the FE space is N = 9409.

Figure 4 illustrates the parameter points selected via greedy sampling.
The plot reveals that the majority of the points are concentrated along the
boundary of the parameter domain, with a notable clustering near the top
boundary. This distribution suggests that the regions near the boundary,
particularly the upper edge, exhibit greater variability or complexity in the
solution manifold, requiring more refined sampling. The greedy sampling
algorithm effectively targets these areas to ensure better approximation ac-
curacy while minimizing the number of points needed to capture the solution
manifold. Figure 4 displays the interpolation points selected by the SOEIM
method for N = 15 parameter sample points. The interpolation points are
well-distributed across the physical domain, ensuring good coverage for the
interpolation. However, it is notable that only one of the interpolation points
is located directly on the boundary of the physical domain. This can be at-
tributed to the fact that the solution vanishes to zero along the boundary,
making boundary points less critical for capturing the essential variation of
the solution within the domain.

Figure 5 presents the convergence of the mean solution error ϵ̄uN and
the mean output error ϵ̄sN as functions of N for five methods: EIM-GN,
FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, GN-SOEIM, and the standard GN method. As
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(a) Parameter points in the sample SN for N = 25. (b) Interpolation points for N = 15.

Figure 4: (a) distribution of the parameter sample points selected using the greedy sam-
pling, and (b) distribution of the interpolation points for the SOEIM method for N = 15.

N increases, all methods exhibit a clear reduction in error. In particular,
FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, and GN-SOEIM converge significantly faster than
EIM-GN. The GN-SOEIM method closely mirrors the accuracy of the stan-
dard GN method, becoming almost indistinguishable for N values greater
than 10. This demonstrates that high-order interpolation significantly im-
proves convergence, approaching the full GN performance while maintaining
computational efficiency.

(a) Average solution error ϵ̄uN . (b) Average output error ϵ̄sN .

Figure 5: Comparison of accuracy between EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, GN-
SOEIM, and GN methods.

Table 4 presents the average effectivities η̄uN (for the solution error) and
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η̄sN (for the output error), as a function of N for EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN,
SOEIM-GN, and GN-SOEIM. Across all values of N , GN-SOEIM consis-
tently achieves the lowest effectivities. FOEIM-GN and SOEIM-GN perform
significantly better than EIM-GN, especially asN increases. For GN-SOEIM,
the effectivities are very close to 1, indicating a very accurate and efficient
approximation. In contrast, EIM-GN exhibits much larger effectivities, par-
ticularly in η̄sN reaching values over 1000 for higher N , demonstrating poorer
performance in approximating the nonlinear terms. Notably, the output ef-
fectivties are considerably larger than the solution effectivities for EIM-GN,
FOEIM-GN, and SOEIM-GN. This indicates that these methods struggle
more with accurately approximating the output compared to the solution
itself. Particularly in EIM-GN, the output effectivities grow substantially
as N increases. In contrast, GN-SOEIM maintains consistently low output
effectivities, demonstrating superior accuracy in capturing both solution and
output errors. This suggests that higher-order interpolation methods, espe-
cially GN-SOEIM, are far more effective in improving output approximations.

EIM-GN FOEIM-GN SOEIM-GN GN-SOEIM
N η̄uN η̄sN η̄uN η̄sN η̄uN η̄sN η̄uN η̄sN
4 3.12 206.41 1.98 66.9 1.27 42.04 1.01 3.72
6 4.02 325.04 2.03 63.95 1.06 6.49 1.00 1.51
8 6.15 550.4 1.68 69.24 1.02 8.28 1.00 1.21
10 5.44 490.66 2.03 75.66 1.02 6.94 1.00 1.22
12 7.51 835.83 1.36 45.09 1.03 8.89 1.00 1.11
14 7.04 777.49 1.54 59.95 1.03 6.25 1.00 1.26
16 5.04 660.79 1.36 67.44 1.02 6.49 1.00 1.14
18 4.90 607.98 1.34 55.63 1.03 8.05 1.00 1.03
20 5.19 1153.0 1.38 101.82 1.01 8.40 1.00 1.13
22 5.36 842.1 1.30 103.13 1.01 7.86 1.00 1.06
24 4.02 1165.94 1.55 97.63 1.02 9.00 1.00 1.17

Table 4: Average effectivities as a function of N for EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN,
and GN-SOEIM.

Table 5 shows the computational speedup for various model reduction
methods – GN, EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, and GN-SOEIM – com-
pared to the finite element method (FEM) for different values of N . Except
for the standard GNmethod, the other model reduction methods provide sub-
stantial speedups relative to FEM. Across all values of N , the GN method
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achieves a modest speedup (around 2.2–2.7x) compared to FEM. In con-
trast, the EIM-GN method provides the highest speedup, ranging from over
5000x at N = 4 to about 2400x at N = 24, though its performance declines
as N increases. FOEIM-GN and SOEIM-GN demonstrate more consistent
speedups (around 1700x–4200x), offering a good balance between computa-
tional efficiency and accuracy. GN-SOEIM maintains strong performance
with speedup factors around 2000x–4600x. While both GN-SOEIM and
FOEIM-GN exhibit similar speedup factors across a range of values for N ,
GN-SOEIM consistently outperforms FOEIM-GN in terms of accuracy. This
superior performance stems from GN-SOEIM’s use of second-order deriva-
tives to approximate the residual and first-order derivatives for the Jacobian
matrix, providing a more flexible hyperreduction strategy. The ability to
balance these two interpolation techniques allows GN-SOEIM to effectively
handle nonlinearities, offering a better trade-off between computational effi-
ciency and accuracy.

N GN EIM-GN FOEIM-GN SOEIM-GN GN-SOEIM
4 2.52 5064.67 4258.1 3970.35 4601.2
6 2.73 4052.52 4163.69 3555.97 4239.4
8 2.76 3763.17 3938.08 3417.1 4480.89
10 2.73 3589.21 3561.61 3537.51 4064.43
12 2.66 3273.34 3467.02 3284.13 3813.88
14 2.48 3049.29 3117.96 2838.7 3419.49
16 2.40 3211.92 3011.17 2711.65 3390.79
18 2.18 2566.5 2385.51 2076.51 2630.22
20 2.26 2598.66 2412.79 2052.85 2391.55
22 2.24 2427.95 2208.71 1795.99 2217.08
24 2.27 2364.06 2122.91 1676.67 2070.6

Table 5: Computational speedup relative to the finite element method (FEM) for different
model reduction techniques (GN, EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, GN-SOEIM) as a
function of N . The speedup is calculated as the ratio between the computational time of
FEM and the online computational time of ROM.

4.2. A nonlinear convection-diffusion-reaction problem

We consider a nonlinear convection-diffusion-reaction problem

−∇2ue +∇ · (µ(ue)2) + g(ue) = 0, in Ω, (70)
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with homogeneous Dirichlet condition ue = 0 on ∂Ω. Here Ω = (0, 1)2 is a
unit square domain, while µ = (µ1, µ2) is the parameter vector in a parameter
domain D ≡ [0, 20]× [0, 20]. The reaction term is a nonlinear function of the
state variable g(ue) = −2π exp(sin(2πue)).

Let X ∈ H1
0 (Ω) be a finite element (FE) approximation space of dimen-

sion N with X = {v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : v|K ∈ P3(T ), ∀T ∈ Th}, where P3(T ) is

a space of polynomials of degree 3 on an element T ∈ Th and Th is a finite
element grid of 32× 32 quadrilaterals. The dimension of the FE space X is
N = 9409. The FE approximation u(µ) ∈ X of the exact solution ue(µ) is
the solution of∫

Ω

∇u · ∇v +
∫
Ω

f(u,µ) · ∇v +
∫
Ω

g(u) v = 0, ∀v ∈ X , (71)

with f(u,µ) = −µu2 being the nonlinear convection term. The output of
interest is evaluated as s(µ) = ℓO(u(µ)) with ℓO(v) ≡

∫
Ω
v. Figure 6 shows

four instances of u(x,µ) corresponding to the four corners of the parameter
domain.

Figure 7 illustrates the parameter points selected via greedy sampling.
The plot reveals that the majority of the points are concentrated along the
boundary of the parameter domain. This distribution suggests that the
regions near the boundary exhibit greater variability or complexity in the
solution manifold, requiring more refined sampling. Figure 7 displays the
interpolation points selected by the SOEIM method for N = 25 parameter
sample points. The interpolation points are well-distributed across the phys-
ical domain. However, it is notable that only none of the interpolation points
is located directly on the boundary of the physical domain since the solution
vanishes to zero along the boundary, making boundary points less critical for
capturing the essential variation of the solution within the domain. Figure 8
presents the convergence of the mean solution error ϵ̄uN and the mean output
error ϵ̄sN as functions of N for five methods: EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-
GN, GN-SOEIM, and the standard GN method. As N increases, all methods
tend to reduce the errors. The accuracy of the GN-SOEIM method is almost
indistinguishable from that of the standard GN method. This demonstrates
that high-order interpolation significantly improves convergence, approach-
ing the full GN performance while maintaining computational efficiency.

Table 6 presents η̄uN and η̄sN , as a function of N for EIM-GN, FOEIM-
GN, SOEIM-GN, and GN-SOEIM. SOEIM-GN performs better than both
EIM-GN and FOEIM-GN. Across all values of N , GN-SOEIM consistently
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(a) µ = (0, 0). (b) µ = (20, 0).

(c) µ = (0, 20). (d) µ = (20, 20).

Figure 6: Four instances of the FOM solution u(x,µ).

(a) Parameter points in the sample SN for N = 25. (b) Interpolation points for N = 25.

Figure 7: (a) distribution of the parameter sample points selected using the greedy sam-
pling, and (b) distribution of the interpolation points for the SOEIM method for N = 25.
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(a) Average solution error ϵ̄uN . (b) Average output error ϵ̄sN .

Figure 8: Comparison of accuracy between EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, GN-
SOEIM, and GN methods.

achieves the lowest effectivities very close to 1, indicating a very accurate
and efficient approximation. Notably, the output effectivties are consider-
ably larger than the solution effectivities for EIM-GN and FOEIM-GN. In
contrast, GN-SOEIM maintains consistently low output effectivities. Ta-
ble 7 shows the computational speedup for various model reduction meth-
ods – GN, EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, and GN-SOEIM – compared
to the finite element method (FEM) for different values of N . Except for
the standard GN method, the other model reduction methods provide sub-
stantial speedups relative to FEM. Across all values of N , the GN method
achieves a modest speedup (around 2.3–3.0x) compared to FEM. In con-
trast, the EIM-GN method provides the highest speedup over 5000x. While
GN-SOEIM exhibits similar speedup factors across a range of values for N
(around 5000x–7000x), it consistently outperforms other methods in terms of
accuracy. This superior performance highlights the flexibility of GN-SOEIM
in balancing computational efficiency and accuracy.

5. Conclusions

This paper presents a class of high-order empirical interpolation meth-
ods to develop reduced-order models for parametrized nonlinear PDEs. The
proposed methods significantly enhance the approximation power by lever-
aging higher-order partial derivatives to construct additional basis functions
and interpolation points, providing greater accuracy and efficiency in reduc-
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EIM-GN FOEIM-GN SOEIM-GN GN-SOEIM
N η̄uN η̄sN η̄uN η̄sN η̄uN η̄sN η̄uN η̄sN
4 1.13 2.60 1.02 1.33 1.04 2.05 1.01 0.97
6 1.03 18.80 1.05 15.37 1.00 1.88 1.00 1.02
8 1.32 28.15 1.10 10.78 1.01 3.38 1.00 0.99
10 1.07 16.79 1.08 9.78 1.01 2.55 1.00 1.02
12 1.10 10.65 1.12 6.67 1.02 3.21 1.00 1.02
14 1.08 13.89 1.22 17.13 1.01 2.68 1.00 1.04
16 1.22 43.72 1.84 24.98 1.01 2.37 1.00 1.01
18 1.29 20.50 1.38 16.35 1.05 3.45 1.00 1.02
20 1.23 31.65 1.68 19.02 1.05 2.18 1.00 1.01
22 1.27 24.70 1.61 15.92 1.03 1.54 1.00 1.01
24 1.14 21.92 1.55 16.16 1.02 1.61 1.00 1.02

Table 6: Average effectivities as a function of N for EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN,
and GN-SOEIM.

N GN EIM-GN FOEIM-GN SOEIM-GN GN-SOEIM
4 2.94 7845.03 6865.92 5708.78 6982.76
6 2.76 6933.33 6614.44 5268.42 6439.73
8 2.73 6864.69 6637.31 4876.92 6266.16
10 2.75 6607.40 6606.95 4633.53 6005.09
12 2.77 6308.04 6215.00 4525.95 5828.64
14 2.73 6183.81 6112.42 4392.77 5536.80
16 2.71 6125.53 6073.42 4132.52 5490.81
18 2.60 5971.05 5780.55 4061.84 5239.08
20 2.44 5863.68 5626.32 3828.42 5173.65
22 2.38 5739.28 5444.94 3772.29 5012.31
24 2.43 5663.73 5354.86 3662.05 4977.26

Table 7: Computational speedup relative to the finite element method (FEM) for different
model reduction techniques (GN, EIM-GN, FOEIM-GN, SOEIM-GN, GN-SOEIM) as a
function of N . The speedup is calculated as the ratio between the computational time of
FEM and the online computational time of ROM.
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ing the dimensionality of nonlinear PDEs. Through numerical experiments,
we demonstrated the superior convergence and accuracy of the high-order
methods compared to traditional model reduction methods. These results
suggest that the proposed methods can be widely applicable to a variety of
problems, including those involving nonlinearities and nonaffine structures,
while maintaining computational efficiency. Future work will focus on ex-
tending these methods to other nonlinear and time-dependent systems, as
well as investigating their applicability to real-time control and optimization
in engineering applications.

The development of model reduction methods is a very active area of
research filled with open questions concerning the stability, accuracy, effi-
ciency, and robustness of the reduced models. Model reduction methods can
produce unstable or inaccurate solutions if they fail to preserve the geomet-
ric structures of the full model, such as conservation laws, symmetries, and
invariants. To address this issue, structure-preserving model reduction tech-
niques [60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68] ensure that reduced models maintain
key properties to improve both stability and accuracy. While hyper-reduction
methods have successfully created efficient low-dimensional models, few ap-
proaches retain the structure of nonlinear operators such as the symplectic
DEIM [69] and energy-conserving ECSW scheme [39]. We would like to ex-
tend the high-order EIM to preserve geometric structures of the full model.

Model reduction on nonlinear manifolds was originated with the work [70]
on reduced-order modeling of nonlinear structural dynamics using quadratic
manifolds. This concept was further extended through the use of deep
convolutional autoencoders by Lee and Carlberg [71]. Recently, quadratic
manifolds are further developed to address the challenges posed by the Kol-
mogorov barrier in model order reduction [72, 73]. Another approach is
model reduction through lifting or variable transformations, as demonstrated
by Kramer and Willcox [49], where nonlinear systems are reformulated in
a quadratic framework, making the reduced model more tractable. This
method was expanded in the ”Lift & Learn” framework [74] and operator in-
ference techniques [75, 76], leveraging physics-informed machine learning for
large-scale nonlinear dynamical systems. We will combine our approach with
nonlinear manifolds to develop more efficient ROMs for nonlinear PDEs.

Model reduction methods applied to convection-dominated problems of-
ten struggle due to slowly decaying Kolmogorov n widths caused by moving
shocks and discontinuities. To address this issue, various techniques recast
the problem in a more suitable coordinate frame using parameter-dependent
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maps, improving convergence. Approaches include POD-Galerkin methods
with shifted reference frames [77], optimal transport methods [78, 79, 80],
and phase decomposition. Recent methods like shifted POD [81], transport
reversal [82], and transport snapshot [83] use time-dependent shifts, while
registration [84] and shock-fitting methods [85, 86] minimize residuals to de-
termine the map for better low-dimensional representations. We would like
to extend this work to convection-dominated problems based on the optimal
transport [79, 80].

With advances in data analytics and machine learning, data-driven ROMs
have gained significant attention. Unlike projection-based ROMs, which rely
on mathematical operators for Galerkin projection, data-driven ROMs infer
expansion coefficients using regression models like radial basis functions [87,
88, 79, 89, 90], Gaussian processes [91, 92, 93], or neural networks [94, 95, 96].
These models treat the full-order model as a black box, making them easier
to implement. However, they often lack error certification and require a large
number of snapshots, which can be expensive for complex, high-dimensional
systems. Future research will extend the proposed approach to data-driven
model reduction.

A posteriori error estimation provides a critical advantage by ensuring
confidence in the reduced model’s accuracy and guiding the selection of the
reduced model size based on accuracy needs. While rigorous error estima-
tion techniques are well-developed for linear and weakly nonlinear PDEs
[2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 1, 17, 18, 19, 20], highly nonlinear
PDEs present significant challenges. Dual-weighted residual (DWR) method
enables error estimation in model reduction by using adjoint solutions to
tailor error estimates for specific outputs [97, 14, 1, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102].
While DWR enhances reduced-order model (ROM) accuracy, it requires solv-
ing adjoint problems and is limited to first-order accuracy. To overcome these
limitations, machine-learning error models [103, 104] employ neural networks
to predict errors. These models are more flexible but DWR remains more
reliable for out-of-distribution errors. Future work will leverage these ap-
proaches to develop practical and reliable error estimates.
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