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SEMILINEAR EIGENVALUE PROBLEM: PARAMETRIC

ANALYTICITY AND THE UNCERTAINTY QUANTIFICATION∗

BYEONG-HO BAHN†

Abstract. In this paper, to the best of our knowledge, we make the first attempt at studying the
parametric semilinear elliptic eigenvalue problems with the parametric coefficient and some power-type
nonlinearities. The parametric coefficient is assumed to have an affine dependence on the countably
many parameters with an appropriate class of sequences of functions. In this paper, we obtain the upper
bound estimation for the mixed derivatives of the ground eigenpairs that has the same form obtained
recently for the linear eigenvalue problem. The three most essential ingredients for this estimation are
the parametric analyticity of the ground eigenpairs, the uniform boundedness of the ground eigenvalue,
and the uniform positive gap between ground eigenvalues of related linear operators. All these three
ingredients need new techniques and a careful investigation of the nonlinear eigenvalue problem that will
be presented in this paper. As an application, considering each parameter as a uniformly distributed
random variable, we estimate the expectation of the eigenpairs using a randomly shifted quasi-Monte
Carlo lattice rule and show the dimension-independent error bound.

Keywords. Semilinear elliptic partial differential equation, Eigenvalue problem, quasi-Monte
Carlo methods, Parametric partial differential equation, Gross-Pitaevskii equation
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1. Introduction

1.1. Main problem. In this paper, we are interested in the smallest eigen-
value, the corresponding eigenfunction, and the corresponding energy of the parametric
semilinear elliptic eigenvalue problem:

{

S(u)(x,y)=λ(y)u(x,y), (x,y)∈Ω×U,
u(x,y)=0, (x,y)∈∂Ω×U, (1.1)

where

S(u)(x,y)=−∇·(a(x)∇)u(x,y)+b(x,y)u(x,y)+η|u(x,y)|p−1u(x,y). (1.2)

In this problem we assume that Ω⊂Rd (d=1,2,3) is a bounded open domain with

C2 boundary, and η> 0 is a constant. The set U =
[

− 1
2 ,

1
2

]N
is where our parameters

come from. With (bi)
∞
i=1⊂L∞(Ω), we define b(x,y)= b0(x)+

∑∞
i=1yibi(x) which has an

affine dependence on y=(yj)j≥1∈U . Here, we assume that a∈C1(Ω) and there exist
amin> 0 such that a(x)≥amin. We further assume that b(x,y)≥ 0 for all (x,y)∈Ω×U ,
and (‖bj‖L∞)j≥1 ∈ ℓ1(N). Our choice of p would depend on the dimension d affected by
the Sobolev embedding. Specifically, we will assume that (d,p)∈A where A is defined
in (2.2).

1.2. Motivation and the goal. For the last few decades, uncertainty quan-
tification (UQ) of various parametric PDE problems has been actively studied. An
incomplete list of such works would be [1, 8, 10, 11, 15–17, 19, 22, 24–26, 31, 35–37] and
the references therein. In this paper, we will focus on elliptic PDEs, especially elliptic
semilinear eigenvalue problems. Parametric PDEs have broad applications, for exam-
ple, to physics, biology, engineering, etc. Its parameters can be seen in two different
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2 Parametric semilinear eigenvalue problem

ways, deterministic and stochastic. From a deterministic viewpoint, we can think our
problem as tuning the parameters (yi)i≥1 which is equivalent to tuning the influences
of factors (bi)i≥1. In this way, it is possible to study the behavior of the solution as we
tune the coefficient functions (bi)i≥1. For example, we can think of studying a super
conductor in which possibly many different kinds of tunable potentials are available to
influence on the conductor. In this case, we can tune the influences of each potential
in order to study the behaviors of the critical temperature in different combinations of
potentials. From a stochastic viewpoint, when many factors are randomly affecting our
solution, the potential function b(y) in our problem can be considered as a random vari-
able. The motivation of choosing the affine dependence form of our parameters is from
Karhunen-Loéve (KL) expansion and the detailed explanation of this motivation can be
found in the section 2 of [6]. We note that, by Kosambi-Karhunen-Loéve theorem, any
square integrable centered stochastic process has a KL expansion. For the detail of KL
expansion, see [2].

Among various parametric PDEs, UQ of parametric elliptic PDE problems has
been studied extensively in various ways. Mentioning a few such studies, we can find
the studies about the Quasi-Monte Carlo method in [15–17, 22, 25, 26, 31], best N-term
approximations in [6], Deep neural network in [30, 32], and the references therein. A
good introduction to affine dependence parametric PDEs can be found in [7]. Also,
semilinear elliptic PDEs have been studied in [20].

In studying parametric PDEs, we are primarily interested in simultaneously solving
a class of PDEs. Thus, the study of its Taylor generalized polynomial chaos (gpc)
is crucial, and the precise estimation of the mixed derivatives or, equivalently, Taylor
coefficients provides us the information on the convergence. For example, one of the
recent results shows that the convergence of the sparse gpc Taylor expansion of the
solution in ℓr with r∈ (0,1) provides us deep neural network approximation (Theorem
4.9 in [32]).

Considering its ubiquity and importance in physics and engineering, the paramet-
ric elliptic eigenvalue problem has been only recently studied, and there is still room
for improvement. Since the study of [1] in 2010, there have been a few studies, for
example, in [10, 15, 17, 31]. In [15, 17] with all the coefficients parametrized, the form
of C(|ν|!)1+εβν is obtained as the upper bound for |∂νλ(y)| and ‖∂νu(y)‖H1

0
for some

constants C> 0 and an arbitrary ε∈ (0,1). Although it is not enough for convergence of
the Taylor gpc expansion, [15] showed that this result is enough for showing dimension-
independent error bound for estimating the expectation of the solution under the as-
sumption that the sequence β∈ ℓr with r∈ (0,1). The only obstacle generated by the
existence of ε was the analysis of the case of r=1. Recently, [10] obtained an improved
estimation. Specifically, they used a falling factorial technique to remove ε> 0 from the
estimation by [15] and extended the class of parametrizations.

We note that, for the parametric linear and nonlinear elliptic PDEs, [9, 19] showed
that the two PDEs have the same form of upper bound estimations for the mixed deriva-
tives. Following the works mentioned above, we study nonlinear eigenvalue problems
with power type nonlinearities comparing with the result of linear eigenvalue problems
in [10]. Also, this problem has its own interest in physics. For example, a famous ex-
ample of our class of equations is the Gross-Pitaevskii equation (when p=3 and a=1)
which is known to describe superfluidity and superconductivity. Our setting can be
seen as describing such phenomena with random potential. Further explanation of this
equation can be found in [33,34] and an incomplete list of the related studies is [3,4,28].
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1.3. The summary of our contribution. In this paper, to the best of
our knowledge, we make the first attempt at UQ analysis of the parametric nonlinear
eigenvalue problem. The analyticity of the eigenpairs with respect to the parameters
is necessary for estimating the mixed derivatives. The studies of the linear eigenvalue
problems so far, in [10, 15, 31], strongly depend on the analyticity result by [1] which
is deeply rooted in the linear operator perturbation theory by Kato in [23]. However,
the linear theory by Kato cannot be directly applied to our nonlinear problems. Thus,
in this paper, we use the technique using the implicit function theorem introduced
in [29]. After the careful analysis of (1.1), we apply the implicit function theorem
technique to show the analyticity of the eigenpairs. This analyticity allows us to take
arbitrarily high order derivatives of the eigenpair and allows us to apply the method
of mathematical induction used in [10, 15] to estimate the upper bound for the mixed
derivatives. Although we use a similar argument, it involves different techniques that
use the properties of the nonlinear eigenvalue, also shown in this paper. One of the
key ingredients of our analysis is to show that the smallest eigenvalue is uniformly
bounded away from that of a different linear elliptic operator. And, by using recently
found technique in [10], we show that the norms of each mixed derivative, |∂νλ(y)|,
‖∇∂νu(y)‖L2 and |∂νE(y)| are bounded above by the same form with [10].

With the bounds, considering the parameters as uniformly distributed random vari-
ables, we obtain an identical QMC error convergence rate for approximating Ey[λ(y)]
and Ey[G(u)(y)] for a given G ∈H−1 with that of the parametric linear eigenvalue prob-
lem studied in [15]. Also, as we removed ε from the estimation of the bound, we also
have an additional case for (‖bi‖L∞)i∈N∈ ℓ1. In this process, we point out that any an-
alytic function with such an upper bound on the mixed derivatives has the same QMC
error convergence rate.

1.4. Organization. In section 2, we investigate the properties of the nonpara-
metric eigenpair that will be used in our parametric analysis. In section 3, using the
result from section 2, we develop some parametric tools such as analyticity of the eigen-
pair and uniform differences of eigenvalues. We use them to estimate the bound for the
mixed derivatives of the ground eigenpairs and the energy. In section 4, we discuss UQ
analysis for approximating the expectation of the functions of our interest using the
Quasi-Monte Carlo method.

1.5. Notation. Throughout this paper, we are mostly interested in the depen-
dence on the stochastic parameter y rather than the spatial variable x. Thus, we drop
the dependence of x for convenience and readability. In other words, we use u(y) instead
of u(x,y). When the dependence on y is clear from the context without any confusion,
we sometimes drop y. Also, unless otherwise stated, we drop Ω. For example, we use
L2,

∫

u and H1
0 instead of L2(Ω),

∫

Ω
u(x)dx and H1

0 (Ω). Here, L
r for r≥ 1 and H1

0 is the
space of Lebesgue measurable functions with finite ‖·‖Lr and ‖·‖H1

0
norm respectively.

Those norms are defined by:

‖u‖Lr :=







(∫

Ω |u|r
)

1
r , r<∞,

esssup
x∈Ω

|u(x)|, r=∞.
(1.3)

‖u‖H1
0
:= ‖∇u‖L2. (1.4)

The inner product for L2 is notated by 〈·, ·〉 which is clearly defined by 〈f,g〉=
∫

fg.
The set Ck in this paper is the space of k-times continuously differentiable functions.
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We use boldface letters for elements in RN. Especially, we use y=(y1,y2, . . .)∈U for
stochastic parameter and ν=(ν1,ν2, . . .) for multi-index. We notate |ν|=∑i≥1ν. Let

F= {ν∈NN : |ν|<∞}. Here we used N as the set of natural numbers including 0. For
multi-index power or derivative, for any ν ∈F , for any analytic function f :U→C and
y∈U , we denote

∂νf(y)=
∂|ν|f

∂yν11 ∂y
ν2
2 · · · (y), (1.5)

and

yν =
∏

i≥1

yνii . (1.6)

As for multi-index combination notation, we use

(

ν

m

)

=
∏

j≥1

(

νj
mj

)

. (1.7)

In the case when there are more than three multi-indexes involved, we use

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

)

=
∏

j≥1

(

νj
m1j · · · mpj

)

:=
∏

j≥1

νj !

m1j !m2j ! · · ·mpj !
. (1.8)

Throughout this paper, we will use the notation

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

:=
∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν,for all j

, (1.9)

for the summations over many parameters. In other words, we will drop ‘for all j’ for our
convenience. As for the basic operations of multi-indexes, we define ν+m=(νi+mi)i≥1

and aν=(aνi)i≥1 for any constant a∈R. Also, we say ν≤m if and only if νi≤mi for
all i≥ 1. The relation < is defined accordingly. Lastly, for a given positive integer i, we
use ei as a multi-index whose entries are all zero except the i-th entry being 1.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we investigate some properties of the ground state of the nonpara-
metric problem that will be used in the next section. In order for this, we consider the
following problem:

{

−∇·(a∇)u+bu+η|u|p−1u=λu, on Ω,

u=0, on ∂Ω,
(2.1)

where all the notations and assumptions are consistent with (1.1). To be specific, our
analysis in this section does not depend on the parameter, y, but we still stick to the
assumption that a∈C1 and b∈L∞(Ω). Also, we assume that there exists a constant
amin> 0 such that a(x)≥amin, and that b(x)≥ 0 for all x∈Ω. Also, we further assume
that Ω has C2 boundary. Throughout this section, whenever (u,λ) is defined to be the
solution to (2.1), we assume all the relevant assumptions as well.

Throughout this paper, the Sobolev embedding H1
0 →֒Lq with q determined by the

power p in the nonlinearity plays an important part. For example, it is necessary to
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allow the nonlinearity |u|p−1u to be in L2. Thus, we define two collections of admissible
pairs of the dimensions and the powers for our convenience as follows:

A :=

{

(d,p)∈N×N : (d,p)∈ [1,2]× [1,∞) or p∈
[

1,
d

d−2

]}

, (2.2)

A′ :=

{

(d,p)∈N×N : (d,p)∈ [1,2]× [1,∞) or p∈
[

1,
2

d−2

]}

. (2.3)

Note that A′⊂A. We will use A for the ground eigenpairs in Theorem 3.2 and will use
A′ for the ground energy in Corollary 3.1. The constants d

d−2 and 2
d−2 above comes

from 2p≤ 2d
d−2 , 2(p+1)≤ 2d

d−2 and the fact that Lq →֒H1
0 for q∈

[

2, 2d
d−2

]

when d≥ 3.

Note that when p=1, the problem is linear, so the existence and uniqueness of the
solution are well known by the Lax-Milgram theorem. Thus, we assume without loss
of generality that p≥ 2. Before stating the main result of this section, let us define the
ground state of the problem (2.1). We first let H=

{

v∈H1
0 :‖v‖L2 =1

}

and then define
a functional E :H1

0 →R by

E[u] :=

∫

a|∇u|2+
∫

b|u|2+ 2η

p+1

∫

|u|p+1. (2.4)

Then we can define the ground energy E by

E := inf
u∈H

E[u]. (2.5)

The minimizer u of (2.5) is the ground state and it solves (2.1) with corresponding
eigenvalue λ=E+η p−1

p+1

∫

|u|p+1 (Lemma A.3). This can be seen by the calculus of

variation techniques (for example, see chapter 11 in [27] or [28]). We call the pair (u,λ),
the ground eigenpair, and we call E the ground (or minimal) energy.

Note that due to the modulus in (2.4), the minimizer is unique up to the modulus
| · | (Lemma A.2). In other words, if u is a solution, then eiθu is also a solution for any
θ∈R which implies the non-uniqueness of the solution. This obstacle can be avoided
by noticing that |u| is a unique non-negative real solution (Corollary A.1) and focusing
only on this solution for the future arguments. It allows us to work on the analytic
formation of our PDE, which is (3.1). All the mentioned results and all the tools we
need for the following sections are collected in the following theorem, whose proof is
provided in Appendix A.

Theorem 2.1. There exists a ground eigenpair (u,λ) of (2.1) where u is unique up to
the modulus | · |. Moreover, if (d,p)∈A, the unique non-negative real-valued solution |u|
is indeed strictly positive in Ω.

Significantly, the result of the strict positivity of the solution stated in the Theorem
2.1 (or Lemma A.5) will be a useful tool in many ways especially when proving the
uniform positive gap between two operators O and T defined in the next section. By
Theorem 2.1, we can also say that (3.1) has a unique real positive solution that is also a
solution to (1.1). From now on, we will only consider the strictly positive real solution
to (1.1), and it will allow us to remove the modulus sign in the nonlinear term of (1.1)
and it transforms it to the analytic problem (3.1).
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3. Parametric semilinear eigenvalue problem

By the result of the previous section, instead of (1.1), we can focus on the ground
state of the following analytic form of parametric semilinear elliptic eigenvalue problem
:
{

−∇·(a(x)∇)u(x,y)+b(x,y)u(x,y)+ηu(x,y)p=λu(x,y), (x,y)∈Ω×U,
u(x,y)=0, (x,y)∈∂Ω×U, (3.1)

where we assume the following:
Assumption 3.1.

• Ω⊂Rd is bounded open domain with C2 boundary,
• The diffusion coefficient a is a C1 function and there exists constants amin> 0
such that a(x)≥amin for all x∈Ω,

• b(y) has the following form:

b(y)= b0+
∑

j≥1

yjbj , (3.2)

where (bj)j≥0⊂L∞ with (‖bj‖L∞)j≥0 ∈ ℓ1(N) such that and b(y)≥ 0 for all
(x,y)∈Ω×U ,

• The constant η is positive real number, and U =
[

− 1
2 ,

1
2

]N
is the parameter space,

• The pair (d,p) belongs to A.

We can easily see that the third assumption implies b(y)∈L∞ for all y∈U . From
now, whenever we say (u(y),λ(y)) is the ground state of problem (3.1), Assumption
3.1 will be automatically assumed as well. The main goal of this section is to estimate
the mixed derivatives of the ground eigenpair. For this goal, we start this section by
showing that the ground eigenpair admits the mixed derivatives.

3.1. Parametric analyticity of the ground state. In this subsection, we will
verify the analyticity of the ground state, (λ(y),u(y)), with respect to the parameters
and will investigate their properties. In order to estimate the mixed derivatives of the
ground eigenpair, the analyticity should be justified first. Without loss of generality, we
assume p≥ 2. From now on, we denote λ(y) to be the smallest eigenvalue and u(y) to
be the corresponding strictly positive eigenfunction to (3.1) under the Assumption 3.1.
For convenience, with the ground state u(y) and under the Assumption 3.1, we use the
following notations for different but related linear operators:

O(y) :=−∇·(a∇)+b(y)+ηu(y)p−1, (3.3)

T (y) :=−∇·(a∇)+b(y)+pηu(y)p−1. (3.4)

We use notation uT (y) and λT (y) to denote the ground eigenpair of T (y). We first
show the following useful lemma:

Lemma 3.1. For any y∈U , if (u(y),λ(y)) is the ground eigenpair of (3.1), then it is
the ground eigenpair of the operator O(y).

Proof. Let y∈U be given. It is clear that (u(y),λ(y)) is an eigenpair of the
linear operator O(y). The pair (u(y),λ(y)) is indeed the ground eigenpair of O(y).
If not, there is a pair (v(y),µ(y)) 6=(u(y),λ(y)) that is the ground eigenpair of O(y).
Then v(y) is strictly positive over Ω, for example, by Theorem 1.2.5 in [21] with the
boundedness of u proved in A.5. Now, note that, by the orthogonality of eigenfunctions
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for O(y), we have 〈u(y),v(y)〉=0. However, by the strict positivity of v(y) and u(y),
the equality, 〈u(y),v(y)〉=

∫

u(y)v(y)=0 is impossible which shows a contradiction.
Therefore, (u(y),λ(y)) is the ground eigenpair of the elliptic operator O(y).

Using a part of the argument above, we can see that uT (y) is also strictly positive.
With this fact, we can show the analyticity of the ground state as follows.

Definition 3.1. Let B be a given Banach space and let O⊂CN be a domain. A function
f :O→B is called separately complex analytic if f is analytic for each coordinate.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that (u(y),λ(y)) is the ground eigenpair of (3.1) with
parametrized coefficient functions a(y) and b(y) which are analytic in y. Then the
ground eigenpair (u(y),λ(y)) is separately complex analytic at each y∈U , i.e, for each
coordinate yi, there exists an open set Oi⊂C containing yi such that (u(yi),λ(yi)) is
complex analytic on Oi with other coordinates fixed. Furthermore, for any M ⊂N with
|M |<∞, the ground state is jointly complex analytic on

∏

i∈MOi.

Proof. Let y∈U and i≥ 1 be given. Let us define an operator N (ξ,ℓ,f)=
(−∇·(a(y+ξei)∇)+b(y+ξei)+η(u(y)+f)

p−1−ℓ)(u(y)+f) defined on C×C×E
where E= span{ψ}⊥ in H1

0 and ψ will be specified later. Then note that N is complex
analytic in h, λ and f due to the polynomial dependence. Also, observe that, for each
(µ,w)∈C×E,

D(ℓ,f)N (0,λ(y),0)(µ,w)

= lim
h→0

N (0,λ(y)+hµ,hw)−N (0,λ(y),0)

h

= lim
h→0

(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)+η(u(y)+hw)p−1 −λ(y)−hµ)(u(y)+hw)
h

= lim
h→0

(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)−λ(y)−hµ)(u(y)+hw)+η(u(y)+hw)p −ηu(y)p+ηu(y)p
h

= lim
h→0

(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)−λ(y)−hµ)hw−hµu(y)+η(u(y)+hw)p −ηu(y)p
h

=(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)−λ(y))w−µu(y)+η lim
h→0

(u(y)+hw)p−u(y)p
h

=(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)−λ(y))w−µu(y)+pηu(y)p−1w

=(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)+pηu(y)p−1−λ(y))w−µu(y)
= (T (y)−λ(y))w−µu(y), (3.5)

where we used the fact that N (0,λ(y),0)=0 in the second equality, and used the equa-
tion Ou(y)−λ(y)=0 in the fourth equality. We claim that λ(y) is not an eigenvalue of
T (y). If λ(y) is an eigenvalue of the linear operator T (y), then there should exist the
corresponding eigenfunction v(y) such that

λT (y)≤〈T (y)v(y),v(y)〉=λ(y). (3.6)

However, by the strict positivity of u(y) and uT (y),

λ(y)≤〈OuT (y),uT (y)〉
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< 〈OuT (y),uT (y)〉+(p−1)η

∫

u(y)p−1uT (y)
2

= 〈T (y)uT (y),uT (y)〉
=λT (y), (3.7)

where we used the fact that u(y) is the ground state of the linear operatorO(y) with the
ground eigenvalue λ(y) proved in Lemma 3.1 in the first inequality. Note that the two
inequalities (3.6) and (3.7) make a contradiction. Thus, λ(y) cannot be an eigenvalue
of T (y). Then it is clear that T (y)−λ(y) :H1

0 →H−1 is an isomorphism.
Now, let ψ∈H1

0 be such that (T (y)−λ(y))ψ=u(y). Since we can consider (T (y)−
λ(y)) to be linearly acting on ψ, we can restrict the operator so that it is now an
isomorphism between E and span{u(y)}⊥⊂H−1. It implies thatDλ,fN (0,λ(y),0) :C×
E→ span{u(y)}⊥⊂H−1 is an isomorphism. The boundedness of the inverse operator
is clear. Indeed, observe that, with the varying generic constant C,

‖(µ,w)‖2
R×H1

0
= |µ|2+‖w‖2H1

0

≤ 1

‖u(y)‖2
H−1

‖µu(y)‖2H−1 +C‖(T (y)−λ(y))w‖2H−1

≤C
(

‖µu(y)‖2H−1 +‖(T (y)−λ(y))w‖2H−1

)

=C‖(T (y)−λ(y))w−µu(y)‖2H−1 , (3.8)

where, for the first inequality, we used the fact that ‖u(y)‖H−1 6=0 because u(y) 6=0
followed from ‖u(y)‖L2 =1, and the fact that (T (y)−λ(y)) is an isomorphism so there
is such a constant C> 0. The last equality follows from the orthogonality between
the image of E under (T (y)−λ(y)) and span{u(y)} in H−1. To be specific, recall
that the mapping (T (y)−λ(y)) :C×E→ span{u(y)}⊥⊂H−1 is an isomorphism, and
span{u(y)}⊥ is orthogonal complement of span span{u(y)} in the sense of H−1 norm.
Therefore, by implicit function theorem, there exists an open neighborhood, Oi⊂C,
of 0 such that we have complex analytic functions ℓ :Oi→R and f :Oi→E such that
N (ξ,ℓ(ξ),f(ξ))=0 for all ξ∈Oi and ℓ(0)=λ(y), f(0)=0. Furthermore, the ground
states are unique for each ξ∈Oi. Therefore, u(y+ξei)=u(y)+f(ξ) and so u :Oi→H1

0

is also complex analytic in i th coordinate. The last statement is clear by Hartog’s
Theorem.

Note that Theorem 3.1 is stronger than what we need for our problem (3.1). For
example, in the theorem, the diffusion coefficient a is parametrized, and a(y) and b(y)
are only assumed to be analytic in y. In addition, in the case of η=0, the operator
(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)−λ(y)) is still an isomorphism between span{ψ}⊥⊂H1

0 with
ψ=u(y) and span{u(y)}⊥⊂H−1 so this argument also works for linear eigenvalue
problem. With this regularity of the ground eigenpair, now, we are allowed to take the
derivatives of order ν for any ν ∈F . As a first observation of this result, we find the
representation of the mixed derivative of the nonlinear term that will be useful in the
following results.

Lemma 3.2. For any multi-index ν ∈F , any analytic function u that admits ∂νu for
any ν ∈F , and any positive integer p, the following equality holds:

∂ν(up)=pup−1∂νu+

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

un
∑

∑p−n
j=1 mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp−n

)p−n
∏

i=1

∂miu. (3.9)
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Proof. First of all, for any positive integer p and n∈ [p] := {1,2, . . .,p}, let

Ap=

{

(mi)
p
i=1 :

p
∑

i=1

mi=ν, mi<ν for all i

}

,

Bn
p = {(mi)

p
i=1 ∈Ap :mn=0}.

Now, observe that we can classify the sequence in Ap as follows:

Ap=B
1
p∪̇(B1

p)
c

=(B1
p∩B2

p)∪̇(B1
p ∩(B2

p)
c)∪̇((B1

p)
c∩B2

p)∪̇((B1
p)

c∩(B2
p)

c)

= (B1
p∩B2

p ∩B3
p)∪̇(B1

p ∩B2
p ∩(B3

p)
c)∪̇(B1

p ∩(B2
p)

c∩B3
p)∪̇(B1

p ∩(B2
p)

c∩(B3
p)

c)

∪̇((B1
p)

c∩B2
p ∩B3

p)∪̇((B1
p)

c∩B2
p ∩(B3

p)
c)∪̇((B1

p)
c∩(B2

p)
c∩B3

p)

∪̇((B1
p)

c∩(B2
p)

c∩(B3
p)

c)

= · · ·

=
˙⋃

0≤n≤p−2





⋃

π∈Π[p]





n
⋂

j=1

Bπ(j)
p ∩

p
⋂

j=n+1

(Bπ(j)
p )c







 , (3.10)

where ∪̇ denotes a disjoint union, (Bn
p )

c=Ap \Bn
p , and Π[p] is the set of all possible

permutations of [p] := {1, . . .,p}. To be specific, for each n∈{1,2, . . .,p−2}, the inner
union is collection of all sequences of multi-indices with n number of zero and p−n
number of nonzero indices. The case of n=p is removed because it is when all sequences
are zero which is not possible because of the summation constraint

∑p
i=1mi=ν. The

case of n=p−1 is removed because of the condition that mi<ν for all i. Now, for any
n∈{0,1, . . .,p−2} and for any π∈Π[p], we use following notations for our convenience:

B(n,π) :=

n
⋂

j=1

Bπ(j)
p ∩

p
⋂

j=n+1

(Bπ(j)
p )c. (3.11)

Note that, for given π∈Π[p] and k∈ [p], we have mk=0 for all (mi)
p
i=1∈B(n,π) or

mk 6=0 for all (mi)
p
i=1 ∈B(n,π). Also, note that, for any σ,π∈Π[p], observe that

∑

(mi)
p
i=1∈B(n,π)

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

∂mju=un
∑

(mi)
p
i=1∈A′

p−n

(

ν

m1 · · · mp−n

)p−n
∏

j=1

∂mju

=
∑

(mi)
p
i=1∈B(n,σ)

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

∂mju, (3.12)

where, for any positive integer n,

A′
n= {(mi)

n
i=1∈An :mi 6=0 for all i}. (3.13)

Now, it is easy to see that, for given n∈{0, . . .,p−2}, in the inner union of the last
expression of (3.10), there are p!

n!(p−n)! disjoint components. Applying the properties

above, for arbitrary permutation π∈∏[p], we have the following expression:

∂ν(up)=
∑

∑p
i=1mi=ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

∂mju
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=pup−1∂νu+
∑

(mi)
p
i=1∈Ap

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

∂mju

=pup−1∂νu+

p−2
∑

n=0

p!

n!(p−n)!
∑

(mi)
p
i=1∈B(n,π)

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

∂mju

=pup−1∂νu+

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

un
∑

(mi)
p−n
i=1 ∈A′

p−n

(

ν

m1 · · · mp−n

)p−n
∏

j=1

∂mju, (3.14)

where, again, the case of n=p is zero as A′
0= ∅, and the case of n=p−1 gives the first

term pup−1∂νu. In (3.14), the second equality is by isolating full derivative of order
ν, the third equality is by the disjoint decomposition of Ap in (3.10), and the fourth
equality is by (3.12).

The lemma above can be seen as a variant of Faá di Bruno’s formula, but the
representation we obtained above is for special index set. The reason for the lemma
above is that the obtained representation is convenient for our main theorem, and it is
hard to deduce the desired representation from known Faá di Bruno’s formula directly.
In order for the sanity check for (3.9), a simple example is provided in Appendix C.

For our convenience, we will be using the following notation for the rest of this
paper:

Γ(p,ν)=

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

unγ(p−n,ν), (3.15)

where

γ(n,ν) :=
∑

∑
n
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mn

) n
∏

j=1

∂miu. (3.16)

3.2. Uniform bounds of smallest eigenvalues. In our analysis of estimating
the mixed derivatives, the uniform boundedness of the smallest eigenvalue and the
corresponding eigenfunction takes one of the crucial roles. In this subsection, we show
the uniform boundedness of the ground eigenpairs of O and T .

When showing uniform bounds, a useful technique is to show that λ(U), the image
of the parameter space U under the map λ :U→R is compact. However, even if we have
the result that λ :U→R is analytic, we cannot conclude that λ(U) is compact because
it is hard to see if U is compact. For example, the compactness of U depends on the
topology U is living in and we have not defined it. Fortunately, by Theorem 2.7 in [7],
it has been shown that b(U), the image of U under the map b :U→L∞ is compact in
L∞. In order to use this fact, we want to investigate the continuous dependence of the
eigenvalue on the coefficient function b.

Now, note that we can consider solving the problem (2.1) as mapping the coefficient
function b to the eigenpair (u,λ). In other words, we can see u=u(b) and λ=λ(b). In
this perspective, the following lemma shows the desired continuous dependence of the
eigenvalue on the coefficient function b using the implicit function theorem technique
used in Theorem 3.1.
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Lemma 3.3. Suppose that (u,λ) is the ground eigenpair of problem (2.1). Then the
eigenvalue, λ :L∞→C, continuously depends on the coefficient function b.

Proof. We use a similar analysis with Theorem 3.1. Let u be the ground state and
let us define an operator M(c,ℓ,w)=−∇·(a∇)(u+w)+c(u+w)+η(u+w)p−ℓ(u+w)
on L∞×C×E where E⊂H1

0 will be specified later. It is clear that M is analytic. Let
b∈L∞ be given. Then, by the previous section, we have a unique ground state (λ,u)
so M(b,λ,0)=0. Then observe that

D(ℓ,w)M(b,λ,0)(µ,f)

= lim
h→∞

M(b,λ+hµ,hf)−M(b,λ,0)

h

= lim
h→∞

−∇·(a∇)(u+hf)+b(u+hf)+η(u+hf)p−(λ+hµ)(u+hf)

h

=
(

−∇·(a∇)+b+pηup−1−λ
)

f−µu. (3.17)

We note that λ is not an eigenvalue of the linear operator −∇·(a∇)+b+pηup−1 with
similar argument used in Lemma 3.1. Thus, J :=

(

−∇·(a∇)+b+pηup−1−λ
)

:H1
0 →

H−1 is an isomorphism. Thus, there is w∈H1
0 such that Jw=u. Now, defined E=

span(w)⊥. As J is linear, u is not in the image of E under J and so D(ℓ,w)M(b,λ,0) :
R×E→H−1 is an isomorphism. Then, by the implicit function theorem, there is an
open neighborhood Nb⊂L∞ of the coefficient b such that there are continuous functions
λ :Nb→R and f :Nb→E such thatM(V,λ(V ),f(V ))=0 for all V ∈N with λ(b)=λ and
f(b)=0.

In conclusion, we have obtained that, for each b∈L∞, there exists an open neigh-
borhood Nb such that the ground state is a continuous function in Nb. As the ground
state is unique, with different b1,b2∈L∞, the ground state is well defined on Nb1 ∩Nb2

if it is not empty. Thus, we can extend our ground state to be continuous over L∞.

With Lemma 3.3 shown above, we can claim the uniform boundedness of ground
eigenpair as below.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that (u(y),λ(y)) is the ground eigenpair of (3.1). Then we have
λ∈L∞(U,R), u∈L∞(U,L2) and u∈L∞(U,H1

0 ). Furthermore, λ is uniformly strictly
positive.

Proof. By the Lemma 2.7 in [7], the image of the parameter space U under the map
b, b(U), is a compact set in L∞. Thus, by the Lemma 3.3, we deduce that λ(b(U)) is
compact because the image of a compact set under a continuous function is compact.
It implies that λ∈L∞(U,R). Furthermore, we know from the normalization condition
that u∈L∞(U,L2). Then, these imply that

0≤amin

∫

|∇u(y)|2< 〈Ou(y),u(y)〉=λ(y) (3.18)

which tells us that u∈L∞(U,H1
0 ). In addition, the strict positivity of u(y) implies the

strict inequality, and it implies that the eigenvalue is strictly positive. Again, because
λ(U)=λ(b(U)) is compact, there exists a constant C> 0 such that λ(y)≥C> 0 and so
λ is uniformly away from 0.
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Now, we denote λ and u to be the uniform upper bound for λ(y) and ‖u(y)‖H1
0
.

The uniform gap between the first and second smallest eigenvalues is crucial in the
analysis of the linear case in [15]. In our nonlinear case, the uniform gap between the
smallest eigenvalues of T and O shown below takes an important role.

Lemma 3.5. There exist a constant CT > 0 that is independent of parameters and satisfy
the following inequality:

λT (y)−λ(y)≥CT . (3.19)

for all y∈U .
Proof. Observe that

λ(y)+(p−1)η

∫

u(y)p−1uT (y)
2≤〈OuT (y),uT (y)〉+(p−1)η

∫

u(y)p−1uT (y)
2

= 〈T uT (y),uT (y)〉
=λT (y), (3.20)

where the first inequality is because λ(y) is the ground eigenvalue of O. It implies that

0< (p−1)η

∫

u(y)p−1uT (y)
2≤λT (y)−λ(y), (3.21)

where the strict inequality follows from Lemma A.5. Because λT and λ are continuous
functions in the potential function by Lemma 3.3, thanks to compactness shown in [7],
(λT −λ)(U)= (λT −λ)(b(U)) is compact. Therefore, there exists CT > 0 such that (3.19)
holds.

3.3. Bounding the mixed derivatives of the ground eigenpair. In this
section, we will estimate the bound for the mixed derivatives. In the analysis, we will
use the falling factorial technique suggested by [10] for the elliptic eigenvalue problem.
For any r∈R and n∈N, we define

(r)n :=

{

1, n=0,

r(r−1)· · ·(r−(n−1)), n≥ 1.
(3.22)

And we will mainly use, for any n∈N,
[

1

2

]

n

:=

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

1

2

)

n

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (3.23)

The result of [10] shows that this tool helps us to remove ε> 0 from the estimation
C(|ν|!)1+εβν obtained for the linear eigenvalue problem in [15]. Two useful properties
for our case would be

[

1

2

]

n

≤n!≤ 2n+1

[

1

2

]

n

, (3.24)

and

n−1
∑

i=1

(

n

i

)[

1

2

]

i

[

1

2

]

n−i

≤ 2

[

1

2

]

n

. (3.25)
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For more information about this tool, see section 2.2(especially Lemma 2.3) in [10].

Lemma 3.6. For given multi-index ν ∈F and a positive integer p> 0,

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

|mj |

≤ 2p−1

[

1

2

]

|ν|

. (3.26)

Proof. Let a positive integer p> 0 and a multi-index ν be given. We first observe
that we can express the left-hand side in (3.26) by the nested sum as follows:

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

|mj |

=

|ν|−1
∑

k1=1

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

|m1|=k1

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

|mj |

=

|ν|−1
∑

k1=1

|ν|−k1−1
∑

k2=1

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

|m1|=k1,|m2|=k2

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

|mj |

= · · ·

=

|ν|−1
∑

k1=1

|ν|−k1−1
∑

k2=1

· · ·
|ν|−

∑p−2
i=1 ki−1
∑

kp−1=1

p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

kj

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

|mj |=kj ,1≤j≤p−1

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

)

, (3.27)

where we used a special notation kp := |ν|−∑p−1
i=1 ki in the product factor for our con-

venience of indexing. And, by Theorem 2 in [5], we have

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

|mj |=kj ,1≤j≤p−1

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

)

=

( |ν|
k1 · · · |ν|−∑p−1

i=1 ki

)

. (3.28)

Then, using the notation for kp defined above, the right hand side of (3.28) can be
further computed to

(

|ν|
k1 · · · kp

)

=
|ν|!

k1! · · ·kp!

=
|ν|!

k1! · · ·kp−2!(kp−1+kp)!

(kp−1+kp)!

kp−1!kp!

=
|ν|!

k1! · · ·kp−2!(kp−2+kp−1+kp)!

(kp−2+kp−1+kp)!

(kp−1+kp)!kp−2!

(kp−1+kp)!

kp−1!kp!

= · · ·
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=

p−1
∏

j=1

(∑p
i=j ki
kj

)

(3.29)

Recall that |ν|−∑p−2
i=1 ki=kp+kp−1, and, in general, we have |ν|−∑p−ℓ

i=1 ki=
∑p

j=p−ℓ+1kj . Then, using this identity and combining (3.28) and (3.29), we obtain,
from (3.27),

∑

∑p
j=1mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

|mj |

=

|ν|−1
∑

k1=1

(∑p
i=1ki
k1

)

· · ·
|ν|−

∑p−2
i=1 ki−1
∑

kp−1=1

(

kp−1+kp
kp−1

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

kj

=

|ν|−1
∑

k1=1

(

|ν|
k1

) |ν|−k1−1
∑

k2=1

(

|ν|−k1
k2

)

· · ·
|ν|−

∑p−2
i=1 ki−1
∑

kp−1=1

(

|ν|−∑p−2
i=1 ki

kp−1

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

kj

. (3.30)

Now, observe that, the last sum of (3.30) can be computed as

|ν|−
∑p−2

i=1 ki−1
∑

kp−1=1

(

|ν|−∑p−2
i=1 ki

kp−1

) p
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

kj

=

p−2
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

kj

|ν|−
∑p−2

i=1 ki−1
∑

kp−1=1

(

|ν|−∑p−2
i=1 ki

kp−1

)[

1

2

]

kp−1

[

1

2

]

kp

=

p−2
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

kj

|ν|−
∑p−2

i=1 ki−1
∑

kp−1=1

(

|ν|−∑p−2
i=1 ki

kp−1

)[

1

2

]

kp−1

[

1

2

]

|ν|−
∑p−2

i=1 ki−kp−1

=





p−2
∏

j=1

[

1

2

]

kj



2

[

1

2

]

|ν|−
∑p−2

i=1 ki

, (3.31)

where the second equality is by the definition of kp and the last equality is by (3.25).
Similarly, we can repeatedly apply (3.25) to (3.30) until all summation disappears. Then
we obtain the desired expression.

Now, we are ready to prove the main theorem.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that (u(y),λ(y)) is the ground eigenpair of (3.1). Then for any
multi-index ν ∈F and parameter y∈U , the mixed derivatives of the ground eigenpair
satisfy the following bounds:

|∂νλ(y)|≤λ(|ν|!)βν , (3.32)

‖∂νu(y)‖H1
0
≤u(|ν|!)βν , (3.33)

where β=(βi)
∞
i=1 with βi=Cβ‖bi‖L∞ and Cβ> 0 is finite but large enough real number

so that

max

{

C̃λ

Cβλ
,
C̃u

Cβ

,
C̃u′

Cβu
,
C̃N

Cβ

}

≤ 1 (3.34)
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where C̃λ=2
(

(p−1)ηCp

Aup

CT
+1
)

, C̃u=2CT , C̃u′ = 2CA

amin

(

3+
2(p−1)ηCp

Aup+λ

CT

)

and

C̃N =
1

CT

(

2C̃λ+
5

2
+
ηC

p
A

C̃u

[

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

unC̃
p−n
u′ 2p−n−1

]

+
p−1

2C̃u

ηC
p+2
A up2C̃2

u′

)

. (3.35)

Note that, by the Sobolev embedding theorem, we have H1
0 →֒L2p with for all (d,p)∈A.

For simplicity, we denote CA> 0 to be common constant such that ‖u‖Lr ≤CA‖u‖H1
0

for any u∈H1
0 and r∈{2,2p}(just choose biggest one among them). For convenience,

we use C̃λ=CβCλ, C̃u=CβCu and C̃u′ =CβCu′ . Note that C̃λ, C̃u and C̃u′ are
independent of Cβ by the definition.

Proof. For the simplicity of our argument, let us drop the notation for the depen-
dence on y so that u=u(y) and λ=λ(y) as it will be clear from the context. We will
show our result by mathematical induction. Note that the case of ν=0 is clear. Thus,
we only focus on the case of ν 6=0.

First, we claim that

|∂νλ|≤Cλ

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.36)

‖∂νu‖L2 ≤Cu

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.37)

‖∂νu‖H1
0
≤Cu′

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν . (3.38)

We will prove this claim by mathematical induction. We will also use the notation from
(3.3) and (3.4) accordingly.

We start by observing that, by Theorem 3.1, we can take mixed derivatives of the
equation:

∂ν (−∇·(a∇)u+b(y)u+ηup)=∂ν (λu). (3.39)

Taking derivatives inside the parentheses and playing some algebraic manipulations, we
have

(−∇·(a∇)+b(y)+pηup−1)∂νu+

∞
∑

i=1

νibi∂
ν−eiu+ηΓ(p,ν)

=∂νλu+λ∂νu+
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

∂mλ∂ν−mu. (3.40)

For simplicity and convenience, we use the following notations:

q=
∞
∑

i=1

νibi∂
ν−eiu, (3.41)

e=
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

∂mλ∂ν−mu. (3.42)

Correspondingly, we define

Q=

∞
∑

i=1

νi‖bi‖L∞

∥

∥∂ν−eiu
∥

∥

L2 , (3.43)
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E=
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

|∂mλ|
∥

∥∂ν−mu
∥

∥

L2 , (3.44)

D=
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

‖∂mu‖H1
0

∥

∥∂ν−mu
∥

∥

H1
0

, (3.45)

G=

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

‖u‖nH1
0

∑

∑p−n
j=1 mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp−n

)p−n
∏

j=1

‖∂miu‖H1
0
. (3.46)

To be specific, note that q≤Q, e≤E, and Γ(p,ν)≤G. D will appear in (3.67). Now,
we start by estimating the first derivatives. Observe that, from (3.40), when ν=ei for
some i≥ 1,

(T −λ)∂eiu+biu=∂
eiλu (3.47)

By multiplying ∂eiu on both sides and integrating them, we obtain

〈(T −λ)∂eiu,∂eiu〉=−〈biu,∂eiu〉, (3.48)

where we used the following property:

0=∂ei
(∫

u2
)

=2

∫

u∂eiu=2〈u,∂eiu〉. (3.49)

Then, it is clear that

(λT −λ)‖∂eiu‖2L2 ≤‖bi‖L∞ ‖∂eiu‖L2 =
βi

Cβ

‖∂eiu‖L2 (3.50)

which implies that

‖∂eiu‖L2 ≤ βi

CTCβ

=Cu

[

1

2

]

1

βei , (3.51)

where CT is from Lemma 3.5. Now, multiplying u on both sides of (3.47) and using the
fact that O is a symmetric operator, observe that

∂eiλ= 〈∂eiu,(O−λ)u〉+〈biu,u〉+〈(p−1)ηup,∂eiu〉. (3.52)

Since u is the eigenfunction of O corresponding to the eigenvalue λ, by Hölder’s inequal-
ity, we obtain

|∂eiλ|≤ βi

Cβ

+(p−1)η‖u‖p
L2p‖∂eiu‖L2. (3.53)

Thus, by using (3.51),

|∂eiλ|≤ βi

Cβ

+(p−1)ηCpup
βi

CTCβ

=
1

Cβ

(

1+
(p−1)ηCpup

CT

)

βi=Cλ

[

1

2

]

1

βei . (3.54)

From (3.48), note that

amin

∫

|∇∂eiu|2≤〈∂eiu,T ∂eiu〉
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=λ〈∂eiu,∂eiu〉−〈biu,∂eiu〉, (3.55)

which implies, by (3.54),

‖∂eiu‖2H1
0
≤ 1

amin

(

λ‖∂eiu‖2L2 +‖bi‖L∞‖∂eiu‖L2

)

≤
CA‖∂eiu‖H1

0

amin

(

λ‖∂eiu‖L2 +‖bi‖L∞

)

. (3.56)

Then, by dividing both sides by ‖∂eiu‖H1
0
and using (3.51), we get

‖∂eiu‖H1
0
≤ CA

amin

(

λ
βi

CTCβ

+
βi

Cβ

)

=
CA

aminCβ

(

λ

CT

+1

)

βi

≤Cu′

[

1

2

]

1

βei . (3.57)

Now, let a multi-index ν ∈F be given and assume that (3.36), (3.37), and (3.38) are
true for all µ<ν. Under these assumptions, let us estimate Q,G,D, and E, which are
from (3.43). Observe that, applying Lemma 3.6, we have the following estimations

Q=

∞
∑

i=1

νi‖bi‖L∞

∥

∥∂ν−eiu
∥

∥

L2 ≤
∞
∑

i=1

νi
βi

Cβ

Cu

[

1

2

]

|ν−ei|

βν−ei =
Cuβ

ν

Cβ

[

1

2

]

|ν|−1

∞
∑

i=1

νi

=
Cuβ

ν

Cβ

[

1

2

]

|ν|−1

|ν|= Cuβ
ν

Cβ

[

1

2

]

|ν|−1

(

|ν|−1− 1

2
+

3

2

)

≤ Cuβ
ν

Cβ

[

1

2

]

|ν|−1

(∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2
−(|ν|−1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

+
3

2

)

≤ Cuβ
ν

Cβ

[

1

2

]

|ν|−1

(∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2
−(|ν|−1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

+3

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

2
−(|ν|−1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ 4Cu

Cβ

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.58)

G=

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

‖u‖nH1
0

∑

∑p−n
j=1 mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp−n

)p−n
∏

j=1

‖∂miu‖H1
0

≤
p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

un
∑

∑p−n
j=1 mj=ν

06=mj<ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp−n

)p−n
∏

j=1

Cu′

[

1

2

]

|mj |

βmj

≤
(

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

unC
p−n
u′ 2p−n−1

)

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.59)

D=
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

‖∂mu‖H1
0

∥

∥∂ν−mu
∥

∥

H1
0

≤
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

C2
u′

[

1

2

]

|ν−m|

[

1

2

]

|m|

βν ≤ 2C2
u′

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.60)

E=
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

|∂mλ|
∥

∥∂ν−mu
∥

∥

L2
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≤
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

CλCu

[

1

2

]

|ν−m|

[

1

2

]

|m|

βν ≤ 2CλCu

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.61)

where the last second inequality in (3.58) is because
∣

∣

1
2 −(|ν|−1)

∣

∣≥ 1
2 for all ν≥ 2. Now,

let’s show the bound for ‖∂νu‖L2. Let {uk}∞k=1 be the sequence of eigenfunctions of O
which is chosen to be an orthonormal basis for L2, and it corresponds to the sequence
of eigenvalues 0<λ1≤λ2≤···. Especially, note that u1=u and λ1=λ. As (uk)k≥1 is a
basis of L2 space, ∂νu can be represented by

∂νu=

∞
∑

k=1

〈∂νu,uk〉uk= 〈∂νu,u〉u+
∞
∑

k=2

〈∂νu,uk〉uk. (3.62)

Let us denote the second term by v for simplicity. In other words,

v :=
∞
∑

k=2

〈∂νu,uk〉uk. (3.63)

The important fact about v is that it is orthogonal to u. Then observe that

‖∂νu‖L2 ≤|〈∂νu,u〉|+‖v‖L2 . (3.64)

As for the first term, note that

0=∂ν 〈u,u〉=
∑

m≤ν

(

ν

m

)

〈

∂mu,∂ν−mu
〉

. (3.65)

Thus, we have

〈u,∂νu〉=−1

2

∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

〈

∂mu,∂ν−mu
〉

, (3.66)

which implies

|〈∂νu,u〉|≤ 1

2

∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

‖∂mu‖L2‖∂ν−mu‖L2 =
CA

2

2
D. (3.67)

Secondly, multiplying v on both sides of (3.40) and after some algebraic manipulations,

〈(T −λ)∂νu,v〉= 〈e−q−ηΓ(p,ν),v〉+∂νλ〈u,v〉= 〈e−q−ηΓ(p,ν),v〉, (3.68)

because 〈v,u〉=0. Observe that the left hand side of (3.68) can be expanded as

〈(T −λ)∂νu,v〉= 〈(T −λ)v,v〉+〈∂νu,u〉〈(T −λ)u,v〉
= 〈(T −λ)v,v〉+(p−1)η 〈∂νu,u〉〈up,v〉 , (3.69)

where the second equality is due to the fact that (O−λ)u=0. Thus, combining (3.68)
and (3.69), we have

〈(T −λ)v,v〉= 〈e−q−ηΓ(p,ν),v〉−(p−1)η 〈∂νu,u〉〈up,v〉 . (3.70)
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Using the fact that CT ‖v‖2L2 ≤〈(T −λ)v,v〉, Hölder inequality, and the Sobolev embed-
ding theorem with (3.67), we obtain

CT ‖v‖2L2 ≤ (E+Q+ηCA
pG)‖v‖L2 +

p−1

2
ηCA

2D‖u‖p
L2p‖v‖L2. (3.71)

By dividing ‖v‖L2 from both sides by CT , we have

‖v‖L2 ≤ 1

CT

(

E+Q+ηCA
pG+

p−1

2
ηCA

p+2upD

)

. (3.72)

Then, combining (3.64), (3.67) and (3.72), we see

‖∂νu‖L2 ≤ 1

CT

(

E+Q+ηCA
pG+

CA
2

2
((p−1)ηCA

pup+CT )D

)

. (3.73)

Then using the estimates (3.58)-(3.61), one can easily see the right-hand side of (3.73)
is upper bounded by

Cu

CβCT

(

2C̃λ+4+
η

CA

p

C̃u

[

p−2
∑

n=0

(

p

n

)

unC̃
p−n
u′ 2p−n−1

]

+
p−1

C̃u

ηCA
p+2upC̃2

u′

)

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν ,

(3.74)

where the tilde nations, C̃λ, C̃u, and C̃u′ notate Cβ independent constants. Then, by
(3.35) and (3.34), we have

‖∂νu‖L2 ≤CNCu

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν ≤Cu

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν . (3.75)

Observe that, using the argument above, we have

V :=CTCNCu

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν ≥
(

E+Q+ηCA
pG+

CA
2

2
((p−1)ηCA

pup+CT )D

)

, (3.76)

which is useful for our next estimations. Now, from (3.40), with some algebraic manip-
ulations, we obtain

∂νλu=T ∂νu+q+ηΓ(p,ν)−e−λ∂νu. (3.77)

Observe that, by making inner product of (3.77) and u, using the fact that u is the
eigenfunction of O with the eigenvalue λ and using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

∂νλ= 〈(O−λ)∂νu,u〉+(p−1)η 〈∂νu,up〉+〈q+ηΓ(p,ν)−e,u〉
= 〈(O−λ)u,∂νu〉+(p−1)η 〈∂νu,up〉+〈q+ηΓ(p,ν)−e,u〉
≤ (p−1)η‖u‖pL2p ‖∂νu‖L2 +E+Q+ηCA

pG, (3.78)

where we used the fact that (O−λ) is symmetric operator in the second equality. Then,
use the result of (3.75) and the definition of Cλ to have

∂νλ≤ (p−1)ηCA
pup

1

CT

(

E+Q+ηCA
pG+

CA
2

2
((p−1)ηCA

pup+CT )D

)

+E+Q+ηCA
pG
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≤
(

1+
(p−1)ηCA

pup

CT

)(

E+Q+ηCA
pG+

CA
2

2
((p−1)ηCA

pup+CT )D

)

≤ CβCλ

2

(

E+Q+ηCA
pG+

CA
2

2
((p−1)ηCA

pup+CT )D

)

. (3.79)

Lastly, using the estimated (3.76) and using the definition of Cu, we obtain

∂νλ≤ CβCλ

2
CTCNCu

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν =CNCλ

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν ≤Cλ

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν . (3.80)

Recall that the last inequality is by (3.34). Again, the tilde notations mean Cβ inde-
pendent version of corresponding constants. Lastly, from (3.40), observe that

‖∂νu‖2H1
0
≤ 1

amin

〈−∇·(a∇)∂νu,∂νu〉

≤ 1

amin

〈T ∂νu,∂νu〉

=
1

amin

(〈e−q−ηΓ(p,ν),∂νu〉+∂νλ〈u,∂νu〉+λ〈∂νu,∂νu〉). (3.81)

Then, by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the Sobolev embedding,

‖∂νu‖H1
0
≤ CA

amin

(E+Q+ηCA
pG+ |∂νλ|+λ‖∂νu‖L2). (3.82)

Using the previous estimates (3.75) and (3.80),

‖∂νu‖H1
0
≤ CA

amin

(

E+Q+ηCA
pG+

(

CβCλ

2
+

λ

CT

)

V

)

≤ CA

amin

(

1+CβCλ+
λ

CT

)

V

≤ CA

amin

(

3+
2(p−1)ηCA

pup+λ

CT

)

V, (3.83)

where V is defined in (3.76) and we used the definition of Cλ in the last inequality.
Then the definitions of V , Cu and Cu′ give us

‖∂νu‖2H1
0
≤ CβCu′

2
CTCNCu

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν =CNCu′

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν ≤Cu′

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.84)

where we used (3.34) at the last inequality. Therefore, we have completed the induction
(3.36)-(3.38). Then, lastly, observing that, for any natural number n,

[

1

2

]

n

≤n!≤ 2n+1

[

1

2

]

n

, (3.85)

and using (3.34) once again, we have our desired result.

Compared to [10,15], our argument has an additional step to estimate the L2 norm
of the ground state. In their proof, the H1

0 norm is estimated directly by the same
technique we used for L2 norm estimation, so estimating L2 norm was not needed.
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However, in our proof strategy, estimation of L2 norm is unavoidable. In short, it is
mainly because of the nonlinear term. More precisely, in (3.70), because v is a linear
combination of eigenfunctions of operator O, not T , it is hard to see if the inequality
C‖v‖H1

0
≤〈(T −λ)v,v〉 needed for H1

0 estimation in their argument is true.
Note that, in our setting, the diffusion coefficient a does not depend on the pa-

rameters. In our strategy, having a to be parametrized has an obstacle arising from
the same reason stated in the previous paragraph. To be specific, first observe that if
a=a0+

∑

j≥1yjaj as in [15], then (3.40) is adapted to

(−∇·(a(y)∇)+b(y)+pηup−1)∂νu−
∞
∑

i=1

νi∇·(ai∇)∂ν−eiu+

∞
∑

i=1

νibi∂
ν−eiu+ηΓ(p,ν)

=∂νλu+λ∂νu+
∑

06=m<ν

(

ν

m

)

∂mλ∂ν−mu. (3.86)

In the case of when ν=e1, we have

(T −λ)∂e1u=∂e1λu−(−∇·(a1∇)+b1)u. (3.87)

In our strategy, we multiply ∂e1u on both sides and integrate them which gives us

CT ‖∂e1u‖L2 ≤〈(T −λ)∂e1u,∂e1u〉 (3.88)

=∂e1λ〈∂e1u,u〉+〈a1∇u,∇∂e1u〉−〈b1u,∂e1u〉. (3.89)

Now, note that bounding ‖∂e1u‖L2 needs bounding 〈a1∇u,∇∂e1u〉. Similarly, for gen-
eral multi-index ν, we need to bound 〈ai∇u,∇∂νu〉 in order to bound ‖∂νu‖L2. How-
ever, this implies that we need to bound ‖∂νu‖H1

0
in order to bound ‖∂νu‖L2. As

stated in the last paragraph, the bound of ‖∂νu‖L2 is needed before estimating |∂νλ|
and ‖∂νu‖H1

0
(see (3.78) and (3.82)). Thus, with our strategy, we could not parametrize

the diffusion coefficient. On this other hands, in [10,15], it was possible to parametrize
the diffusion coefficient a as the they could use orthogonal decomposition technique
(3.64) to bound H1

0 norm directly which is not feasible in our case as stated in the
previous paragraph.

Besides the eigenpair, its energy has its own interest. Note that, different from
the linear eigenvalue problem where the eigenvalue is the energy of the system, in our
nonlinear case, the eigenvalue and the energy are different. With the results of Theorem
3.2, we can also estimate the energy in (2.5):

E(y) := inf
u∈H

Ey[u], (3.90)

where

Ey[u] :=

∫

a|∇u|2+
∫

b(y)|u|2+ 2η

p+1

∫

|u|p+1. (3.91)

It is clear that E ∈L∞(U,R) due to the expression (A.15) and the fact that u∈
L∞(U,H1

0 ) from Lemma 3.4. When estimating E , we need further restriction than
A because (p+1)th power appears. Thus, in this case, noting that A′⊂A, we assume
(d,p)∈A′ defined in (2.3).

Corollary 3.1. Let (d,p)∈A′ and let ν ∈F be a multi-index. Then, for any y∈U ,
we have

|∂yE(y)|≤E(|ν|!)βν , (3.92)
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where E is an upper bound for E :U→R and β=(βi)
∞
i=1 with βi=Cβ‖bi‖L∞. The

constant Cβ> 0 is from Theorem 3.2 which will be increased if necessary so that it
satisfies

1

Cβ

(

C̃λ+ C̃uC
p
uηCA

p+12p
p−1

p+1

)

≤E , (3.93)

where we follow the notations from Theorem 3.2.

Proof. Let ν ∈F be given. We use the following representation of E(y),

λ(y)=E(y)+η p−1

p+1

∫

|u(y)|p+1. (3.94)

Recall that we have shown (3.36), (3.37), and (3.38) in the proof of the last theorem.
Using it, we observe that, by the product rule and the Sobolev inequality,

|∂νE(y)|≤ |∂νλ(y)|+η p−1

p+1

∑

∑p+1
i=1 mi=ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp+1

)

CA
p+1

p+1
∏

j=1

‖∂mju(y)‖H1
0

≤Cλ

[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν+ηCA
p+1 p−1

p+1

∑

∑p+1
i=1 mi=ν

(

ν

m1 · · · mp+1

)p+1
∏

j=1

Cu′

[

1

2

]

|mj |

βmj

=

(

Cλ+C
p+1
u ηCA

p+12p
p−1

p+1

)[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν

=
1

Cβ

(

C̃λ+ C̃uC
p
uηCA

p+12p
p−1

p+1

)[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν

≤E
[

1

2

]

|ν|

βν , (3.95)

where we also used the result of Lemma 3.6 in the third line. Now, using
[

1
2

]

|ν|
≤|ν|!,

we obtain the desired result.

4. Application to Uncertainty Quantification

In this section, we suggest a possible application of the estimation of mixed deriva-
tives of the ground eigenpair and the energy we obtained from the last section. We
will discuss the error analysis for approximating the expectations of those functions.
Specifically, the quantities of our interest are

Ey [λ(y)]=

∫

[− 1
2 ,

1
2 ]

N

λ(y)dy= lim
s→∞

∫

[− 1
2 ,

1
2 ]

s
λ(y1,y2, . . . ,ys,0, . . .)dy1dy2 · · ·dys, (4.1)

and

Ey [G(u(y))]=
∫

[− 1
2 ,

1
2 ]

N

G(u(y))dy= lim
s→∞

∫

[− 1
2 ,

1
2 ]

s
G(u(y1,y2, . . . ,ys,0, . . .))dy1dy2 · · ·dys.

(4.2)

for any G∈H−1. This section and Appendix B are straight forward adaptation of [15,26].
However, in those papers, the theorems for the error analysis are stated and proved
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focusing on specific PDEs. In order to justify that those theorems can be applied to
our case, this paper restates their theorems in a way of generalization and modify the
proofs for the completeness. In this process, the theorems are restated in a way that
any solutions of any PDEs satisfying certain estimation of mixed derivatives have same
quasi-Monte Carlo error convergence rate.

4.1. Quasi-Monte Carlo methods. In order to estimate these quantities,
we will use quasi-Monte Carlo(QMC) method. QMC method, like the Monte Carlo
method, estimates finite dimensional expectation. For example, in Monte Carlo(MC)
method, we estimate the expectation of a function f :Ω→R with respect to a given
probability measure P by

∫

Ω

f(X)dP(X)=
1

N

N
∑

i=1

f(Xi), (4.3)

where Ω⊂Rs, for a positive integer s, is a compact subset and Xi∼P are iid samples.
In QMC, instead of the iid samples as in the MC method, it uses a lattice rule which
is designed for a better convergence rate. There are many different kinds of lattice
rules for QMC method, but, in this paper, we use a lattice rule called CBC generated
randomly shifted rank 1 rule.

CBC generated randomly shifted rank 1 lattice rule is constructed with a generating
vector z∈Zs and with a random shift ∆∼Unif([0,1]s). Specifically, the points we use

are
({

kz
N

+∆
}

− 1

2

)N−1

k=0
where {} notation means taking the fraction part of it, i.e.,

{ 3
2}= 1

2 . And 1

2
=
(

1
2 , . . . ,

1
2

)

∈R
s. Thus, through QMC, after the truncation, we want

to estimate

Eys
[fs(ys)] :=

∫

[− 1
2 ,

1
2 ]

s
f(ys)dys, (4.4)

by

QN,sf :=
1

N

N−1
∑

k=0

f

({

kz

N
+∆

}

− 1

2

)

, (4.5)

where f in our case would be λs or G(us) defined by λs(ys) :=λ(ys;0) and G(us)(ys) :=
G(u)(ys;0) with ys := (y1, . . . ,ys). In this QMC rule, z is constructed using the Fast
component-by-component(CBC) algorithm. For more details of this lattice rule or other
rules, see [13]. Other works that used the randomly shifted lattice rule for various elliptic
PDE can be found, for example, in [15, 25, 26, 31].

As QMC method is for estimating a finite-dimensional integral, it is necessary to
truncate the infinite-dimensional integral to a finite-dimensional one and it causes the
truncation error. Thus, our error analysis would consist of two parts: truncation error
and QMC error.

4.2. Dimension truncation error. We will first estimate the parametric
dimension truncation error and then the finite-dimensional integral by the QMC
method. For convenience, let us notate, for given function f :U→X with a given
normed vector space X , for any y∈U , ys := (y1,y2, . . . ,ys) and fs :

[

− 1
2 ,

1
2

]s→X defined
by fs(ys)= f(ys;0). The following lemma is a simple generalization of Theorem 4.1
in [15], and the proof is also a simple adaptation except for the inclusion of case q=1.
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In order to point out the generality, we leave the proof in Appendix B for completeness.

Lemma 4.1. Let f :U→X be given where X is a given normed vector space with norm
‖·‖X . Suppose that f is analytic for each restriction to a finite-dimensional subspace
and that ‖∂νf(y)‖X ≤ g(ν)βν where β∈ ℓq with q∈ (0,1] is a decreasing sequence. And,
for any fixed k∈N, let

Ck := max
ν∈F
|ν|≤k

g(ν)

2|ν|ν!
. (4.6)

If there exists k∈N such that Ck<∞, then there exist C> 0 such that, for sufficiently
large s∈N,

‖f(y)−fs(ys)‖X ≤CT1(s) (4.7)

where

T1(s)=

{

s−
1
q
+1, q∈ (0,1),

∑

j>sβj , q=1.
(4.8)

Further suppose that, Ck<∞ for any k∈N. Then, there exists C′> 0 such that, for
sufficiently large s∈N and for any G ∈X∗,

|Ey[G(f)−G(fs)]|≤C′T2(s), (4.9)

where

T2(s)=







s−
2
q
+1, q∈ (0,1),

(

∑

j>sβj

)2

, q=1.
(4.10)

Here, the constants C and C′ are independent of y and s. In the lemma above, (4.7)
is called a strong truncation error, and (4.9) is called a weak truncation error. Then,
applying Lemma 4.1 to our case, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let (d,p)∈A for u and λ and (d,p)∈A′ for E. And let (λ(y),u(y)) is
the ground state of (3.1) with the Assumption 1. And suppose that (‖bj‖L∞)

j≥1 ∈ ℓq for

some q∈ (0,1] and T1(s) and T2(s) defined as Lemma 4.1. Then, for any y∈U , there
exist constants ck> 0 for 1≤k≤ 6 such that the strong truncation error is bounded by

|λ(y)−λs(ys)|≤ c1T1(s), (4.11)

|E(y)−Es(ys)|≤ c2T1(s), (4.12)

‖u(y)−u(ys;0)‖H1
0
≤ c3T1(s). (4.13)

The weak truncation error is bounded by

|Ey[λ−λs]|≤ c4T2(s), (4.14)

|Ey[E −Es]|≤ c5T2(s), (4.15)

and, for any G ∈H−1,

|Ey[G(u)−G(us)]|≤ c6T2(s). (4.16)
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Proof. Observe that, from Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.1, λ, E and u are separately
complex analytic whose derivatives satisfy the bound with g(ν)=C(|ν|!) and with ‖·‖X
replaced by | · | and ‖·‖H1

0
. Also, we can rearrange β so that it is decreasing. Also, it is

clear that Ck<∞ for any positive integer k with the function g defined above. Therefore,
(4.11) - (4.16) hold as desired with G to be replaced with identity function in the case
of eigenvalue λ and the energy E .

4.3. Quasi-Monte Carlo error. We can also reformulate the QMC error
analysis of Theorem 4.2 in [15] and Theorem 6.4 in [26] as follows.

Lemma 4.2. Let s∈N be given. Let X be a Banach space and let f :
[

− 1
2 ,

1
2

]s→X

be an analytic. And suppose that, for some constant C> 0 and β∈ ℓq with q∈ (0,1),
‖∂νf(y)‖X ≤C(|ν|!)βν for all ν ∈F and for some ε∈ (0,1). Then, for any prime num-
ber N and for any G ∈X∗, a lattice rule generating vector z∈Ns can be constructed by
CBC algorithm such that for some s independent constant Cα> 0,

√

E∆

[

|Ey [G (f)]−QN,sG(f)|2
]

≤CαN
−α, (4.17)

where ∆∈ [0,1]s is the random shift and, for arbitrary δ∈
(

0, 12
)

,

α=

{

1−δ, q∈
(

0, 23
]

,
1
q
− 1

2 , q∈
(

2
3 ,1
]

.
(4.18)

where, in the case of q=1, we assume additional condition,
∑

j≥1βj <
√
6. The proof

of the lemma above is almost identical to Theorem 4.2 in [15] except for the inclusion
of the case q=1. For completeness and to clarify the applicability to our general
setting, we leave the proof in Appendix B. We can conclude the following theorem by
combining Theorem 3.2 and the lemma above.

Theorem 4.2. Let (d,p)∈A for u and λ and (d,p)∈A′ for E. Moreover, let s∈N be
given. Let (λ(y),u(y)) is the ground state of (3.1) with the Assumption 1. And suppose
that (‖bj‖L∞)

j≥1∈ ℓq for some q∈ (0,1). Let N ∈N be prime, G∈H−1. Then the root-
mean-square errors of the CBC-generated randomly shifted lattice rule approximations
of Ey[λs] and Ey[G(us)] with the generating vector constructed as in Lemma 4.2 are
bounded by

√

E∆

[

|Ey[λs]−QN,sλs|2
]

≤C1,αN
−α, (4.19)

√

E∆

[

|Ey[Es]−QN,sEs|2
]

≤C2,αN
−α, (4.20)

and
√

E∆

[

|Ey[G(us)]−QN,sG(us)|2
]

≤C3,αN
−α, (4.21)

where ∆∈ [0,1]s is a random shift, the generating vector z∈Ns is constructed as in
Lemma 4.2 and

α=

{

1−δ, q∈
(

0, 23
]

,
1
q
− 1

2 , q∈
(

2
3 ,1
]

,
(4.22)
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for arbitrary δ∈
(

0, 12
)

and for some s independent constants C1,α,C2,α,C3,α> 0. And,

in the case of q=1, we additionally assumed that
∑

j≥1βj<
√
6 with βj =Cβ‖bj‖L∞ as

defined in Theorem 3.2.

4.4. Total error. We discussed the dimension truncation and the QMC error
in the last two subsections. In this section, we combine those results to obtain the
total error bound for estimating Ey[λ] and Ey[G(u)] for any G∈H−1. We first present
a general case.

Lemma 4.3. Let f :U→X be given where X is a given normed vector space with norm
‖·‖X . Suppose that f is analytic for any of its restrictions to a finite-dimensional
domain and that ‖∂νf(y)‖X ≤C(|ν|!)βν for some constant C> 0, for some ε∈ [0,1)
and for some decreasing sequence β∈ ℓq. Then, for sufficiently large s∈N and for any
prime number N ∈N, there is a generating vector z∈Ns such that, for any G ∈X∗ ,

√

E∆

[

|Ey[G(f)]−QN,sG(fs)|2
]

≤Cα

(

T (s)+N−α
)

, (4.23)

where

T (s)=







s−
2
q
+1, q∈ (0,1),

(

∑

j>sβj

)2

, q=1,
(4.24)

and

α=

{

1−δ, q∈
(

0, 23
]

,
1
q
− 1

2 , q∈
(

2
3 ,1
]

,
(4.25)

for arbitrary δ∈
(

0, 12
)

and for some s independent constants Cα> 0. When q=1, we

additionally assume that
∑

j≥1βj<
√
6.

Proof. The result is obvious by Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2 with triangular inequal-
ity. Indeed,

√

E∆

[

|Ey[G(f)]−QN,sG(fs)|2
]

(4.26)

≤
√

E∆

[

|Ey[G(f)−G(fs)]|2
]

+

√

E∆

[

|Ey[G(fs)]−QN,sG(fs)|2
]

, (4.27)

and, on the right-hand side, the first and the second terms are bounded by Lemma 4.1
and Lemma 4.2, respectively.

The following result is just a simple application of Theorem 3.2 to Lemma 4.3.

Theorem 4.3. Let (d,p)∈A for our ground eigen-pair (u,λ) of (3.1) with Assumption
1 and let (d,p)∈A′ for the energy E. Suppose that (‖bj‖L∞)

j≥1∈ ℓq for some q∈ (0,1),

N ∈N is a prime and G ∈H−1. Then the root-mean-square errors of the CBC-generated
randomly shifted rank 1 lattice rule approximations of Ey[λ], Ey [E(y)] and Ey[G(u)] for
any G ∈H−1 with the corresponding generating vectors z∈Ns constructed as in Lemma
4.2 are bounded by

√

E∆

[

|Ey[λ]−QN,sλs|2
]

≤C1,α

(

T (s)+N−α
)

, (4.28)
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√

E∆

[

|Ey[E ]−QN,sEs|2
]

≤C2,α

(

T (s)+N−α
)

, (4.29)

and

√

E∆

[

|Ey[G(u)]−QN,sG(us)|2
]

≤C3,α

(

T (s)+N−α
)

, (4.30)

where T (s) is defined in Theorem 4.3 and

α=

{

1−δ, q∈
(

0, 23
]

,
1
q
− 1

2 , q∈
(

2
3 ,1
]

,
(4.31)

for arbitrary δ∈
(

0, 12
)

and for some s independent constants C1,α,C2,α,C3,α> 0.

Note that the error convergence rate we obtained from Theorem 4.3 is identical to
that of the linear eigenvalue problem in [15] even with the nonlinearity. Furthermore,
throughout this section, we showed that it is mainly due to the form of the estimation
we obtained in Theorem 3.2. Similarly, we can expect that any solution to PDEs with
stochastic coefficients with the same form of the upper bound estimation as in Theorem
3.2 would satisfy the same QMC error convergence rate. For example, (4.2) of [26]
shows that an elliptic equation with parametric diffusion coefficients satisfies the same
form of the estimation. Furthermore, by the result of [10], the parametric linear elliptic
eigenvalue problems with more various kinds of parametric coefficients have the same
form of the estimation which will allow same QMC error convergence rate.
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Appendix A. The proof of Theorem 2.1.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is a combination of the following lemmata. The proofs
of the Lemmta A.1-A.3 and the Corollary A.1 are simple adaptations of the appendix
A in [28]. Because we have more various nonlinearities and we use bounded physical
domain instead of whole domain used in [28], we present the adapted proof here for
the completeness. Throughout this appendix, recall the definition of E in (2.4) and
we will use H=

{

v∈H1
0 :‖v‖L2 =1

}

as defined in Section 2. Also, we focus on case of
p> 1 because p=1 is linear and we can simply use Lax-Milgram theorem. The proof
of Theorem 2.1 will be presented after all necessary tools are given.

Lemma A.1. For w≥ 0,
√
w∈H, define F (w)=E(

√
w). Then F (w) is strictly convex

with respect to w.

Proof. First, observe that

F (w)=

∫

a|∇√
w|2+

∫

bw+
2η

p+1

∫

|√w|p+1, (A.1)

and define F1(w)=
∫

a|∇√
w|2, F2(w)=

∫

bw and 2η
p+1

∫

|√w|p+1. Note that F2(w) is

linear so is convex in w and the F3(w) is strictly convex in w because p+1
2 > 1. Thus,

we only need to show that F1(w) is convex.
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Let w1,w2 be given such that
√
w1,

√
w2∈H and w1 6=w2. Let

√
w :=

√

αw1+(1−α)w2. We want to show that
√
w∈H and check F1(w)≤αF1(w1)+(1−

α)F1(w2) for any α∈ [0,1]. First, we can easily observe that

∫

|√w|2=α
∫

|√w1|2+(1−α)
∫

|√w2|2=1. (A.2)

Moreover, observe that

F1(w)=

∫

a|∇√
w|2=

∫

a
∣

∣

∣∇
√

αw1+(1−α)w2

∣

∣

∣

2

=

∫

a
(α∇w1+(1−α)∇w2)

2

4|w|

=

∫

a
(2α

√
w1(∇

√
w1)+2(1−α)√w2(∇

√
w2))

2

4|w|

≤
∫

a
|w|(α|∇√

w1|2+(1−α)|∇√
w2|2)

|w|

=α

∫

a|∇√
w1|2+(1−α)

∫

a|∇√
w2|2

<∞, (A.3)

where the first inequality is by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality which is (a′b′+c′d′)2≤ (a′2+
c′2)(b′2+d′2) for all a′,b′,c′,d′∈R. It implies that w∈H and F1(w) are convex in w as
we desired.

Lemma A.2. There exists u∈H satisfying (2.5) that is unique up to complex modulus
| · |.

Proof. Suppose that (un)n≥1⊂H be such that

lim
n→∞

E[un]=E= inf
u∈H

E[u]. (A.4)

This implies that, there exists C> 0 such that E[un]≤C for all n≥ 1. Note that each
term in E[un] is a power of variations ofH

1
0 , L

2, and Lp+1 norms, respectively. Thus, un
is contained in a weakly compact subset of those normed spaces. It implies a subsequence
still denoted by (un)n≥1 and u such that un weakly converges to u. Then, by the weakly
lower semicontinuity of the norms,

E=liminf
n→∞

E[un]≥E[u]≥ inf
v∈H

E[v]=E , (A.5)

which implies that E[u]=E . Now, we show that ‖u‖L2 =1. Note that H1
0 is com-

pactly embedded into L2 by Rellich compactness theorem. Thus (un)n≥1 contained in
a bounded set in H1

0 is contained in a compact subset of L2. Therefore, there is a
subsequence of (un)n≥1 still denoted by (un)n≥1 converges to u in L2. Therefore,

1= lim
n→∞

‖un‖L2 = ‖u‖L2 , (A.6)

Finally, if there exists two different solution v1 and v2 such that |v1| 6= |v2|, then by
Lemma A.1, observe that, for given α∈ (0,1),

E ≤E[
√

α|v1|2+(1−α)|v2|2]=F [α|v1|2+(1−α)|v2|2] (A.7)
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<αF [|v1|2]+(1−α)F [|v2|2] (A.8)

=αE[|v1|]+(1−α)E[|v2|] (A.9)

=E , (A.10)

which is a contradiction. Therefore, |v1|= |v2|.

Lemma A.3. u is the minimizer of (2.5) if and only if u satisfies (2.1) with λ=
E+η p−1

p+1

∫

|u|p+1.

Proof. Suppose that u∈H is the minimizer of (2.5) with minimum E . Let f ∈C∞
0

(space of smooth functions with compact support in Ω) be given. Then, we should have

d

dε

[

E[u+εf ]−λ‖u+εf‖2L2

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

ε=0

=0, (A.11)

where λ is the Lagrange multiplier corresponding to the normalization restriction.
Observe that, for any real-valued f ∈C∞

0 ,

d

dε

[

E[u+εf ]−λ‖u+εf‖2L2

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

ε=0

= lim
ε→0

E[u+εf ]−λ‖u+εf‖2L2−E[u]+λ‖u‖2L2

ε

=2

∫

(−∇·(a∇Re(u))+bRe(u)+η|u|p−1Re(u)−λRe(u))f

=0, (A.12)

Similarly, apply if instead of f from last argument, we obtain

2

∫

(−∇·(a∇Im(u))+bIm(u)+η|u|p−1Im(u)−λIm(u))f =0, (A.13)

By combining (A.12) and (A.13), we obtain

∫

(−∇·(a∇u)+bu+η|u|p−1u−λu)f =0, ∀f ∈C∞
0 , (A.14)

where f is complex-valued. Therefore, u satisfied (2.1) in the sense of distribution. The
converse statement can be proved just by reversing the argument above, and the exact
value of λ is clear. Indeed, observe that, if u is the solution to (2.1), then using, by the
denseness of C∞

0 in H1
0 , f =u in (A.14), we obtain,

λ=λ

∫

|u|2

=

∫

|∇u|2+
∫

b|u|2+η
∫

|u|p+1

=E − 2η

p+1

∫

|u|p+1+η

∫

|u|p+1

=E+η p−1

p+1

∫

|u|p+1, (A.15)
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as desired.

Corollary A.1. If u is a minimizer of (2.4), then |u| is also a minimizer, and so is
the solution to (2.1).

Proof. Suppose that u is the minimizer of (2.4), and observe that

E[|u|]=
∫

a|∇|u||2+
∫

b|u|2+ 2η

p+1

∫

|u|p+1

=

∫

a

∣

∣

∣

∣

u

|u|∇u
∣

∣

∣

∣

2

+

∫

b|u|2+ 2η

p+1

∫

|u|p+1=E[u]. (A.16)

Therefore, |u| is also a minimizer of (2.4) so is the solution to (2.1) by Lemma A.3.

Lemma A.4. Let (d,p)∈A and u be the solution to (2.1). Then u∈H2 and so is
continuous.

Proof. Observe that u is the solution to the following Dirichlet boundary inhomo-
geneous elliptic problem:

−∇·(a∇v)+bv=λu−η|u|p−1u. (A.17)

Then note that, because u∈H1
0 ⊂L2 and H1

0 →֒L2p, we have λu−η|u|p−1u∈L2 for any
(d,p)∈A. Thus, by the elliptic regularity (see [14], p.336), u∈H2 because a∈C1 and Ω
has C2 boundary. Then, by Sobolev embedding theorem, u is Hölder continuous with
some exponent depending on d. Thus, u is continuous.

Lemma A.5. Suppose that (d,p)∈A and u is the unique nonnegative real solution to
(2.1). Then u is bounded and strictly positive.

Proof. Note that the u is the solution to

−∇·(a∇)v+bv=(λ−η|u|p−1)u, (A.18)

With Dirichlet boundary condition. Let Λ= {x∈Ω:λ−η|u|p−1< 0} and note that it
is open. And observe that u satisfies (A.18) with positive right hand side on Λ with

the boundary condition u=
(

λ
η

)
1

p−1

on ∂Λ. Since u∈H2 by Lemma A.4, applying the

maximum principle(see Theorem 8.19 in [18]), we have u=
(

λ
η

)
1

p−1

on Λ. This implies

that Λ is empty and so u≤
(

λ
η

)
1

p−1

on Ω which proves the boundedness. Now, note

that u is the solution to

−∇·(a∇)v+(b+η|u|2−λ)v=0, (A.19)

With Dirichlet boundary condition. Then, since (b+η|u|p−1−λ)∈L∞, the strict posi-
tivity is clear form Harnack’s inequality.(see section 8.8 of [18])

We conclude this appendix by presenting the proof of Theorem 2.1 combining the
lemmata and a corollary above. First of all, the existence of a solution unique up to
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complex modulus is a consequence of Lemma A.2 and A.3 where Lemma A.1 is used to
prove Lemma A.2. Corollary A.1 shows that we have unique non-negative real-valued
solution. Lastly, due to Lemma A.5, we observe that the non-negative real-valued
solution is indeed strictly positive which proves the last statement of Theorem 2.1.

Appendix B. Proofs of Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2.

Proof. (Proof of Lemma 4.1) Throughout this proof, we set C′,C > 0 as varying
constants that do not depend on s. First, for given integer s> 0, let us denote Fs :=
{0 6=ν∈F :νj =0 for all j=1,2, . . .,s} and Fℓ,s := {ν∈Fs : |ν|= ℓ}. Then, note that, by
kth order Taylor series expansion of f in variable y{j>s} is

f(y)−f(ys;0)

=

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

yν

ν!
∂νf(ys;0)+

∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

k+1

ν!
yν

∫ 1

0

(1− t)k∂νf(ys;ty{j>s})dt. (B.1)

where k is such that Ck+1<∞. Observe that each term in (B.1) can be estimated as
followings:

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

k+1

ν!
yν

∫ 1

0

(1− t)k∂νf(ys;ty{j>s})dt

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

X

≤
∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

g(ν)βν

2k+1ν!
≤Ck+1

∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

βν , (B.2)

and
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

yν

ν!
∂νf(ys;0)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

X

≤
k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

g(ν)

2ℓν!
βν ≤Ck

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

βν . (B.3)

By combining the two results, we obtain

‖f(y)−fs(ys)‖X ≤C





∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

βν+

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

βν



. (B.4)

Observe that, setting Sk
1 (βj) :=

∑k
ℓ=1β

ℓ
j , for all j >s,

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

βν ≤
∏

j>s

(

1+Sk
1 (βj)

)

−1=exp





∑

j>s

log
(

1+Sk
1 (βj)

)



−1

≤ exp





∑

j>s

Sk
1 (βj)



−1≤





∑

j>s

Sk
1 (βj)



exp





∑

j>s

Sk
1 (βj)



 , (B.5)

where, in the first line, we used our observation that each term on the leftmost side
is a term on its right-hand side after the expansion; in the second line, we used the
fundamental inequality that lnx≤x for all x> 0 with ex−1≤xex. By setting s> 0 large
enough so that βj < 1 for all j >s, using the geometric sum and using βj is decreasing,
it is easy to see that

(

Sk
1 (βj)

)∞

j=1
∈ ℓq. Indeed, note that

Sk
1 (βj)=βj

1−βk
j

1−βj
≤ βj

1−βs+1
. (B.6)
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Now, use the inequality from Theorem 5.1 of [26], which is

∑

j>s

βj ≤min

(

r

1−r ,1
)

‖β‖ℓrs1−
1
r , (B.7)

for any β∈ ℓr with r∈ (0,1). Then we obtain

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

βν ≤Cs1− 1
q . (B.8)

Using (B.7), the first term of (B.4) can be estimated by

∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

βν ≤
∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

(k+1)!

ν!
βν =





∑

j>s

βj





k+1

≤Cs(k+1)(1− 1
q ). (B.9)

Note that, for any positive integer k, it is bounded by Cs1−
1
q . Thus, by combining (B.9)

and (B.8), we obtain

‖f(y)−fs(ys)‖X ≤Cs1− 1
q . (B.10)

Now, letting G ∈X∗ be given, we want to estimate a weak truncation error. By the
linearity of G, using (B.1), observe that

Ey [G(f(y))−G(fs(ys))]=

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

Ey

[

yν

ν!
G(∂νfs(ys))

]

+
∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

k+1

ν!
Ey

[

yν

∫ 1

0

(1− t)kG(∂νf(ys;ty{j>s}))dt

]

.

(B.11)

We can upper bound the first term in (B.11) by
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

Ey

[

yν

ν!
G(∂νfs(ys))

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

1

ν!
|Ey [y

ν ]| |Ey [G(∂νfs(ys))]|

≤
k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

νj 6=1 for all j

‖G‖X∗

g(ν)βν

2ℓν!

≤Ck‖G‖X∗

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

νj 6=1 for all j

βν

≤C′
k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

νj 6=1 for all j

βν , (B.12)

where the first inequality is by triangular inequality, the second inequality is because G
is bounded and Ey[yj ]=0 for all j. Now, note that

Sk
2 (βj) :=

k
∑

ℓ=2

βℓ
j =β

2
j

1−βk−1
j

1−βj
≤

β2
j

1−βs+1
, (B.13)
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so we have (Sk
2 (βj))j∈N ∈ ℓ

q
2 . Combining this with (B.12), the argument in (B.5) replac-

ing Sk
1 (βj) by S

k
2 (βj) and (B.7), we obtain

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

Ey

[

yν

ν!
G(∂νfs(ys))

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C′s1−
2
q . (B.14)

Using similar argument with (B.2) combined with (B.9), we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

ν∈Fk+1,s

k+1

ν!
Ey

[

yν

∫ 1

0

(1− t)kG(∂νf(ys;ty{j>s}))dt

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C′s(k+1)(1− 1
q ), (B.15)

where C′ absorbed ‖G‖X∗ this time. Setting our k to be large enough so that (k+

1)
(

1− 1
q

)

≤ 1− 2
q
and combining (B.14) and (B.15),

Ey [G(f(y))−G(fs(ys))]≤C′s1−
2
q . (B.16)

As for the case when q=1, it is clear that

‖f(y)−fs(ys)‖X ≤C
∑

j>s

βj (B.17)

from (B.4), (B.5), (B.6) and (B.9). And it is also clear that

|Ey [G(f)−G(fs)]|≤C





∑

j>s

βj





2

, (B.18)

by setting k=2 in (B.9) and by noting from (B.13),

k
∑

ℓ=1

∑

ν∈Fℓ,s

νj 6=1 for all j

βν ≤C′
∑

j>s

β2
j ≤C′





∑

j>s

βj





2

. (B.19)

with varying constant C′> 0.

Proof. (Proof of Lemma 4.2) Let z be constructed as in Theorem 5.10 in [12]. Then,
for any θ∈

(

1
2 ,1
]

, we have

√

E∆

[

|Ey [G (f)]−QN,sG(f)|2
]

≤





1

ϕ(N)

∑

∅6=u⊂{1:s}

γθu

(

2ζ(2θ)

(2π2)θ

)|u|




1
2θ

‖G(f)‖s,γ .

(B.20)

The ’unanchored’ norm ‖·‖s,γ is defined in section 4.3 in [12] as follows:

‖G(f)‖2s,γ =
∑

u⊂{1:s}

1

γu

∫

[− 1
2 ,

1
2 ]

|u|

(

∫

[− 1
2 ,

1
2 ]

s−|u|

∂|u|

∂yu

G(f)(y)dy−u

)2

dyu, (B.21)
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where {1 : s}= {1,2, . . .,s}, −u := {1 : s}\u, yu=(yj)j∈u and ∂|u|

∂yu

:=
∏

j∈u
∂

∂yj
.

Due to the assumption, we have

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂|u|

∂yu

G(f)(y)
∣

∣

∣

∣

≤C‖G‖X∗(|u|!)βu. (B.22)

Combining (B.21) and (B.22), for any θ∈
(

1
2 ,1
]

, we have

√

E∆

[

|Ey [G (f)]−QN,sG(f)|2
]

≤C‖G‖X∗Cθ,sϕ(N)−
1
2θ , (B.23)

where

Cθ,s :=





∑

∅6=u⊂{1:s}

γθu (ρ(θ))
|u|





1
2θ




∑

u⊂{1:s}

1

γu
(|u|!)2β2u





1
2

, (B.24)

and

ρ(θ) :=

(

2ζ(2θ)

(2π2)θ

)

. (B.25)

Here, ζ is the Riemann zeta function, and ϕ is the Euler phi function. From (B.23), we
can see that if we can find an upper bound for Cθ,s independent on s, we can obtain
the desired result. For this, choose

γu=

(

(|u|!)2β2u

ρ(θ)|u|

)
1

1+θ

, (B.26)

then we have

Cθ,s≤





∑

u⊂{1:s}

(|u|!) 2θ
1+θ

∏

j∈u

(

β2θ
j ρ(θ)

)
1

1+θ





θ+1
2θ

. (B.27)

Then it remains to find an upper bound for the sum inside the parenthesis so that the
bound is independent of s. Observe that

∑

u⊂{1:s}

(|u|!) 2θ
1+θ

∏

j∈u

(

β2θ
j ρ(θ)

)
1

1+θ =

s
∑

ℓ=1

(|ℓ|!) 2θ
1+θ

∑

u⊂{1:s}
|u|=ℓ

∏

j∈u

(

β2θ
j ρ(θ)

)
1

1+θ

≤
s
∑

ℓ=1

(|ℓ|!) 2θ
1+θ

−1





∑

j≥1

(

β2θ
j ρ(θ)

)
1

1+θ





ℓ

. (B.28)

In order to upper bound the quantity above, we need

ρ(θ)
1

1+θ

∑

j≥1

β
2θ

1+θ

j =
∑

j≥1

(

β2θ
j ρ(θ)

)
1

1+θ <∞, (B.29)
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and

2θ

1+θ
< 1 ⇐⇒ θ< 1. (B.30)

The quantity in (B.29) can be bounded if and only if 2θ
1+θ

≥ q due to the embedding

ℓr →֒ ℓt if r≤ t and because β∈ ℓq. This implies that θ≥ q
2−q

and so

q

2−q ≤ θ< 1. (B.31)

If q∈
(

0, 23
]

, then q
2−q

≤ 1
2 and it implies that θ could be any number in

(

1
2 ,1
)

and so
1
2θ could be any number in

(

1
2 ,1
)

. Thus, the error rate is Cϕ(N)−(1−δ) for arbitrary

δ∈
(

0, 12
)

. In the case when q∈
(

2
3 ,1
)

, θ could be any number in
[

q
2−q

,1
)

and so 1
2θ is

any number in
(

1
2 ,

2−q
2q

]

and the best possible rate is Cϕ(N)−(
1
q
− 1

2 ). When q=1, let

us set θ=1 then observe that

C1,s≤
∑

u⊂{1:s}

(|u|!)
∏

j∈u

βjρ(1)
1
2 ≤
(

1

1−∑j≥1βjρ(1)
1
2

)

, (B.32)

where the second inequality is from Lemma 6.3 in [26] provided that
∑

j≥1βj<ρ(1)
− 1

2 =
√
6. Lastly, we obtain the desired result for any prime num-

ber N , noting that ϕ(N)=N−1.

Appendix C. An example of the representation (3.9).

Let us consider the case when ν=(1,2)= (1,2,0,0,0, . . .) with p=4 and an analytic
function u. Observe that, by the usual product rule, the left hand side of (3.9) is

∂ν(up)=∂(1,2)(u4)

=∂(0,2)(4u3(∂(1,0)u))

=∂(0,1)(12u2(∂(1,0)u)(∂(0,1)u)+4u3(∂(1,1)u))

=24u(∂(0,1)u)(∂(1,0)u)(∂(0,1)u)+12u2(∂(1,1)u)(∂(0,1)u)+12u2(∂(1,0)u)(∂(0,2)u)

+12u2(∂(0,1)u)(∂(1,1)u)+4u3(∂(1,2)u)

=4u3(∂(1,2)u)+12u2(∂(1,0)u)(∂(0,2)u)+24u2(∂(0,1)u)(∂(1,1)u)

+24u(∂(0,1)u)(∂(1,0)u)(∂(0,1)u). (C.1)

Now, let us compute the right hand side of (3.14) (or equivalently (3.9)). First, note

that A′
4−0 is empty because there is no (mi)

4
i=1 satisfying

∑4
i=1mi=ν=(1,2) and 0<

mi<ν for all i=1,2,3,4. Next, A′
4−1 has 3= 3!

2!1! elements. It is because only possible
partition of (1,2) into three components under the two restriction is (1,0),(0,1) and
(0,1) and all the possible distinct sequences are ((0,1),(1,0),(0,1)), ((1,0),(0,1),(0,1)),
((0,1),(0,1),(1,0)). Therefore, the coefficient of u(∂(0,1)u)(∂(0,1)u)(∂(1,0)u) is

4!

3!1!

3!

1!2!

(

(1,2)
(1,0) (0,1) (0,1)

)

=12
1!

1!0!0!

2!

0!1!1!
=24,
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which is consistent with the left hand side.

Now, note that A′
4−2 has two possible partitions of (1,2) in to two components,

namely {(1,0),(0,2)} and {(0,1),(1,1)}. And each partition makes two different se-
quences, ((1,0)(0,2)) and ((0,2),(1,0)) for the first partition, and ((0,1)(1,1)) and
((1,1)(0,1)) for the second partition. Then the coefficient of u2(∂(1,1)u)(∂(0,1)u) is

4!

2!2!

2!

1!1!

(

(1,2)
(1,1) (0,1)

)

=12
1!

1!0!

2!

1!1!
=24

and, similarly, the coefficient of u2(∂(1,0)u)(∂(0,2)u) is

4!

2!2!

2!

1!1!

(

(1,2)
(1,0) (0,2)

)

=12
1!

1!0!

2!

0!2!
=12

which are consistent with the left hand side again. Lastly, coefficient for u3∂(1,2)u is
clear from the formula (3.9). Therefore, our representation (3.9) is consistent.
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[29] J. López-Gómez, Spectral theory and nonlinear functional analysis, CRC press, 2001. 1.3
[30] S. Lanthaler, S. Mishra and G. E. Karniadakis, Error estimates for DeepONets: a deep learning

framework in infinite dimensions, Trans. Math. Appl. 6: tnac001, 2022. 1.2
[31] V. K. Nguyen, Analyticity of Parametric Elliptic Eigenvalue Problems and Applications to Quasi-

Monte Carlo Methods, Complex Variables and Elliptic Equations, 69:1, 1-21, 2023. 1.2, 1.3, 4.1
[32] J. A. A. Opschoor, C. Schwab, and J. Zech, Deep learning in high dimension: ReLU neural

network expression for Bayesian PDE inversion, De Gruyter, 419–462. Berlin, Boston, 2022.
1.2

[33] L. P. Pitaevskii, S. Stringari, and S. Stringari, Bose-Einstein condensation, Oxford University
Press, 2003. 1.2

[34] J. Rogel-Salazar, The Gross–Pitaevskii equation and Bose–Einstein condensates, European Jour-
nal of Physics 34:247, 2013. 1.2

[35] S. Rudy, A. Alla, S. L. Brunton, J. N. Kutz, Data-driven identification of parametric partial

differential equations, SIAM Journal on Applied Dynamical Systems, 18:643–660, 2018. 1.2
[36] C. Schwab, QMC Galerkin discretization of parametric operator equations, in J. Dick, F. Y. Kuo,

G. W. Peters, and I. H. Sloan, editors, Springer, New York 613–629, 2013. 1.2
[37] J. Zech, D. Dung, and C. Schwab, Multilevel approximation of parametric and stochastic PDEs,

Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 59:1753–1817, 2019. 1.2


