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Abstract

We present a model reduction approach that extends the original empirical
interpolation method to enable accurate and efficient reduced basis approx-
imation of parametrized nonlinear partial differential equations (PDEs). In
the presence of nonlinearity, the Galerkin reduced basis approximation re-
mains computationally expensive due to the high complexity of evaluating
the nonlinear terms, which depends on the dimension of the truth approxima-
tion. The empirical interpolation method (EIM) was proposed as a nonlinear
model reduction technique to render the complexity of evaluating the non-
linear terms independent of the dimension of the truth approximation. We
introduce a first-order empirical interpolation method (FOEIM) that makes
use of the partial derivative information to construct an inexpensive and sta-
ble interpolation of the nonlinear terms. We propose two different FOEIM
algorithms to generate interpolation points and basis functions. We apply
the FOEIM to nonlinear elliptic PDEs and compare it to the Galerkin re-
duced basis approximation and the EIM. Numerical results are presented to
demonstrate the performance of the three reduced basis approaches.

Keywords: empirical interpolation method, reduced basis method, model
reduction, finite element method, elliptic equations, reduced order model

1. Introduction

Many physical systems in engineering and science are described by partial
differential equations (PDEs). The design, optimization, control, and char-
acterization of physical systems often require repeated, accurate and fast
prediction of quantities of interest (QoIs). The evaluation of QoIs demands
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numerical approximation of the underlying PDE by finite element (FE), finite
difference (FD) and finite volume (FV) methods. The numerical approxima-
tion of PDEs yields high-dimensional systems of equations — known as full
order models (FOMs) — which can be computationally expensive for complex
physical processes. Model reduction methods seek to reduce the computa-
tional complexity of FOMs by constructing reduced order models (ROMs)
in significantly lower dimensional spaces. Projection-based model reduction
techniques have been widely used to construct ROMs in numerous applica-
tions such as fluid mechanics [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11], solid mechanics
[12, 13, 14, 15, 16], electromagnetic [17, 18, 19], optimization [20, 21], inverse
problems [22, 23, 24, 25], multiscale problems [26], optimal control [27, 28],
and data assimilation [29, 30, 31]. The success of projecton-based ROMs
without hyper-reduction is limited to FOMs with affine parameter depen-
dence [12, 32] and low-order polynomial nonlinearities [3, 33]. In these cases,
very efficient ROMs can be developed by resolving the affine and non-linear
terms into the sum of products of the basis functions and coefficients.

In the presence of strong nonlinearities, projection-based ROMs become
computationally expensive without an efficient treatment of the nonlinear
terms [34, 35]. A number of different approaches have been developed to
deal with nonlinear PDEs in the context of model reduction. One approach
is linearization [36] and polynomial approximation [37]. However, inefficient
representation of the nonlinear terms and fast exponential growth (with the
degree of the nonlinear approximation order) of the computational complex-
ity render these methods quite expensive, in particular for strong nonlineari-
ties.1 Another approach uses piecewise polynomials to approximate nonlinear
terms [38]. However, there are still many nonlinear functions that may not
be approximated well by using low degree piecewise polynomials unless there
are very many constituent polynomials.

An efficient model reduction technique for PDEs with nonaffine param-
eter dependence was first proposed in [39] that led to the development of
the empirical interpolation method for constructing coefficient-function ap-

1This refers to the presence of high-order polynomial or non-polynomial nonlinearities
in the parametrized PDEs. Typically, q-degree polynomial terms result in O(Nq+1) oper-
ation count to assemble the reduced model due to the expansion of the nonlinear terms
into the sum of products of the basis functions and coefficients. Here N is the dimension
of the reduced model. Non-polynomial terms may not be admitted to such expansion and
may lead to a higher computational cost that depends on the dimension of the full model.
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proximation of nonaffine terms. Shortly later, the empirical interpolation
method was extended to develop efficient ROMs for nonlinear PDEs [34].
Since the pioneer work [39], the EIM has been widely used to construct
efficient ROMs of nonaffine and nonlinear PDEs for different applications
[34, 40, 41, 20, 42, 43, 44]. In [45], the best-points interpolation method
(BPIM) was developed to treat nonlinearity in FOMs and generate efficient
ROMs for elliptic problems and convection-diffusion problems. In [24], gappy
POD, EIM, and BPIM were applied to a nonlinear combustion problem gov-
erned by an advection-diffusion-reaction PDE to enable the rapid solution
of large-scale statistical inverse problems. In [46], a lifting transformation
method was proposed to reduce the complexity of evaluating nonlinear re-
duced order models. A new model reduction method for parametrized non-
linear PDEs is recently introduced in [47] to provide rapid evaluation of the
nonlinear reduced order model via an empirical quadrature procedure. This
method differs from the interpolation-then-integration approaches described
earlier because it employs the sparse quadrature rules to directly approximate
the nonlinear integrals.

The discrete empirical interpolation method (DEIM) [48] is a discrete
variant of the empirical interpolation method. DEIM consider a collection of
vectors arising from the spatial discretization of parameter-dependent func-
tions or PDEs and select a subset of vectors and associated interpolation
indices. DEIM has also been widely used to construct efficient ROMs of
nonlinear PDEs [49, 16, 8, 46]. DEIM is closely related to missing point
estimation [50] in the sense that both methods employ a small selected set
of spatial grid points to avoid evaluation of the expensive inner products at
every time step that are required to evaluate the nonlinearities. However,
ROMs via (D)EIM have been shown to suffer from instabilities in certain
situations [51]. Adaptation [52] and localization [53] of the low-dimensional
subspaces have been proposed to improve the stability of ROMs via empir-
ical interpolation. Oversampling uses more interpolation points than basis
functions so that the nonlinear terms are approximated via least-squares re-
gression rather than via interpolation [51]. Oversampling methods such as
gappy POD [54, 55], missing point estimation [50, 56], Gauss-Newton with
approximated tensors [10], and generalized EIM (GEIM) [57] can provide
more stable and accurate approximations than empirical interpolation espe-
cially when the samples are perturbed due to noise turbulence, and numerical
inaccuracies.

The original empirical interpolation method (EIM) [39, 34] was proposed

3



as an efficient model reduction technique to render the complexity of eval-
uating the nonlinear terms independent of the dimension of the truth ap-
proximation. The main idea is to replace any nonlinear term with a reduced
basis expansion expressed as a linear combination of pre-computed basis
functions and parameter-dependent coefficients. The coefficients are deter-
mined efficiently by an inexpensive and stable interpolation 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 and interpolation points can not exceed N .
In order to improve the approximation accuracy, we must increase N at the
expense of increasing the offline cost because we need to evaluate the FOM
for all parameter points in SN .

We seek to improve the accuracy without increasing the size of the sample
set. To this end, we employ the partial derivatives of the nonlinear function
evaluated at parameter points in SN to construct additional interpolating
functions and interpolation points. The resulting method is called the first-
order empirical interpolation method (FOEIM) to distinguish itself from the
EIM that does not use first-order partial derivatives. The proposed method
is applied to nonlinear elliptic PDEs and compared to both the Galerkin
reduced basis approximation and the EIM. Numerical results are presented
to assess the performance of the three reduced basis approaches.

Indeed, Hermitian spaces built upon sensitivity derivatives of the field
variable with respect to the parameter [58] or, more generally, Lagrange-
Hermitian spaces [59] were long considered for the RB approximation of
parametrized PDEs. We emphasize that our method does not require sensi-
tivity derivatives of the field variable with respect to the parameters, which
are often more expensive to compute than the field variable itself because
they are obtained by differentiating the underlying PDEs with respect to the
parameters and solving the resulting PDEs. In fact, our method requires
partial derivatives of the nonlinear terms with respect to the field variable
and the parameters, which are inexpensive to compute if the field variable is
already computed. This is because evaluating the partial derivatives of the
nonlinear terms has a similar cost as evaluating the nonlinear terms.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the first-
order empirical interpolation method. The model problem, reduced basis
approximations, and computational considerations for nonlinear elliptic prob-
lems and nonlinear diffusion equations are then discussed in Sections 3 and
4, respectively. Numerical results are included in each section in order to
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assess our method. Finally, in Section 5, we make a number of concluding
remarks on the results as well as future work.

2. First-order empirical interpolation

2.1. The interpolation problem

Let Ω ⊂ Rd be the physical domain in which the spatial point x resides.
Let D ⊂ RP be the parameter domain in which our P -tuple parameter point
µ resides. Let u(x,µ) ∈ L∞(Ω × D) be a parameter-dependent function of
sufficient regularity. We consider the problem of approximating a nonlinear
function g(u(x,µ),µ) by a reduced basis expansion gM(x,µ), where g(u,µ)
is generally nonlinear with respect to the first argument. We assume that
the partial derivatives, g′u(u,µ) ≡ ∂g(u,µ)/∂u and g′µ(u,µ) ≡ ∂g(u,µ)/∂µ,
are bounded everywhere in Ω×D.

We assume that we are given a set of interpolating functions W g
M =

span{ψm(x), 1 ≤ m ≤M} and a set of interpolation points TM = {x̂1, . . . , x̂M}.
The RB expansion gM(x,µ) is expressed as

gM(x,µ) =
M∑

m=1

βM,m(µ)ψm(x), (1)

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

M∑
m=1

ψm(x̂k)βM,m(µ) = g(u(x̂k,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M. (2)

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

βM(µ) = B−1
M bM(µ), (3)

where BM ∈ RM×M has entries BM,km = ψm(x̂k) and bM(µ) ∈ RM has
entries bM,k(µ) = g(u(x̂k,µ),µ). Since gM(x̂k,µ) = g(x̂k,µ), 1 ≤ k ≤ M,
the RB expansion gM(·,µ) is an interpolant of g(·,µ) over M interpolation
points. We define the associated error as

εM(µ) = ∥g(u(x, µ),µ)− gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω), (4)
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which is a measure of the approximation accuracy for any given µ ∈ D. The
complexity of computing the coefficient vector βM(µ) in (3) 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 interpolating

subspace W g
M and the interpolation point set TM . In what follows, we re-

view the original empirical interpolation and introduce a first-order empirical
interpolation for constructing W g

M and TM .

2.2. Empirical interpolation method

The empirical interpolation method was first proposed in [39] to enable
efficient RB approximation of PDEs with nonaffine parameter dependence
and subsequently extended to nonlinear parametrized PDEs [34]. We follow
the empirical interpolation procedure described in [60] to construct W g

M and
TM . We assume that we are given a sample set SN = {µ1 ∈ D, . . . ,µN ∈ D}.
We then introduce two separate RB spaces

W u
N = span{ζn(x) ≡ u(x,µn), 1 ≤ n ≤ N}, (5a)

W g
N = span{ξn(x) ≡ g(ζn(x),µn), 1 ≤ n ≤ N}. (5b)

We assume that the dimension of these two RB spaces is equal to N . First,
we find

j1 = arg max
1≤j≤N

∥ξj∥L∞(Ω), (6)

and set
x̂1 = arg sup

x∈Ω
|ξj1(x)|, ψ1(x) = ξj1(x)/ξj1(x̂1). (7)

Then for M = 2, . . . , N , we solve the linear systems

M−1∑
m=1

ψm(x̂k)σnm = ξn(x̂k), 1 ≤ k ≤M − 1, (8)

for n = 1, . . . , N ; we find

jM = arg max
1≤n≤N

∥ξn(x)−
M−1∑
m=1

σnmψm(x)∥L∞(Ω), (9)

and set

x̂M = arg sup
x∈Ω

|rM(x)|, ψM(x) = rM(x)/rM(x̂M), (10)
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where the residual function rM(x) is given by

rM(x) = ξjM (x)−
M−1∑
m=1

σjMmψm(x). (11)

In essence, the interpolation point x̂M and the basis function ψM(x) are the
maximum point and the normalization of the residual function rM(x) which
results from the interpolation of ξjM (x) by using the previous interpolation
point set TM−1 and basis set W g

M−1. Note that the ordering of the snapshot
functions in the space W g

N does not affect the interpolation points and basis
functions. In order words, the EIM yields exactly the same interpolation
points and basis functions regardless of the ordering of the functions in W g

M .
The EIM procedure constructs nested sets of interpolation points TM , 1 ≤

M ≤ N, and nested subspaces W g
M = span{ψm, 1 ≤ m ≤ M}, 1 ≤ M ≤

N . It is shown in [60] this construction of the interpolation points and the
basis functions is well-defined, meaning that the basis functions are linearly
independent and, in particular, the matrix BM,km = ψm(x̂k) is invertible.
Furthermore, the interpolation is exact for all ξ in W g

M .
For any given sample set SN , the number of interpolation points in TM

and basis functions in W g
M can not exceed N . The choice of the sample set

SN may have a crucial impact on the performance of the method. In order
to achieve a desired accuracy, one may need to choose the sample set SN

conservatively large enough. In the context of the reduced basis approach
for parametrized PDEs, a large sample set SN will incur a high computational
cost for the offline stage because we must compute N solutions of the FOM
to construct the function spaces defined in (5). Therefore, it is desirable
to keep SN as small as possible, while being able to achieve the desired
accuracy. For nonlinear elliptic PDEs considered herein as well as other
nonlinear parametrized PDEs considered elsewhere [20, 34, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44],
the computational complexity of ROMs via empirical interpolation during the
online stage is O(MN2 + N3) per Newton iteration. While the online cost
scales cubically with N , it scales linearly with M . Therefore, we usually use
M > N to make the approximation of the nonlinear terms highly accurate,
thereby obtaining stable and accurate ROMs. This can only happen if we
use a larger sample set SM = {µ1 ∈ D, . . . ,µM ∈ D} so that SN ⊂ SM

to construct the function space W g
M = span{ξm(x) ≡ g(u(x,µm),µm), 1 ≤

m ≤M}, which requires M solutions of the FOM in the offline stage.
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2.3. First-order empirical interpolation method

The main idea of the first-order empirical interpolation method is based
on the first-order Taylor expansion

g(1)n (u,µ) = g(ζn,µn) +
∂g(ζn,µn)

∂u
(u− ζn) +

∂g(ζn,µn)

∂µ
· (µ− µn) (12)

for 1 ≤ n ≤ N . Each g
(1)
n (u,µ) is a first-order approximation to g(u,µ) at

(ζn,µn). As g(ζn,µn), is a zero-order approximation to g(u,µ), the origi-
nal empirical interpolation method only uses zero-order approximations to
construct the interpolation points and interpolating functions. In order to
improve the method, we use the first-order partial derivatives to construct
additional interpolation points and basis functions as follows.

In addition toW u
N andW g

N defined in (5), we require ∂g(ζn,µn)
∂u

and ∂g(ζn,µn)
∂µ

for 1 ≤ n ≤ N . These partial derivatives are inexpensive to compute if
ζn, 1 ≤ n ≤ N, are already computed. In the context of this paper, the ζn
are numerical solutions of the parametrized PDEs at the parameter points
in the sample set SN , which can be computationally expensive. Once the ζn
are computed, evaluating the partial derivatives of g can have a similar cost
as evaluating g itself. We then introduce

ϑ(n−1)N+k(x) =
∂g(ζn(x),µn)

∂u
(ζk(x)− ζn(x)), (13)

and

ϑN2+(n−1)N+k(x) =
∂g(ζn(x),µn)

∂µ
· (µk − µn), (14)

for 1 ≤ k, n ≤ N . Although there are 2N2 functions ϑn(x), 1 ≤ n ≤ 2N2,
they are not linearly independent because there are 2N zero functions in (13)
and (14) corresponding to k = n. As a result, there are at most 2(N2 −N)
non-zero functions. Furthermore, if g does not explicitly depend on µ then
the functions in (14) are zero because we have ∂g(ζn,µn)

∂µ
= 0. In this case,

there are at most N2 − N non-zero functions. Let K be the number of
linearly independent non-zero functions in the set {ϑn(x), 1 ≤ n ≤ 2N2}.
Without loss of generality, we denote those linearly independent functions as
ϱk(x), 1 ≤ k ≤ K, and introduce the the following function space

W ∂g
K = span{ϱk(x), 1 ≤ k ≤ K}. (15)
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The dimension of this function space will depend on the functional form of
the nonlinear function g.

We pursue two different FOEIM algorithms to construct the basis func-
tions and interpolation points. For the FOEIM Algorithm I, the first N
interpolation points and basis functions are obtained by using the empiri-
cal interpolation procedure described in the previous subsection. The addi-
tional interpolation points and basis functions are calculated as follows. For
M = N + 1, . . . , N +K, we solve the linear systems

M−1∑
m=1

ψm(x̂k)σnm = ϱn(x̂k), 1 ≤ k ≤M − 1, (16)

for n = 1, . . . , K; we find

jM = arg max
1≤n≤K

∥ϱn(x)−
M−1∑
m=1

σnmψm(x)∥L∞(Ω), (17)

and set

x̂M = arg sup
x∈Ω

|rM(x)|, ψM(x) = rM(x)/rM(x̂M), (18)

where the residual function rM(x) is given by

rM(x) = ϱjM (x)−
M−1∑
m=1

σjMmψm(x). (19)

The FOEIM Algorithm I constructs the first N interpolation points and
basis functions by applying the EIM to the Lagrange space W g

N , and the
next K interpolation points and basis functions by applying the EIM to the
Taylor spaceW ∂g

K . Hence, the FOEIM Algorithm I includes partial derivative
information only when M > N .

For the FOEIM Algorithm II, we combine the Lagrange space W g
N and

the Taylor space W ∂g
K into the following Lagrange-Taylor space

W LTg
L = W g

N ⊕W ∂g
K ≡ span{ς1, . . . , ςL}, (20)

where L = N +K is the dimension of the Lagrange-Taylor space W LTg
L . We

then apply the EIM described in the previous subsection to W LTg
L to obtain

L interpolation points and basis functions. First, we find

j1 = arg max
1≤j≤L

∥ςj∥L∞(Ω), (21)
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and set
x̂1 = arg sup

x∈Ω
|ςj1(x)|, ψ1(x) = ςj1(x)/ςj1(x̂1). (22)

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

M−1∑
m=1

ψm(x̂k)σlm = ςl(x̂k), 1 ≤ k ≤M − 1, 1 ≤ l ≤ L, (23)

we then find

jM = arg max
1≤l≤L

∥ςl(x)−
M−1∑
m=1

σlmψm(x)∥L∞(Ω), (24)

and set

x̂M = arg sup
x∈Ω

|rM(x)|, ψM(x) = rM(x)/rM(x̂M), (25)

where the residual function rM(x) is given by

rM(x) = ςjM (x)−
M−1∑
m=1

σjMmψm(x). (26)

Note that the interpolation points and basis functions generated by the
FOEIM Algorithm II are independent of the ordering of the functions in
the space W LTg

L . Therefore, unlike the FOEIM Algorithm I, the FOEIM
Algorithm II includes partial derivative information even when M < N .

For any given parameter sample set SN , the two FOEIM algorithms con-
struct nested sets of interpolation points TM = {x̂m}Mm=1, 1 ≤ M ≤ L, and
nested subspaces W g

M = span{ψm, 1 ≤ m ≤ M}, 1 ≤ M ≤ L. Although the
same notations are used to label the interpolation points and basis functions
constructed using the EIM and FOEIM algorithms, each algorithm gener-
ate different sets of interpolation points and basis functions. We point out
the fact that the interpolation points and basis functions of the EIM are a
subset of those of the FOEIM Algorithm I. However, this is not the case
for the FOEIM Algorithm II. Indeed, the first N interpolation points and
basis functions of the FOEIM Algorithm II can be different from those of
the EIM. For the same sample set SN , the FOEIM algorithms improve the
EIM by leveraging the first-order partial derivatives to generate interpolation
points and basis functions.
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The FOEIM algorithms have all the desirable properties of the EIM. The
algorithms are well-defined in the sense that the basis functions are linearly
independent and the matrix BM with entries BM,ij = ψj(x̂i), 1 ≤ i, j,≤ M,
is invertible. We follow [60] to show an intermediate result:

Lemma 1. Assume thatW g
M−1 = span{ψ1, . . . , ψM−1} is of dimensionM−1

and that BM−1 is invertible, then we have vM−1 = v for any v ∈ W g
M−1, where

vM−1 is the interpolant of v as given below

vM−1 =
M−1∑
j=1

βM−1,jψj , (27)

where the βM−1,j is the solution of

M−1∑
j=1

ψj(x̂i)βM−1,j = v(x̂i), i = 1, . . . ,M − 1 . (28)

In other words, the interpolation is exact for all v in W g
M−1.

Proof. For v ∈ W g
M−1, which can be expressed as v(x) =

∑M−1
m=1 γM−1,mψm(x),

we consider x = x̂m, 1 ≤ m ≤M−1, to arrive at v(x̂m) =
∑M−1

j=1 γM−1,jψj(x̂m), 1 ≤
m ≤M−1. It thus follows from the invertibility ofBM−1 that βM−1 = γM−1;
and hence vM−1 = v.

We thus obtain the following theorem whose proof is given in [60]:

Theorem 1. Assume that the dimension of the Lagrange-Taylor space W LTg
L

is L; then, for any M ≤ L, the space W g
M = span{ψ1, . . . , ψM} is of dimen-

sion M . In addition, the matrix BM is lower triangular with unity diagonal.

Proof. We shall proceed by induction. Clearly, W1 = span {ψ1} is of di-
mension 1 and the matrix B1 = 1 is invertible. Next we assume that
W g

M−1 = span {ψ1, . . . , ψM−1} is of dimension M − 1 and the matrix BM−1

is invertible; we must then prove (i) W g
M = span{ψ1, . . . , ψM} is of dimen-

sion M and (ii) the matrix BM is invertible. To prove (i), we note from
our “arg max” construction (24) and the assumption stated in Theorem 1
that ∥rM(x)∥L∞(Ω) > 0. Hence, if dim(W g

M) ̸= M , we have ςjM ∈ W g
M−1

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 construction pro-
cedure (21)-(26) that BM,i j = rj(x̂i)/rj(x̂j) = 0 for i < j; that BM,i j =
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rj(x̂i)/rj(x̂j) = 1 for i = j; and that |BM,i j| = |rj(x̂i)/rj(x̂j)| ≤ 1 for i > j
since x̂j = arg maxx∈Ω |rj(x)|, 1 ≤ j ≤ M . Hence, BM is lower triangular
with unity diagonal.

This theorem implies that the procedure yields unique interpolation points
and linearly independent basis functions as long as M is less than or equal
to the dimension of the function space used to construct the basis functions
and the interpolation points. Furthermore, the procedure reorders mem-
bers of the function space in such a way that W g

M = span{ςj1 , . . . , ςjM} =
span{ψ1, . . . , ψM}. Hence, the procedure allows for selecting a subset of basis
functions from a larger set. The error analysis of the interpolation procedure
involves the Lebesgue constant as follows

Lemma 2. Let gM(x,µ) defined by (1) be the interpolant of the parametrized
function g(u(x,µ),µ). The interpolation error (4) is bounded by

εM(µ) ≤ (1 + ΛM) inf
vM∈W g

M

∥g(u(x,µ),µ)− vM∥L∞(Ω), (29)

where ΛM is the Lebesgue constant

ΛM = sup
x∈Ω

M∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑

m=1

ψm(x)[BM ]−1
mk

∣∣∣∣∣ . (30)

The last term in the right hand side of the above inequality is known as the
best approximation error. This Lemma has been proven in [39]. Furthermore,
an upper-bound for the Lebesgue constant is 2M − 1 [60].

For nonlinear elliptic PDEs considered herein, the computational com-
plexity of ROMs via first-order empirical interpolation during the online stage
is also O(MN2 +N3) per Newton iteration. Therefore, we can improve the
accuracy of ROMs by using a larger number of interpolation points and ba-
sis functions to approximate the nonlinear terms. Unlike the EIM procedure
described earlier, the FOEIM procedure requires N solutions of the FOM in
the offline stage even when we choose M > N owing to the derivative-based
function space W ∂g

K .

2.4. Empirical regression procedure

Empirical regression extends empirical interpolation by using more inter-
polation points than basis functions. Specifically, we use N basis functions
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from the subspace W g
N = span{ψ1, . . . , ψN} andM interpolation points from

TM = {x̂1, . . . , x̂M} to define an approximation gNM(x,µ) to g(u(x,µ),µ)
as follows

gNM(x,µ) =
N∑

n=1

βN,n(µ)ψn(x). (31)

Here the coefficients βN,n(µ), 1 ≤ n ≤ N, are found as the solution of the
following least-squares problem

βN(µ) = arg min
γN∈RN

M∑
m=1

(
N∑

n=1

ψn(x̂m)γN,n − g(u(x̂m,µ),µ)

)2

. (32)

This least-squares problem reduces to the linear system (2) for M = N . In
this case, gNM(x,µ) interpolates g(u(x,µ),µ) exactly at the interpolation
points. For M > N , gNM(x,µ) is the best fit in the 2-norm to g(u(x,µ),µ)
at the interpolation points. In this case, it is convenient to compute the
coefficient vector βN(µ) as follows

βN(µ) = CNMbM(µ), (33)

where CNM =
(
BNMBT

NM

)−1
BNM , BNM ∈ RN×M has entries BNM,nm =

ψn(x̂m) and bM(µ) ∈ RM has entries bM,m(µ) = g(u(x̂m,µ),µ). The cost of
evaluating βN(µ) in (33) is O(MN) since we compute and store CNM in the
offline stage. We use the two FOEIM algorithms described earlier to generate
interpolation points and basis functions for the empirical regression.

Empirical regression belongs to the class of oversampling methods like
gappy POD [54, 55], missing point estimation [50, 56], Gauss-Newton with
approximated tensors [10], and generalized EIM (GEIM) [57]. Empirical re-
gression can provide more stable and accurate approximations than empirical
interpolation for problems with noisy data [51]. For model reduction of non-
linear elliptic PDEs discussed in the next section, the online complexity of
ROMs via empirical regression is also O(MN2 +N3) per Newton iteration.

2.5. A Gaussian parametrized function

We consider a parameter-dependent function u(x,µ) = 1√
(x1−µ1)2+(x2−µ2)2

and a Gaussian parameterized function g(u,µ) = exp(−0.01u2) for x ∈ Ω ≡
(0, 1) 2 and µ ∈ D ≡ [−1,−0.01]2. This example is modified from the one in
[34]. Note that the partial derivatives ∂g(u,µ)/∂µ are zero for this particular
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function. We choose for SNmax a deterministic grid of Nmax = 8×8 parameter
points over D, and generate a sequence of nested sample sets SN ∈ SNmax for
N = 2× 2, 3× 3, . . . , 8× 8 by using the following logarithm distribution

y(x) = a+ (b− a)(1− exp(−α(x− a)/(b− a)))/(1− exp(−α)), (34)

for x ∈ [a, b], where a = −1, b = −0.01, α = 3. The function y(x) maps a
uniform grid into a logarithmic grid such that the resulting grid is clustered
toward b. As shown in Figure 1, the parameter points in SNmax are mainly
distributed around the corner (−0.01,−0.01) of the parameter domain.

Figure 1: Parameter sample set SNmax
for the Gaussian parametrized function.

For the results reported herein, FOEIM-I and FOEIM-II refer to FOEIM
Algorithm I and FOEIM Algorithm II, respectively. Furthermore, FOERM-
I (respectively, FOERM-II) refers to empirical regression which uses the
interpolation points and the basis functions computed by FOEIM-I (re-
spectively, FOEIM-II). We consider three different values of M , namely,
M = N,M = 2N , and M = 3N , for those methods. The interpolation
points are plotted in Figure 2 for M = 2N = 128. We note that the inter-
polation points are largely allocated around the origin (0, 0) of the physical
domain Ω. This is because u(x,µ) varies most significantly at x = (0, 0).
The two FOEIM algorithms yield similar distributions of the interpolation
points in the physical domain.
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(a) FOEIM-I. (b) FOEIM-II.

Figure 2: Distribution of interpolation points in the phsyical domain for FOEIM-I and
FOEIM-II for M = 2N = 128.

We now introduce a uniform grid of size NTest = 30× 30 as a parameter
test sample Sg

Test, and define

εmax
M = max

µ∈Sg
Test

∥g(u(x, µ),µ)− gM(x,µ)∥L∞(Ω) (35)

as the maximum interpolation error. We display in Figure 3 εmax
M and ΛM

as a function of M . We observe that εmax
M converge rapidly with M while

the Lebesgue constant grows slowly with M . These results are expected: al-
though g(u,µ) varies rapidly as µ approaches 0 and x approaches 0, g(u,µ)
is nevertheless quite smooth in the prescribed parameter domain D. We
see from Figure 3(a) that FOEIM-II yields considerably smaller errors than
EIM for M = N = 64, which can be attributed to the use of partial deriva-
tives. We also observe from Figure 3(c)-(e) that FOEIM-I and FOEIM-II
yield similar errors for M = 2N and M = 3N , while FOERM-II tends to
yield smaller errors than FOERM-I. These results are also shown in Table
1 and Table 2. We see from Table 1 that increasing M = N to M = 2N
and M = 3N reduces the maximum interpolation error by several orders of
magnitudes for FOEIM-I and FOEIM-II. We observe from Table 2 that the
maximum regression error drops sightly as we increase M = N to M = 2N
for FOERM-I and FOERM-II. However, increasing M = 2N to M = 3N
does not really improve the regression error. These results imply that em-
pirical interpolation performs better than empirical regression for the same
number of interpolation points.
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(a) Maximum interpolation error. (b) Lebesgue constant.

(c) Maximum interpolation error. (d) Lebesgue constant.

(e) Maximum interpolation error. (f) Lebesgue constant.

Figure 3: Convergence of the maximum interpolation error and the Lesbegue constant as
a function of M for EIM, FOEIM-I, FOEIM-II, FOERM-I, FOERM-II.
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FOEIM-I FOEIM-I FOEIM-I FOEIM-II FOEIM-II FOEIM-II
N M = N M = 2N M = 3N M = N M = 2N M = 3N
4 2.24e-1 8.50e-2 8.90e-2 2.21e-1 1.01e-1 1.06e-1
9 5.55e-2 1.40e-2 3.69e-3 4.51e-2 9.79e-3 3.95e-3
16 6.65e-3 9.73e-4 1.17e-4 1.41e-2 7.05e-4 9.34e-5
25 5.34e-3 6.16e-5 1.63e-6 1.75e-3 2.45e-5 1.51e-6
36 8.16e-4 3.86e-6 5.60e-8 3.45e-4 3.50e-6 8.73e-8
49 1.90e-4 1.74e-7 1.84e-9 3.81e-5 1.95e-7 3.38e-9
64 2.08e-4 3.56e-9 1.72e-11 3.77e-6 4.91e-9 1.97e-11

Table 1: Maximum interpolation error εmax
M as a function of N and M for FOEIM-I and

FOEIM-II. Note that FOEIM-I is the same as EIM for M = N .

FOERM-I FOERM-I FOERM-I FOERM-II FOERM-II FOERM-II
N M = N M = 2N M = 3N M = N M = 2N M = 3N
4 2.24e-1 2.05e-1 1.72e-1 2.21e-1 1.51e-1 1.50e-1
9 5.55e-2 3.09e-2 3.02e-2 4.51e-2 2.96e-2 2.98e-2
16 6.65e-3 2.91e-3 2.37e-3 1.41e-2 9.81e-3 8.58e-3
25 5.34e-3 1.65e-3 1.80e-3 1.75e-3 1.12e-3 9.34e-4
36 8.16e-4 1.97e-4 2.21e-4 3.45e-4 1.17e-4 1.22e-4
49 1.90e-4 5.65e-5 6.00e-5 3.81e-5 1.97e-5 1.98e-5
64 2.08e-4 4.69e-5 5.07e-5 3.77e-6 1.41e-6 1.50e-6

Table 2: Maximum regression error εmax
M as a function of N and M for FOERM-I and

FOERM-II. Note that FOERM-I is the same as EIM for M = N .

3. Nonlinear elliptic equations

3.1. A model problem

We consider the following parametrized nonlinear elliptic PDE

−∇2u+ µ1 exp(sin(µ2u)) = 100 sin(2πx1) cos(2πx2), in Ω, (36)

with homogeneous Dirichlet condition on the boundary ∂Ω, where Ω = (0, 1)2

and µ ∈ D ≡ [1, 10]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) + µ1

∫
Ω

g(u(µ),µ) v = f(v), ∀v ∈ X , (37)
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where

a(w, v) =

∫
Ω

∇w · ∇v, f(v) = 100

∫
Ω

sin(2πx1) cos(2πx2) v, (38)

and
g(u(µ),µ) = exp(sin(µ2u(µ))). (39)

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.

3.2. Reduced basis approximation

We introduce the parameter sample set SN = {µ1 ∈ D, · · · ,µN ∈ D},
and associated RB space W u

N = span{ζj ≡ u(µj), 1 ≤ j ≤ N}, where u(µj)
is the solution of (37) 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 is obtained by a standard Galerkin projection: given µ ∈ D,
we evaluate sN(µ) =

∫
Ω
uN(µ), where uN(µ) ∈ W u

N is the solution of

a(uN(µ), v) + µ1

∫
Ω

g(uN(µ),µ)v = f(v), ∀v ∈ W u
N . (40)

We now express uN(µ) =
∑N

n=1 αN,n(µ)ζn and choose test functions v =
ζj, 1 ≤ j ≤ N , in (40), we obtain the nonlinear algebraic system

ANαN(µ) + µ1GN(αN(µ),µ) = FN (41)

where, for 1 ≤ n, j ≤ N , we have

AN,jn = a(ζj, ζn), FN,j = f(ζj), (42)

and

GN,j(αN(µ),µ) =

∫
Ω

g(uN(µ),µ)ζj. (43)

Both AN and FN can be pre-computed in the offline stage owing to their
parameter independence, whereas GN can not be pre-computed due to the
nonlinearity of the function g.
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We use Newton method to linearize (41) at a current iterate ᾱN(µ) to
arrive at the following linear system

(AN + µ1DN(ᾱN(µ),µ)) δαN(µ) = FN −ANᾱN(µ)− µ1GN(ᾱN(µ),µ)
(44)

where, for 1 ≤ n, j ≤ N , we have

DN,jn(ᾱN(µ),µ) =

∫
Ω

g′u(ūN(µ),µ)ζnζj . (45)

Here g′u is the partial derivative of g with respect to the first argument.
Unfortunately, the matrix DN can not be pre-computed in the offline stage
due to its dependency on g′u(ūN(µ),µ). Consequently, although the linear
system (44) is small, it is computationally expensive due to the N -dependent
complexity of forming both GN and DN . As a result, the RB approximation
does not offer a significant speedup over the FE approximation.

3.3. Reduced basis approximation via empirical interpolation

To recover online N -independence, we simply replace g(uN(µ),µ) in (40)
with the approximation gM(x,µ) =

∑M
m=1 βM,m(µ)ψm(x) based upon the

empirical interpolation approach. This requires us to pre-compute the in-
terpolation point set TM = {x̂m}Mm=1 and the interpolating basis set W g

M =
span{ψm(x), 1 ≤ m ≤M} for the nonlinear parametrized function g(u(µ),µ)
in the offline stage. For the original EIM described in Section 2.2, we use the
sample set SN and the basis set W u

N to construct TM and W g
M . In this case,

M can not exceed N . For the first-order EIM described in Section 2.3, we
need to construct the Taylor space W ∂g

K in (15) using SN ,W
u
N and first-order

partial derivatives of g(ζ,µ) for (ζ,µ) = (ζn,µn), 1 ≤ n ≤ N . Henceforth,
M can be chosen many times greater than N .

In practice, the empirical interpolation is carried out over a set of dis-
cretization points on the physical domain Ω. There are two different options
for the choice of the discretization points: (i) nodal points on all elements in
the mesh and (ii) quadrature points on all elements in the mesh. We observe
through numerical experiments that the quadrature points yield more accu-
rate approximation than the nodal points. Hence, the interpolation points are
selected from the set of quadrature points on elements in the mesh. We are
going to describe the RB approximation via empirical interpolation, which
turns out to be exactly the same procedure for both the original EIM and
the first-order EIM.
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In the online stage, our RB approximation via empirical interpolation
is stated as: Given µ ∈ D, we evaluate sN,M(µ) =

∫
Ω
uN,M(µ), where

uN,M(µ) ∈ W u
N is the solution of

a(uN,M(µ), v) + µ1

M∑
m=1

βM,m(µ)

∫
Ω

ψmv = f(v), ∀v ∈ W u
N , (46)

where the coefficients βM,m(µ) are computed from the following linear system

M∑
m=1

ψm(x̂k)βM,m(µ) = g(uN,M(x̂k,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M. (47)

We now express uN,M(µ) =
∑N

n=1 αN,M,n(µ)ζn and choose test functions
v = ζj, 1 ≤ j ≤ N , in (46), we obtain the nonlinear algebraic system

ANαN,M(µ) + µ1EN,MgM(αN,M(µ),µ) = FN , (48)

where EN,M = CN,MB−1
M , for 1 ≤ j ≤ N and 1 ≤ m, k ≤M , we have

CN,M,jm =

∫
Ω

ψmζj, BM,km = ψm(x̂k), (49)

and

gM,k(αN,M(µ),µ) = g

(
N∑

n=1

αN,M,n(µ)ζn(x̂k),µ

)
. (50)

The vector FN and matrices AN ,EN,M can be pre-computed in the offline
stage since they are independent of µ. We form and store the Jacobian matrix
of the FOM to computeAN using Jacobian-vector products during the offline
stage. For large-scale problems, forming and storing the Jacobian matrix
can be costly in terms of both memory storage and computational time.
One possible remedy to reduce the memory storage and computational time
is to use a Jacobian-free technique to compute Jacobian-vector products via
finite difference. However, finite difference does not yield the exact Jacobian-
vector products, a more rigorous method is to use automatic differentiation
to compute the Jacobian-vector products exactly [61].

We use Newton method to linearize (48) at a given iterate ᾱN,M(µ) to
arrive at the following linear system

(AN + µ1EN,MHM,N(ᾱN,M(µ),µ)) δαN(µ) =

FN −ANᾱN,M(µ)− µ1EN,MgM(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) (51)

20



where, for 1 ≤ i ≤ N and 1 ≤ k ≤M , we have

HM,N,ki(ᾱN(µ),µ) = g′u

(
N∑

n=1

ᾱN,M,n(µ)ζn(x̂k),µ

)
ζi(x̂k). (52)

In the online stage, at each Newton iteration, we compute gM(ᾱN,M(µ),µ)
from (50) andHM,N(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) from (52), and solve the linear system (51).
The conline omplexity of evaluating gM(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) is O(MN), while that
of evaluating HM,N(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) is O(MN2). Hence, the overall complexity
of solving the linear system (51) per Newton iteration is O(MN2 + N3).
Since M ≥ N , the computational complexity per Newton iteration becomes
O(MN2). As a result, the RB approximation via empirical interpolation can
be orders of magnitude faster than the RB approximation described earlier.

It is important to note that the computational complexity scales linearly
with M . Hence, it can be advantageous to increase M to improve the accu-
racy of the RB approximation via empirical interpolation. As M increases,
we expect that the RB approximation via empirical interpolation will con-
verge to the standard RB approximation. To assess the accuracy of the
output approximation, we define the following output errors

ϵsN(µ) = |s(µ)− sN(µ)|, ϵsN,M(µ) = |s(µ)− sN,M(µ)| (53)

for the standard RB approximation and the RB approximation via empirical
interpolation, respectively. Similarly, we introduce the following errors to
assess the approximation of the solution

ϵuN(µ) = ∥u(µ)− uN(µ)∥X , ϵuN,M(µ) = ∥u(µ)− uN,M(µ)∥X . (54)

In general, we expect ϵsN,M(µ) ≥ ϵsN(µ) and ϵ
u
N,M(µ) ≥ ϵuN(µ). The effectiv-

ities as defined below

ηsN,M(µ) =
ϵsN,M(µ)

ϵsN(µ)
, ηuN,M(µ) =

ϵuN,M(µ)

ϵuN(µ)
(55)

will measure the accuracy of the RB approximation via empirical interpola-
tion relative to the standard RB approximation. If the effectivities are close
to unity, the RB approximation via empirical interpolation can be considered
as accurate as the standard RB approximation. However, if they are much
greater than unity, the RB approximation via empirical interpolation will be
not accurate enough.
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3.4. Numerical results

We present numerical results for the model problem of Section 3.1. The
first-order EIM results reported herein are obtained by using the FOEIM Al-
goeirhm I. We introduce a uniform grid of size NTest = 30×30 as a parameter
test sample Sg

Test, and define

ϵ̄sN =

∑
µ∈Sg

Test
ϵsN(µ)∑

µ∈Sg
Test

|s(µ)|
, ϵ̄uN =

∑
µ∈Sg

Test
ϵuN(µ)∑

µ∈Sg
Test

∥u(µ)∥X
. (56)

The quantities ϵ̄sN,M and ϵ̄uN,M are similarly defined via ϵsN,M(µ) and ϵuN,M(µ),
respectively. We present in Figure 4 ϵ̄sN , ϵ̄

s
N,M , ϵ̄uN , and ϵ̄

u
N,M as a function of

N . As M increases, ϵ̄sN,M (respectively, ϵ̄uN,M) converges to ϵ̄sN (respectively,
ϵ̄uN). The RB approximation based on the first-order EIM with M = 8N
is almost as accurate as the standard RB approximation. However, the RB
approximation based on the original EIM is significantly less accurate than
the standard RB approximation.

(a) ϵ̄sN and ϵ̄sN,M (b) ϵ̄uN and ϵ̄uN,M

Figure 4: Convergence of the average relative error in output (a) and solution (b) for the
model problem of Section 3.1.

To compare the original EIM and the first-order EIM, we introduce

η̄sN,M =
1

NTest

∑
µ∈Sg

Test

ηsN,M(µ), η̄uN,M =
1

NTest

∑
µ∈Sg

Test

ηuN,M(µ). (57)

We display in Table 3 η̄sN,M and η̄uN,M as a function of N . We observe that the
average effectivities decrease toward unity as M increases. Furthermore, the
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first-order EIM with M = 8N yields significantly smaller output effectivties
by several orders of magnitudes than the original EIM for the same dimension
N . It is interesting to point out that the output effectivties are considerably
larger than the solution effectivities.

M = N M = 2N M = 4N M = 8N
N η̄sN,M η̄uN,M η̄sN,M η̄uN,M η̄sN,M η̄uN,M η̄sN,M η̄uN,M

9 193.38 4.59 102.45 2.17 26.28 1.41 5.73 1.03
16 168.25 3.03 130.03 2.07 10.81 1.04 2.34 1.00
25 396.44 3.82 224.32 2.14 12.31 1.01 2.83 1.00
36 1223.7 6.87 190.39 2.06 17.51 1.01 1.95 1.00
49 1310.14 7.67 294.96 1.52 17.92 1.00 1.98 1.00

Table 3: Average effectivities for the model problem of Section 3.1. The column with
M = N corresponds to the original EIM, while the columns with M > N correspond to
the first-order EIM.

We present in Table 4 the online computational times to calculate sN(µ)
and sN,M(µ) as a function of N . The values are normalized with respect
to the computational time of the truth approximation output s(µ). The
computational saving is significant: for an relative accuracy of about 0.0001
(N = 25, M = 200) in the output, the reduction in online cost is more than
a factor of 1000; this is mainly because the matrix assembly of the nonlinear
terms for the truth approximation is computationally very expensive. The
standard RB approximation has similar computational times as the truth FE
approximation, and is between 100 and 1000 times slower than the RB ap-
proximation via empirical interpolation. We notice that using M = N often
requires more Newton iterations to converge than using M > N especially
when N is relatively small. As a result, the online computational time with
M = N is slightly higher than thatM > N especially for N = 9 and N = 16.

4. Nonlinear diffusion equations

4.1. A model problem

We consider a parametrized nonlinear heat conduction problem

−∇ · (κ(u,µ)∇u) = 0 in Ω, (58)

with homogeneous boundary conditions

u = 0 on ΓD, κ(u,µ)∇u · n = 0 on ΓN, (59)
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FEM RBM EIM FOEIM FOEIM FOEIM
N s(µ) sN (µ) M = N M = 2N M = 4N M = 8N
9 1 5.37e-1 1.04e-3 4.93e-4 3.31e-4 3.46e-4
16 1 5.44e-1 4.67e-4 4.59e-4 4.51e-4 5.73e-4
25 1 5.61e-1 5.17e-4 5.19e-4 5.98e-4 9.65e-4
36 1 1.51e-0 2.49e-3 3.43e-3 3.93e-3 5.00e-3
49 1 2.07e-0 3.48e-3 4.15e-3 5.09e-3 6.77e-3

Table 4: Online computational times (normalized with respect to the time to solve for
s(µ)) for the model problem of Section 3.1.

and non-homogeneous Neumann condition

κ(u,µ)∇u · n = µ1 on ΓQ. (60)

Here Ω is the T -shaped domain as shown in Figure 5(a). ΓD is the top
boundary and ΓQ is the bottom boundary, while ΓN is the remaining part of
the boundary. The parameter domain is D ≡ [1, 10] × [0, 10]. The thermal
conductivity is a Gaussian function of the form

κ(u,µ) = exp(−(u− µ2)
2). (61)

The output of interest is the average of the field variable over the physical
domain. For any given µ ∈ D, we evaluate s(µ) =

∫
Ω
u(µ), where u(µ) ∈

X ⊂ H1
0 (Ω) ≡ {v ∈ H1(Ω) | v|ΓD

= 0} is the solution of∫
Ω

κ(u(µ),µ)∇u · ∇v = µ1

∫
ΓQ

v, ∀v ∈ X . (62)

The 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 mesh of 900 quadrilaterals. The dimension of X is N = 8401. Figure
5 shows FE solutions at two different parameter points.

4.2. Reduced basis approximation

The RB approximation is obtained by a standard Galerkin projection:
given µ ∈ D, we evaluate sN(µ) =

∫
Ω
uN(µ), where uN(µ) ∈ W u

N is the
solution of ∫

Ω

κ(uN(µ),µ)∇uN · ∇v = µ1

∫
ΓQ

v, ∀v ∈ W u
N . (63)
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(a) FE mesh (b) FE solution for µ = (1, 0) (c) FE solution for µ = (10, 10)

Figure 5: FE mesh and numerical solutions at two parameter points for the nonlinear heat
conduction problem.

We now express uN(µ) =
∑N

n=1 αN,n(µ)ζn and choose test functions v =
ζj, 1 ≤ j ≤ N , in (63), we obtain the nonlinear algebraic system

AN(αN(µ),µ)αN(µ) = µ1FN , (64)

where, for 1 ≤ n, j ≤ N , we have

AN,jn(αN(µ),µ) =

∫
Ω

κ(uN(µ),µ)∇ζn · ∇ζj, FN,j =

∫
ΓQ

ζj. (65)

While FN can be pre-computed in the offline stage, AN can not be pre-
computed due to the nonlinearity of the function κ. Although the nonlinear
system (64) has a small number of unknowns, it is computationally expensive
due to the N -dependent complexity of forming AN . As a result, the RB ap-
proximation does not offer a significant speedup over the FE approximation.

4.3. Reduced basis approximation via empirical interpolation

For this particular nonlinear PDE, we apply the empirical interpolation
to κ(u(µ),µ)∇u(µ), which is a vector-valued function. To this end, we
introduce

g(u(µ),µ) = κ(u(µ),µ)
∂u(µ)

∂x1
, h(u(µ),µ) = κ(u(µ),µ)

∂u(µ)

∂x2
. (66)

The RB approximation (63) is equivalent to finding uN(µ) ∈ W u
N such that∫

Ω

g(uN(µ),µ)
∂v

∂x1
+

∫
Ω

h(uN(µ),µ)
∂v

∂x2
= µ1

∫
ΓQ

v, ∀v ∈ W u
N . (67)
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Since the two nonlinear functions in (66) depends not only on the field vari-
able but also its spatial gradient, their evaluation requires us to compute the
gradient of the field variable.

To develop an efficient RB approximation, we replace the two nonlinear
functions, namely g(uN(µ),µ) and h(uN(µ),µ), in (67) with

gM(x,µ) =
M∑

m=1

βM,m(µ)ψ
g
m(x), hM(x,µ) =

M∑
m=1

γM,m(µ)ψ
h
m(x) (68)

to obtain uN,M(µ) ∈ W u
N as the solution of

M∑
m=1

βM,m(µ)

∫
Ω

ψg
m

∂v

∂x1
+

M∑
m=1

γM,m(µ)

∫
Ω

ψh
m

∂v

∂x2
= µ1

∫
ΓQ

v, ∀v ∈ W u
N .

(69)
Here βM,m(µ) and γM,m(µ) are computed from

M∑
m=1

ψg
m(x̂

g
k)βM,m(µ) = g(uN,M(x̂g

k,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M,

M∑
m=1

ψh
m(x̂

h
k)γM,m(µ) = h(uN,M(x̂h

k,µ),µ), 1 ≤ k ≤M,

(70)

where T g
M = {x̂g

m}Mm=1, W
g
M = span{ψg

m(x)}Mm=1, and T h
M = {x̂h

m}Mm=1,
W h

M = span{ψh
m(x)}Mm=1 are the interpolation point sets and basis sets for

approximating g(uN(µ),µ) and h(uN(µ),µ), respectively. These interpola-
tion point sets and basis sets are pre-computed in the offline stage. For the
first-order EIM described in Section 2.3, we employ the partial derivatives of
the nonlinear functions as follows

ϑg
(n−1)N+k(x) =

∂κ(ζn(x),µn)

∂u

∂ζn(µn)

∂x1
(ζk(x)− ζn(x)) +

κ(ζn(x),µn)
∂(ζk(x)− ζn(x))

∂x1
, (71)

and

ϑg
N2+(n−1)N+k(x) =

∂κ(ζn(x),µn)

∂µ

∂ζn(µn)

∂x1
· (µk − µn), (72)

for 1 ≤ k, n ≤ N . Note that ϑh
(n−1)N+k(x) and ϑ

h
N2+(n−1)N+k(x) are similarly

computed.
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Next, we express uN,M(µ) =
∑N

n=1 αN,M,n(µ)ζn and choose test functions
v = ζj, 1 ≤ j ≤ N , in (69), we obtain the nonlinear algebraic system

Eg
N,MgM(αN,M(µ),µ) +Eh

N,MhM(αN,M(µ),µ) = µ1FN , (73)

where Eg
N,M = Cg

N,M [Bg
M ]−1 and Eh

N,M = Ch
N,M [Bh

M ]−1, for 1 ≤ j ≤ N and
1 ≤ m, k ≤M , we have

Cg
N,M,jm =

∫
Ω

ψg
m

∂ζj
∂x1

, Ch
N,M,jm =

∫
Ω

ψh
m

∂ζj
∂x2

(74)

and

gM,k(αN,M(µ),µ) = g

(
N∑

n=1

αN,M,n(µ)ζn(x̂
g
k),µ

)
,

hM,k(αN,M(µ),µ) = h

(
N∑

n=1

αN,M,n(µ)ζn(x̂
h
k),µ

)
.

(75)

Note that Eg
N,M , Eh

N,M , and FN can be pre-computed in the offline stage
since they are independent of µ.

We use Newton method to linearize (73) at a given iterate ᾱN,M(µ) to
arrive at the following linear system(

Eg
N,MHg

M,N(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) +Eh
N,MHh

M,N(ᾱN,M(µ),µ)
)
δαN,M(µ) =

µ1FN −Eg
N,MgM(ᾱN,M(µ),µ)−Eh

N,MhM(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) (76)

where, for 1 ≤ i ≤ N and 1 ≤ k ≤M , we have

Hg
M,N,ki(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) = g′u

(
N∑

n=1

ᾱN,M,n(µ)ζn(x̂k),µ

)
ζi(x̂k),

Hh
M,N,ki(ᾱN,M(µ),µ) = h′u

(
N∑

n=1

ᾱN,M,n(µ)ζn(x̂k),µ

)
ζi(x̂k).

(77)

Once the Newton iteration converges, we evaluate the RB output as

sN,M(µ) =
N∑

n=1

αN,M,n(µ)LN,n (78)

where LN,n =
∫
Ω
ζn are pre-computed in the offline stage. The complexity of

solving the linear system (76) per Newton iteration is O(MN2). Therefore,
the RB approximation via empirical interpolation is efficient.
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4.4. Numerical results

We present numerical results for the model problem of Section 4.1. The
first-order EIM results reported herein are obtained by using the FOEIM
Algoeirhm I. The parameter test sample Sg

Test is a uniform grid of size NTest =
30 × 30. We present in Figure 6 ϵ̄sN , ϵ̄

s
N,M , ϵ̄uN , and ϵ̄

u
N,M as a function of N

and in Table 5 η̄sN,M and η̄uN,M as a function of N . These quantities were
defined in Section 3.4. As M increases, ϵ̄sN,M (respectively, ϵ̄uN,M) converges
to ϵ̄sN (respectively, ϵ̄uN). The RB approximation based on the first-order
EIM withM = 3N is almost as accurate as the standard RB approximation,
whereas the RB approximation based on the original EIM is significantly
less accurate than the standard RB approximation. We observe that the
average effectivities decrease toward unity as M increases. Furthermore, the
first-order EIM with M = 3N yields significantly smaller output effectivties
than the original EIM for the same dimension N . Hence, the first-order EIM
provides more accurate reduced basis approximation than the original EIM.

(a) ϵ̄sN and ϵ̄sN,M (b) ϵ̄uN and ϵ̄uN,M

Figure 6: Convergence of the average relative error in output (a) and solution (b) for the
model problem of Section 4.1.

We present in Table 6 the online computational times to calculate sN(µ)
and sN,M(µ) as a function of N . The values are normalized with respect to
the computational time for the direct calculation of the truth approximation
output s(µ). The computational saving is significant: for an relative accu-
racy of less than 0.001 (N = 10, M = 30) in the output, the reduction in
online cost is more than a factor of 2600; this is mainly because the matrix
assembly of the nonlinear terms for the truth approximation is computation-
ally very expensive. The standard RB approximation is 2 times faster the
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M = N M = 2N M = 3N M = 4N
N η̄sN,M η̄uN,M η̄sN,M η̄uN,M η̄sN,M η̄uN,M η̄sN,M η̄uN,M

4 56.61 2.20 37.10 1.56 27.67 1.43 12.28 1.17
6 22.17 2.21 16.38 1.33 2.46 1.02 1.21 1.00
8 55.05 2.94 6.72 1.12 1.31 1.00 1.12 1.00
10 346.71 4.53 63.51 1.11 6.38 1.01 3.47 1.00
12 94.53 3.02 14.00 1.11 1.75 1.00 1.41 1.00
14 139.88 3.55 6.67 1.06 1.57 1.00 1.06 1.00
16 252.99 3.78 9.31 1.04 1.49 1.00 1.10 1.00

Table 5: Average effectivities for the model problem of Section 4.1. The column with
M = N corresponds to the original EIM, while the columns with M > N correspond to
the first-order EIM.

truth FE approximation, but 1000 times slower than the RB approximation
via empirical interpolation. The first-order EIM yields as accurate approx-
imation as the standard RB method and reduces the online computational
times by several orders of magnitude.

FEM RBM EIM FOEIM FOEIM FOEIM
N s(µ) sN (µ) M = N M = 2N M = 3N M = 4N
4 1 5.15e-1 2.08e-4 2.23e-4 2.09e-4 2.00e-4
6 1 5.36e-1 2.37e-4 2.56e-4 2.45e-4 2.52e-4
8 1 5.53e-1 2.55e-4 2.81e-4 2.82e-4 3.01e-4
10 1 5.55e-1 2.76e-4 3.18e-4 3.25e-4 3.82e-4
12 1 5.63e-1 2.99e-4 3.36e-4 3.81e-4 4.28e-4
14 1 5.83e-1 3.29e-4 3.86e-4 4.44e-4 5.59e-4
16 1 5.89e-1 3.46e-4 4.09e-4 4.75e-4 6.14e-4

Table 6: Online computational times (normalized with respect to the time to solve for
s(µ)) for the model problem of Section 3.1.

5. Conclusion

We have presented an efficient model reduction technique for constructing
accurate reduced-basis approximation of nonlinear PDEs via the first-order
empirical interpolation. Although we apply our approach to elliptic prob-
lems, it can be extended to other PDEs with minor modification. Numerical
results were presented to demonstrate that the first-order EIM approach pro-
vides computational savings of many orders of magnitude relative to the FE
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approximation and the standard RB approximation. Furthermore, the first-
order EIM approach is considerably more accurate than the original EIM
approach for the same dimension of the RB space N . Indeed, the proposed
approach can be made as accurate as the standard RB approximation by
increasing the number of the interpolation points.

In this paper, we have not considered the selection of parameter sample
sets and a posteriori error estimation. The accuracy, efficiency, and reliability
of a reduced-order model depend crucially on a parameter sample set to
guarantee rapid convergence, and a posteriori estimator [62, 63] to quantify
the approximation error. If a posteriori error estimates are available, they can
be used to select the parameter points by using the greedy sampling method
[12, 64]. Therefore, a posteriori error estimation is an important topic to be
addressed in future work. We would like to point out that a posteriori error
estimation procedures have been successfully developed for nonlinear elliptic
PDEs [40] and nonlinear parabolic PDEs [65]. A posteriori error estimation
for nonlinear hyperbolic PDEs is an active yet challenging area of research.
We would like to pursue dual-weighted residual error estimation [6, 66, 67]
for nonlinear hyperbolic PDEs in future work.

It is natural to extend the proposed method to higher-order derivative
information such as second-order partial derivatives. We believe that the use
of higher-order partial derivatives may be necessary for nonlinear hyperbolic
PDEs as it may improve the accuracy and stability of ROMs compared to
the use of first-order derivatives. We leave this topic for future research.
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