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Abstract. A space–time–parameters structure of parametric parabolic PDEs motivates the application of
tensor methods to define reduced order models (ROMs). Within a tensor-based ROM framework, the matrix
SVD – a traditional dimension reduction technique – yields to a low-rank tensor decomposition (LRTD). Such
tensor extension of the Galerkin proper orthogonal decomposition ROMs (POD–ROMs) benefits both the practical
efficiency of the ROM and its amenability for rigorous error analysis when applied to parametric PDEs. The paper
addresses the error analysis of the Galerkin LRTD–ROM for an abstract linear parabolic problem that depends
on multiple physical parameters. An error estimate for the LRTD–ROM solution is proved, which is uniform with
respect to problem parameters and extends to parameter values not in a sampling/training set. The estimate is
given in terms of discretization and sampling mesh properties, and LRTD accuracy. The estimate depends on the
local smoothness rather than on the Kolmogorov n-widths of the parameterized manifold of solutions. Theoretical
results are illustrated with several numerical experiments.

Key words. Model order reduction, parametric PDEs, low-rank tensor decomposition, proper orthogonal
decomposition

1. Introduction. Numerical analysis of traditional discretization methods for PDEs is a
mature research field. However, extending many of its fundamental results to reduced-order
computational models appears to be a challenging task.

For projection-based ROMs such as Galerkin POD-ROMs, the complexity of this task is
particularly determined by the fact that approximation properties of the reduced spaces are
problem and metric-dependent. While Galerkin POD-ROMs still lack a complete error analysis
that fully explains their practical performance, progress has been made over the last two decades,
starting with a milestone paper by Kunisch and Volkwein [27], which provides an initial error
analysis of POD for certain parabolic problems. The analysis from [27] has been extended and
modified in various ways, and error estimates for POD have been derived for incompressible
fluid model equations [28, 22, 42, 14], parametric elliptic PDEs [23], and nonlinear dynamical
systems [19]; see also [30, 7, 21, 26, 25].

These analyses have primarily addressed the ability of POD and POD-ROMs to approxi-
mate solution states used to generate the POD basis. An a priori error analysis for the case of
out-of-sample data, such as varying problem parameters or initial conditions, remains a largely
open question. An important development for parametric problems, attempting to address this
question, was the error analysis of POD-Greedy and other greedy reduced basis algorithms in
terms of convergence rates of the Kolmogorov n-widths of the parameterized manifold of solu-
tions [6, 5, 17]. The analysis assumes that the Kolmogorov n-widths of the solution manifold
decay sufficiently fast and that the worst-error parameter search over the parametric domain is
done accurately. In practice, the error in the greedy search is evaluated over a fine but finite
subset of the parameter domain and with the help of a posteriori error bounds.

Tensor methods, such as tensor cross approximations, have recently shown promising success
in approximating solutions for parametric PDE problems; see, e.g. [37, 24, 2, 11, 34, 12, 15]. The
application of tensor techniques also opens up new possibilities for both building reduced bases
and performing error analyses of resulting Galerkin ROMs. The present paper contributes to
the latter topic. Loosely speaking, the idea is that in the parametric setting, replacing SVD (or
POD) with a low-rank tensor decomposition (LRTD) of the snapshot tensor allows us to retain
and recover information about the variation of optimal reduced spaces with respect to parameters.
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This enables constructing parameter-specific reduced spaces for out-of-sample parameter values
and developing the analysis by exploiting the (local) smoothness of the solution manifold, while
avoiding global characteristics such as Kolmogorov n-widths of the parametric solution manifold.
This also extends existing a priori error analyses of Galerkin ROMs to the parametric setting,
covering out-of-sample parameter values.

The remainder of the paper is organized into six sections. Section 2 formulates the prob-
lem and recalls a conventional POD approach to assist the reader in understanding the tensor
ROM (or LRTD–ROM) as a generalization of the POD–ROM. Section 3 collects the necessary
preliminaries of tensor linear algebra. The LRTD–ROM is introduced in Section 4. In Section 5,
we derive interpolation, approximation, and stability results that we need to further derive the
error bound. The error estimate is proved in Section 6. Section 7 illustrates the analysis with
the results of several numerical experiments.

2. Problem formulation. We are interested in the error analysis of a LRTD–ROM for
parameter dependent parabolic problems. To formulate the problem, consider a bounded Lip-
schitz physical domain Ω ⊂ Rd with d = 2, 3 and a compact parameter domain A ⊂ RD
with D ≥ 1. Furthermore, we consider a linear parabolic equation: For a given α ∈ A, find
u ∈ L2(0, T ;H1

0 (Ω)) such that ut ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)) and

(2.1) ut + L(α)u = fα, t ∈ (0, T ), and u|t=0 = u0(α),

with a parameter dependent elliptic operator L(α) : H1
0 (Ω) → H−1(Ω), right-hand side func-

tional fα ∈ L2(0, T ;H−1(Ω)), and initial condition u0(α) ∈ L2(Ω). We assume homogeneous
Dirichlet boundary conditions for u, which is not a restrictive simplification.

It is convenient to define a bilinear form aα(u, v) = ⟨L(α)u, v⟩ on H1
0 (Ω) × H1

0 (Ω), where
the angle brackets denote the L2-duality product for H−1×H1

0 . For the bilinear form we assume
uniform ellipticity and continuity:

(2.2) ca∥v∥21 ≤ aα(v, v), aα(u, v) ≤ Ca∥u∥1∥v∥1 ∀u, v ∈ H1
0 (Ω),

with ∥v∥1 := ∥v∥H1 and ellipticity and continuity constants, ca > 0, Ca, independent of α.
As our full-order model, we adopt a conforming finite element (FE) discretization of (2.1).

However, other widely used discretization techniques would be equally suitable for the LRTD–
ROM. To this end, let’s consider a shape-regular quasi-uniform triangulation Th of Ω with h =
minT∈Th

diam(T ) and define the H1-conforming finite element space of a polynomial degree m:

Vh = {v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) : v|T ∈ Pm, ∀T ∈ Th}, M = dim(Vh).

Let u0h = Ih(u0(α)), where Ih : H1
0 (Ω) → Vh is an interpolation operator satisfying standard

interpolation properties for functions from the Sobolev space Hm+1(Ω) (see, e.g., [38]). A first
order in time backward-Euler FE method reads: For a given α ∈ A, find unh ∈ Vh for n = 1, . . . , N
solving

(2.3)
(unh − un−1

h

∆t
, vh

)
0
+ aα(u

n
h, vh) = fα(vh), ∀ vh ∈ Vh, ∆t = T/N.

Here further we use the shortcut notation for the L2(Ω) inner product and norm, (·, ·)0 =
(·, ·)L2(Ω) and ∥ · ∥0 = ∥ · ∥L2(Ω).

Let tn = n∆t, n = 0, . . . , N . For smooth solutions to (2.1) it is a textbook exercise to show
the convergence estimate [40],

(2.4) max
n=0,...,N

∥u(tn)− unh∥20 +∆t

N∑
n=0

∥u(tn)− unh∥21 ≤ C (∆t2 + h2m),
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with C > 0 depending on ellipticity and continuity constants from (2.2) and higher order Sobolev
norms of the solution and its time derivatives. In particular, C is bounded independent of α if
the solution is uniformly bounded in the following sense:

(2.5) sup
α∈A

(
∥u0∥Hm(Ω) +

∫ T

0

(∥ut∥Hm+1(Ω) + ∥utt∥0) dt
)
<∞.

Hence, we assume the uniform regularity condition (2.5). In Section 5.1, we demonstrate that
(2.5) holds if the data of the problem is sufficiently smooth.

2.1. Conventional POD. The conventional POD computes a representative collection of
states, referred to as snapshots, at times tj and for selected values of parameters:

(2.6) ujh(α̂k) ∈ Vh, j = 1, . . . , N, k = 1, . . . ,K.

Here the snapshots ujh(α̂k) denote the solutions of the full order model (2.3) for α = α̂k, the

parameter samples from the parameter domain Â := {α̂1, . . . , α̂K} ⊂ A. Next, using eigenvalues
and eigenvectors of a snapshot Gramian matrix [20], one finds a low-dimensional POD basis
ψih ∈ Vh, i = 1, . . . , ℓ≪M , that solves the minimization problem

min
{ψi

h}
ℓ
i=1

N∑
j=1

K∑
k=1

∥∥∥ujh(α̂k)− ℓ∑
i=1

(
ψih, u

j
h(α̂k)

)
∗ψ

i
h

∥∥∥2
∗
,

subject to
(
ψih, ψ

j
h

)
∗ = δij .

(2.7)

The standard choices for the ∗-inner product and norm are the L2(Ω) or H1(Ω) ones.

The solution to (2.7) can be interpreted as finding a subspace V pod
ℓ ⊂ Vh, given by V pod

ℓ =
span

{
ψ1
h, . . . , ψ

ℓ
h

}
, that approximates the space spanned by all observed snapshots in the best

possible way (subject to the choice of the norm). The Galerkin POD–ROM results from replacing

Vh by V pod
ℓ in (2.3).

The POD reduced basis captures cumulative information regarding the snapshots’ depen-
dence on the parameter vector α. However, lacking parameter specificity, the basis may lack
robustness for parameter values outside the sampling set and may necessitate a high dimension
to accurately represent the solution manifold. This limitation poses challenges in the utilization
and analysis of POD-based ROMs for parametric problems. To overcome this challenge, a tensor
technique based on low-rank tensor decomposition was recently introduced [31, 32] with the goal
of preserving information about parameter dependence in reduced-order spaces.

The LRTD approach can be interpreted as a multi-linear extension of POD. To see this,
recall that POD can alternatively be defined as a low-rank approximation of the snapshot matrix.
Consider a nodal basis denoted by {ξih}Mi=1 in the finite element space Vh = span{ξ1h, . . . , ξMh } and
define the mass and stiffness finite element matrices M and L, both of size RM×M , with entries:

Mij = (ξjh, ξ
i
h)0 and Lij = (ξjh, ξ

i
h)1.

Denote by the bold symbol uj(α̂k) ∈ RM the vector of expansion coefficients of ujh(α̂k) in the
nodal basis. Consider now the matrix of all snapshots

(2.8) Φpod = [u1(α̂1), . . . ,u
N (α̂1), . . . ,u

1(α̂K), . . . ,uN (α̂K)] ∈ RM×NK

and let ŝi = M− 1
2 si, where {si}ℓi=1 are the first ℓ left singular vectors of M

1
2Φpod. Straightforward

calculations show that ŝi ∈ RM are the coefficient vectors of the L2-orthogonal POD basis in
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Vh, corresponding to ∗ = L2 in (2.7), i.e., ψih =
∑
j(ŝ

i)jξ
j
h. The coefficient vectors of the

H1-orthogonal POD basis corresponding to ∗ = H1 in (2.7), can be defined through similar
calculations with M replaced by L.

By the Eckart–Young theorem, the truncated SVD solves the minimization problem of seeking
the optimal rank-ℓ approximation of a matrix in the spectral and Frobenius norms. When we
apply this result within our context, we can interpret the POD as finding the best low-rank
approximation of the snapshot matrix:

(2.9) ŜV̂T = arg min
A∈RM×NK

rank(A)≤ℓ

∥Φpod −A∥∗∗, with Ŝ = [̂s1, . . . , ŝℓ] ∈ RM×ℓ and V̂T ∈ Rℓ×NK ,

with ∥ · ∥∗∗ = ∥M 1
2 · ∥F .

The concept of the LRTD-ROM should now be more accessible to understand. Instead
of arranging snapshots in a matrix Φpod one seeks to exploit the natural (physical space–time–
parameter space) tensor structure of the snapshots domain and to utilize LRTD instead of matrix
SVD for solving a tensor analogue of the low-rank approximation problem (2.9).

Remark 1. We note that for the quasi-uniform mesh, the matrix M is spectrally equivalent
to the scaled identity matrix hdI,

(2.10) c0h
d∥x∥2ℓ2 ≤ xTMx ≤ c1h

d∥x∥2ℓ2 ∀x ∈ RM ,

with c1, c0 > 0 independent of h (c0, c1 may depend only on shape regularity of the triangulation
and m). In this case and for the purpose of analysis, ∥ · ∥∗∗ in (2.9) can be replaced by the
Frobenius norm.

3. Multi-linear algebra preliminaries and LRTD. Assume that the parameter domain
A is the D-dimensional box

(3.1) A =
D⊗
i=1

[αmin
i , αmax

i ].

Also, assume for a moment that the sampling set Â ⊂ A is a Cartesian grid: we distribute Ki

nodes {α̂ji}j=1,...,Ki within each of the intervals [αmin
i , αmax

i ] in (3.1) for i = 1, . . . , D, and let

(3.2) Â =
{
α̂ = (α̂1, . . . , α̂D)

T : α̂i ∈ {α̂ki }
Ki

k=1, i = 1, . . . , D
}
, K =

D∏
i=1

Ki.

Instead of forming Φpod as in (2.8), snapshots are organized in the multi-dimensional array

(3.3) (Φ):,j,k1,...,kD = uj(α̂k11 , . . . , α̂
kD
D ),

which is a tensor of order D+2 and sizeM ×N ×K1×· · ·×KD. We reserve the first and second
indices of Φ for dimensions corresponding to the spatial and temporal resolution, respectively.

Unfolding of Φ is reordering of its elements into a matrix. If all 1st-mode fibers of Φ, i.e.
all vectors (Φ):,j,k1,...,kD ∈ RM , are organized into columns of a M × NK matrix, we get the
1st-mode unfolding matrix, denoted by Φ(1). A particular ordering of the columns in Φ(1) is not
important for our purposes. Note that Φpod = Φ(1) (up to columns permutations). In the tensor
ROM the (truncated) SVD of Φpod is replaced with a (truncated) LRTD of Φ.

Different notions of tensor ranks exist, and there is an extensive literature addressing the
problem of defining tensor rank(s) and LRTD; see e.g. [18]. In [31, 32], the tensor ROM has been
introduced and applied using three widely used LRTD techniques: canonical polyadic, Tucker,
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and tensor train (TT). These tensor decompositions, in all three low-rank formats, can be seen as
extensions of the SVD to multi-dimensional arrays, each with distinct numerical and compression
properties. It is important to note that the analysis presented in this paper is not contingent on
the specific choice of LRTD. However, for the sake of illustration, we will consider the TT-LRTD.

In the TT format [36], one represents Φ by the following sum of outer products of D + 2
vectors:

(3.4) Φ ≈ Φ̃ =
R̃1∑

j1=1

· · ·
R̃D+1∑

jD+1=1

tj11 ⊗ tj1,j22 ⊗ · · · ⊗ t
jD,jD+1

D+1 ⊗ t
jD+1

D+2 ,

with tj11 ∈ RM , tj1,j22 ∈ RN (space and time directions), and t
ji,ji+1

i+1 ∈ RKi−1 , t
jD+1

D+2 ∈ RKD

(directions in the parameter space), where the outer product is defined entrywise as[
tj11 ⊗ tj1,j22 ⊗ · · · ⊗ t

jD,jD+1

D+1 ⊗ t
jD+1

D+2

]
i1,i2,...,iD+1,iD+2

=

=
[
tj11

]
i1
·
[
tj1,j22

]
i2
· . . . ·

[
t
jD,jD+1

D+1

]
iD+1

·
[
t
jD+1

D+2

]
iD+2

,
(3.5)

for i1 = 1, . . . ,M , i2 = 1, . . . , N , . . ., iD+1 = 1, . . . ,KD−1, iD+2 = 1, . . . ,KD. The positive

integers R̃i are referred to as the compression ranks (or TT-ranks). The best approximation of a
tensor by a fixed-rank TT tensor always exists and a constructive algorithm is known to deliver
a quasi-optimal solution [36]. Using this algorithm based on the truncated SVD for a sequence

of unfolding matrices, one may find Φ̃ in the TT format that satisfies

(3.6)
∥∥Φ̃−Φ

∥∥
F
≤ ε̃
∥∥Φ∥∥

F

for a given ε̃ > 0. Corresponding TT ranks are then recovered in the course of the factorization.
Here and further, ∥Φ

∥∥
F

denotes the tensor Frobenius norm, which is simply the square root of
the sum of the squares of all entries of Φ.

By Φ(xt)(k1, . . . , kD) ∈ RM×N we denote a ’space–time’ slice of the tensor Φ,

[Φ(xt)(k1, . . . , kD)]mj = Φm,j,k1,...,kD ,

and define another tensor norm

∥|Φ|∥0 = |∆t| 12 max
k1,...,kD

∥M 1
2Φ(xt)(k1, . . . , kD)∥F .

With the help of (2.10), one readily verifies that

(3.7) ∥|Φ|∥0 ≤ (∥M∥∆t) 1
2 ∥Φ∥F ≤ c1(h

d∆t)
1
2 ∥Φ∥F .

For a sufficiently smooth solution to the parametric parabolic problem, the ∥|Φ|∥0 norm is
bounded in the following sense.

Lemma 3.1. Assume the solution of (2.1) u is sufficiently regular such that (2.5) is satisfied.
Then there holds

(3.8) ∥|Φ|∥0 ≤ C,

with a constant C independent of h, ∆t, and Â.
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Proof. For a fixed α̂ ∈ Â denote by U(α̂) = [u1(α̂), . . . ,uN (α̂)] ∈ RM×N a matrix of snap-

shots. Then by the definition of Φ and ∥|·|∥0 there holds ∥|Φ|∥0 = |∆t| 12 maxα̂∈Â ∥M 1
2U(α̂)∥F .

Using the definition of the mass matrix, (2.4) and (2.5) we get

∆t∥M 1
2U(α̂)∥2F = ∆t

N∑
j=1

∥M 1
2uj(α̂)∥2ℓ2 = ∆t

N∑
j=1

∥ujh(α̂)∥20

≤ 2∆t

N∑
j=1

∥u(tj , α̂)∥20 + 2∆t

N∑
j=1

∥u(tj , α̂)− ujh(α̂)∥20

≤ 2N∆t max
j=1,...,N

∥u(tj , α̂)∥20 + C (|∆t|2 + h2m)

≤ 2T sup
t∈(0,T )

∥u(t, α̂)∥20 + C (|∆t|2 + h2m) ≤ C

where C can be taken independent of h, ∆t, and α̂ ∈ Â .

Further we assume that a low-rank approximation of the snapshot tensor Φ is available to
satisfy

(3.9) ∥|Φ̃−Φ|∥0 ≤ ε∥|Φ|∥0

with some ε > 0. We note that thanks to (3.7) this assumption can be practically satisfied with
an a priori given ε > 0 by letting in (3.6)

(3.10) ε̃ = (∥M∥∆t)− 1
2 ∥|Φ|∥0∥Φ∥−1ε

F .

We need a few more notations specific for tensors. The k-mode tensor-vector product
Ψ ×k a of a tensor Ψ ∈ RN1×···×Nm of order m and a vector a ∈ RNk is a tensor of order
m − 1 and size N1 × · · · ×Nk−1 ×Nk+1 × · · · ×Nm resulting from the convolution of Ψ and a
alone the k-th mode. It can be also written as the linear combination of Nk tensors of size
N1 × · · · ×Nk−1 ×Nk+1 × · · · ×Nm,

(3.11) Ψ×k a =

Nk∑
i=1

aiΨ:,i,:,

where Ψ:,i,: ∈ RN1×···×Nk−1×Nk+1×···×Nm are the k-mode slices of Ψ. The representation (3.11)
and the triangle inequality gives after simple calculation

∥Ψ×k a∥F ≤ ∥a∥ℓ1 max
i=1,...,Nk

∥Ψ:,i,:∥F .

Using the above estimate repeatedly and the definition of the ∥|Φ|∥0 norm, one checks the
following estimate

|∆t| 12 ∥M 1
2 (Φ×3 x

1 ×4 x
2 · · · ×D+2 x

D)∥F = |∆t| 12 ∥(M 1
2Φ)×3 x

1 ×4 x
2 · · · ×D+2 x

D∥F
≤ ∥|Φ|∥0∥x1∥ℓ1∥x2∥ℓ1 . . . ∥xD∥ℓ1 ,

(3.12)

where M
1
2Φ denotes a tensor resulting from the multiplication of every 1st-mode fiber by M

1
2 .

Remark 2. The accuracy of the low-rank representation in (3.9) is the sole LRTD bound
of importance for the a priori error analysis in this paper. This bound is not specific to any
particular format, thus the subsequent analysis remains valid whether Φ̃ is in CP, Tucker, TT, or
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another low-rank format. Naturally, certain implementation details and compression rates may
vary depending on the format, as discussed in [31]. Here, we employ TT-LRTD as an illustration.
Investigating how the recovered compression/tensor ranks are influenced by ϵ, properties of the
parametrized PDE solutions, and the tensor format is an important subject that falls outside the
scope of this paper.

4. LRTD–ROM. To formulate the LRTD–ROM, we need several further notions. In the
parameter domain we assume an interpolation procedure

(4.1) χi : A → RKi , i = 1, . . . , D,

such that for any continuous function g : A → R,

(4.2) I(g) :=

K1∑
k1=1

· · ·
KD∑
kD=1

(
χ1(α)

)
k1
. . .
(
χD(α)

)
kD
g(α̂k11 , . . . , α̂

kD
D )

defines an interpolant for g. We assume that the interpolation procedure is stable in the sense
that

(4.3)

Ki∑
j=1

∣∣∣(χi(α)
)
j

∣∣∣ ≤ Ce,

with some Ce independent of α ∈ A and i = 1, . . . , D. One straightforward choice is the
Lagrange interpolation of order p: for any α ∈ A let α̂i1i , . . . , α̂

ip
i be the p closest grid nodes to

αi on [αmin
i , αmax

i ], for i = 1, . . . , D. Then

(4.4)
(
χi(α)

)
j
=


p∏

m=1,
m̸=k

(α̂imi − αi)
/ p∏
m=1,
m ̸=k

(α̂imi − α̂ji ), if j = ik ∈ {i1, . . . , ip},

0, otherwise,

are the entries of χi(α) for j = 1, . . . , ni.

With the help of (4.1) we introduce the ‘local’ low-rank matrix Φ̃(α) via the in-tensor

interpolation procedure for tensor Φ̃:

(4.5) Φ̃(α) = Φ̃×3 χ
1(α)×4 χ

2(α) · · · ×D+2 χ
D(α) ∈ RM×N .

If α = α̂ ∈ Â belongs to the sampling set, then χi(α̂) encodes the position of α̂i among the grid

nodes on [αmin
i , αmax

i ]. Therefore, for ε = 0 the matrix Φ̃(α̂) is exactly the matrix of all snapshots

for the particular α̂. For a general α ∈ A the matrix Φ̃(α) is the result of interpolation between
pre-computed snapshots. This interpolation is done directly in a low-rank format.

For an arbitrary given α ∈ A the parameter-specific local reduced space V ℓ(α) of dimension

ℓ is the space spanned by the first ℓ left singular vectors of Φ̃(α):

(4.6) V ℓ(α) = range(S(α)(1 : ℓ)), with {S(α),Σ(α),V(α)} = SVD(Φ̃(α)).

The corresponding subspace of Vh is denoted by V ℓh (α), i.e.,

(4.7) V ℓh (α) = {vh ∈ Vh : vh =

M∑
i=1

ξihvi, for (v1, . . . , vM )T ∈ V ℓ(α)}.

7



Denote by Pℓ the L
2-orthogonal projection in V ℓh (α). The reduced order model then consists in

projecting (2.1) in V ℓh (α): For the given α ∈ A, find unℓ ∈ V ℓh (α) for n = 1, . . . , N , solving

(4.8)
(unℓ − un−1

ℓ

∆t
, vℓ

)
0
+ aα(u

n
ℓ , vℓ) = fα(vℓ), ∀ vℓ ∈ V ℓh (α), u0ℓ = Pℓu0.

Remark 3 (Implementation). The implementation of the Galerkin LRTD-ROM (4.8) fol-
lows a two-stage algorithm, as described in [31, 32].

In the first (offline) stage, a low-rank approximation Φ̃ of the snapshot tensor Φ is computed.
If it is feasible to calculate the full tensor Φ, standard algorithms like TT-SVD (for TT format),

HOSVD (for Tucker format), or ALS (for CP format) can be used to find Φ̃. Otherwise, methods
based on low-rank tensor interpolation (e.g., [35, 3, 12]) or completion (e.g., [4, 16, 8]) can be
applied. These methods work with a sparse sampling of the parameter domain (i.e., the full

order model is executed for only a small percentage of Â). This first stage defines the universal

reduced space Ũ , which is the span of all 1st-mode fibers of the compressed tensor:

(4.9) Ũ = range
(
Φ̃(1)

)
.

For the TT-format, the dimension of Ũ is equal to R̃1, which is the first compression rank of
Φ̃. The column vectors {tj1}

R1
j=1 from (3.4) form an orthonormal basis in Ũ . This basis is stored

offline. During the first stage, the system (2.1) is projected into the universal space and passed

to the second stage, along with the compressed tensor Φ̃ (in fact, only a part of Φ̃ is required
for online computations).

For any parameter α ∈ A, the local ROM space V ℓ(α) is a subspace of Ũ . In the second
(online) stage, we find an orthogonal basis in V ℓ(α) by its coordinates in the universal space.
The projection of the system into the local space V ℓ(α) and other computations in the online
stage are conducted using low-dimensional objects. Moreover, for any new parameter β ∈ A, the
coordinates of V ℓ(β) and the projected system (4.8) are recomputed in the online stage using
fast (low-dimensional) calculations. This online stage requires storing projected finite element

R̃1 × R̃1 matrices and a total of R̃D+1KD +
∑D
i=2 R̃iKi−1R̃i+1 real parameters from the TT-

LRTD. This storage requirement is comparable to that of full POD-ROM, but for new parameter
values it enables recomputing parameter-specific systems without relying on offline storage. For
further details on implementation, including a LRTD hyper-reduction technique for nonlinear
terms in multi-parameter parabolic problems, refer to [31, 32].

Remark 4 (Interpolation procedure). In the TT format, the component-wise interpolation

procedure (4.5) simplifies to calculating R̃D+1+
∑D
i=2 R̃iR̃i+1 inner products between the vectors

t·,·i>2 and sparse vectors χj . Recall that R̃i+1 represents the compression ranks. This computation
is straightforward to implement and highly computationally efficient. Similar observations hold
for LRTD–ROMs that utilize CP or Tucker LRTD, as discussed in [31].

With that said, one can explore various more general interpolation methods in the parameter
domain. For instance, it is possible to extend (4.1) to the tensor-valued mapping:

X : A → RK1×···×KD ,

and define Φ̃(α) as a convolution of Φ̃ and X.

Remark 5 (LRTD vs POD ROMs). The universal reduced-order space Ũh, which is the FE

counterpart of Ũ , shares similarities with the POD space in that both approximate the space
spanned by all observed snapshots. In fact, if TT-SVD is applied to find Φ̃ from the complete
snapshot tensor, it can be shown that Ũh = V pod

ℓ holds true when ℓ = R̃1. One key distinction
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is that in the LRTD-ROM, the universal space is not involved in online computations, and its
dimension can be relatively large, corresponding to smaller values of ε in (3.9).

Utilizing LRTD for the snapshot tensor, rather than POD for the snapshot matrix, allows
us to determine the parameter-specific subspace V ℓh (α) for any incoming parameter α ∈ A.

Moreover, the dimension of V ℓh (α) can be much smaller than the dimension of Ũh. This dimension
reduction is a key factor in determining the reduced computational complexity of (4.8). For
certain parametric problems, Galerkin LRTD-ROMs have shown a dramatic increase in efficiency
compared to Galerkin POD-ROMs, as observed in [31, 32].

Furthermore, we will see that the use of LRTD also enables an error analysis of (4.8),
which is not readily available for the Galerkin POD-ROM. This added capability enhances our
understanding and control of the error in the reduced-order model.

5. Approximation estimate. We are interested in estimating the norm of u− uℓ, which
represents the error of the LRTD–ROM solution. An estimate for the FOM error u − uh is
provided by (2.4). Therefore, it is sufficient to estimate the norm of uh − uℓ. A key result is an
approximation estimate for the FOM solution in the local reduced order space. This estimate,
discussed in this section, is expressed in terms of the tensor compression accuracy from (3.9),
characteristics of the mesh in the parameter domain, and the eigenvalues of a snapshot Gramian
matrix for a fixed parameter value. To establish this estimate, we first need some auxiliary
results.

5.1. α-uniform estimates for the FOM solution. We need a certain smoothness of the
FOM solution uh with respect to parameters. More specifically, we are interested to show that
for an integer p > 0 there holds ukh(x) ∈ Cp(A) for all x ∈ Ω and k = 1, . . . , N , and

(5.1) sup
α∈A

N∑
n=1

∆t
∑
|j|≤p

∥∥Dj
αu

n
h

∥∥2
L∞(Ω)

≤ Cu,

where Cu is independent of the discretization parameters, j = [j1, j2, . . . , jD]
T ∈ (Z+ ∪ {0})D

with |j| =
∑D
i=1 ji, and

(5.2) Dj
α =

∂|j|

∂αj11 ∂α
j2
2 . . . ∂αjDD

.

In this section we show that (5.1) holds once the problem data is smooth and the mesh
meets certain assumptions. We start by recalling a regularity result [29, section IV.9] for the
linear parabolic equation (2.1) with a general elliptic operator L(α),

(5.3) L(α) = −
d∑

i,j=1

aij(x, t,α)
∂2

∂xixj
+

d∑
i=1

ai(x, t,α)
∂

∂xi
+ a0(x, t,α),

and fα = f(x, t,α): Assume that the coefficients are C∞(QT×A) functions, with QT = Ω×[0, T ],
the matrix A(x, t,α) = {aij(x, t,α)} is uniformly positive definite in QT ×A, ∂Ω is smooth, and

f ∈ W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1
q (QT ), with q > 1, and an integer ℓ > 0, u0 ∈ W

2ℓ− 2
q

q (Ω) ∩H1
0 (Ω). Hereafter we

denote by W 2ℓ,ℓ
q (QT ) a Banach space of functions u ∈ Lq(QT ) such that all partial derivatives

Ds
xD

r
tu ∈ Lq(QT ), for 2r+s ≤ 2ℓ (see [29] for further details). Then for every α ∈ A the problem

(2.1) with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition, has the unique solution from W 2ℓ,ℓ
q (QT ),

and

(5.4) ∥u∥W 2ℓ,ℓ
q (QT ) ≤ C

(
∥f∥W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1

q (QT ) + ∥u0∥
W

2ℓ− 2
q

q (Ω)

)
,
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with C independent of α.
Assume now the right hand side and initial condition in (5.3) depend smoothly on the

parameter α, i.e. ∂f
∂αk

∈ W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1
q (QT ) and ∂u0

∂αk
∈ W

2ℓ− 2
q

q (Ω) for k = 1, . . . , D, then a partial

derivative v = ∂
∂αk

u satisfies

∂v

∂t
+ L(α)v = f1 with f1 =

∂f

∂αk
−
( ∂

∂αk
L(α)

)
u,

and
∂

∂αk
L(α) = −

d∑
i,j=1

∂aij
∂αk

∂2

∂xixj
+

d∑
i=1

∂ai
∂αk

∂

∂xi
+
∂a0
∂αk

,

(5.5)

and v|t=0 = ∂
∂αk

u0. Thanks to the above regularity result and (5.4), the right-hand side in (5.5)

is an element of W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1
q (QT ) and there holds

(5.6)

∥∥∥∥ ∂u∂αk
∥∥∥∥
W 2ℓ,ℓ

q (QT )

≤ C

(
∥f1∥W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1

q (QT ) +

∥∥∥∥ ∂u0∂αk

∥∥∥∥
W

2ℓ− 2
q

q (Ω)

)

≤ C

(
∥f∥W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1

q (QT ) + ∥u0∥
W

2ℓ− 2
q

q (Ω)
+

∥∥∥∥ ∂f∂αk
∥∥∥∥
W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1

q (QT )

+

∥∥∥∥ ∂u0∂αk

∥∥∥∥
W

2ℓ− 2
q

q (Ω)

)
.

Applying the same argument repeatedly, one proves

∥Dj
αu∥W 2ℓ,ℓ

q (QT ) ≤ C
∑
|j|≤p′

(
∥Dj

αf∥W 2ℓ−2,ℓ−1
q (QT ) + ∥Dj

αu0∥
W

2ℓ− 2
q

q (Ω)

)
(5.7)

for all partial derivatives with respect to parameters of order |j| ≤ p′ with any finite integer
p′. The constant C in (5.7) depends on p′, Hölder norms of coefficients ai,j , ai in (5.3) and
its derivatives with respect to α. Therefore, if f and u0 are smooth so that the norms at the
right-hand side of (5.7) are uniformly bounded in α, then we get

(5.8) sup
α∈A

∑
|j|≤p′

∥∥Dj
αu
∥∥
W 2ℓ,ℓ

q (QT )
= C(p′) <∞.

For j = 0, q = 2, 2ℓ ≥ max{m, 4} this estimate implies (2.5). If in (5.8) we allow ℓ = 1
and q > (d + 2)/2, then Dj

αu are Hölder-continuous in x and t, and in particular there holds
sup
α∈A

∑
|j|≤p′

∥∥Dj
αu
∥∥
L∞(QT )

<∞.

Extending L∞-estimates to finite element solutions of PDEs is a technically challenging
problem extensively addressed in the literature (see, e.g., [40, section 6] and references therein).
However, we are not aware of results for FEM for parametric PDEs, which would imply (5.1).
Thus we give below a simple argument, which demonstrates (5.1) for the solutions of (2.3) if

∆t ≤ c | lnh|− 1
2 (for d = 2) or ∆t ≤ c h

1
2 (for d = 3) holds, the PDE solution satisfies a uniform

regularity estimate with respect to α as in (5.8), and the dependence of L(α) on α is smooth in
the following sense: Dj

αL(α) ∈ L(H1, H−1) for all α ∈ A and

(5.9) sup
α∈A

∥Dj
αL(α)∥H1→H−1 <∞ for all |j| ≤ p.

This assumption is fulfilled by L of the general form (5.3) with the coefficients aij , ai and a0
that are C∞(QT ×A) functions.
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First, given the basis {ξi}Mi=1 in Vh, the FEM problem (2.3) can be written as a sequence of
linear algebraic systems with matrices and right-hand sides smoothly depending on α. Hence the
solution also depends smoothly on α and we can differentiate it. Furthermore, note that Dj

αu
n
h

is an element of Vh for any index j.
Differentiating (2.1) and (2.3) with respect to a parameter, we find that the difference of

partial derivatives ẽnh = ∂
∂αk

(u(tn)− unh) satisfies

(5.10)
( ẽnh − ẽn−1

h

∆t
, vh

)
0
+ aα(ẽ

n
h, vh)

=
(∂ut(tn)

∂αk
−

∂
∂αk

(
u(tn)− u(tn−1)

)
∆t

, vh

)
0
−
〈 ∂

∂αk
L(α)(u(tn)− unh), vh

〉
, ∀ vh ∈ Vh.

The first term on the right-hand side of (5.10) is a standard O(∆t)-consistency term. To bound
the second, we apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (5.9) and the convergence estimate (2.4) to
show

∆t

N∑
n=1

〈( ∂

∂αk
L(α)(u(tn)− unh), v

n
h

)〉
≤ ∆t

N∑
n=1

∥∥∥ ∂

∂αk
L(α)

∥∥∥
H1→H−1

∥u(tn)− unh∥1∥vnh∥1

≤ C∆t
( N∑
n=1

∥u(tn)− unh∥21
) 1

2
( N∑
n=1

∥vnh∥21
) 1

2 ≤ C
(
∆t+ hm

)( N∑
n=1

∆t∥vnh∥21
) 1

2

,

with a constant C independent of α, h and ∆t. Therefore, the same textbook analysis of proving
(2.4) gives

(5.11) max
n=0,...,N

∥∥∥ ∂

∂αk
(u(tn)− unh)

∥∥∥2
0
+∆t

N∑
n=1

∥∥∥ ∂

∂αk
(u(tn)− unh)

∥∥∥2
1
≤ C (∆t2 + h2m),

for all first order partial derivatives of the FOM error u(tn) − unh. The constant C depends on
Sobolev norms of time and space derivatives of ∂

∂αk
u. It is uniformly bounded in α if

(5.12) sup
α∈A

(∥∥∥ ∂u0
∂αk

∥∥∥
Hm(Ω)

+

∫ T

0

(∥∥∥ ∂ut
∂αk

∥∥∥
Hm+1(Ω)

+
∥∥∥∂utt
∂αk

∥∥∥
0

)
dt
)
<∞

holds. In turn, to satisfy (5.12) it is sufficient to assume the corresponding uniform bound for
the initial condition and (5.8) with p′ = 1, q = 2 and 2ℓ ≥ max{m+ 1, 4}.

The bound in (5.11) resembles the one in (2.4), but for the derivatives. Therefore, using the
same argument repeatedly, one shows

(5.13) max
n=0,...,N

∥Dj
α(u(t

n)− unh)∥20 +∆t

N∑
n=1

∥Dj
α(u(t

n)− unh)∥21 ≤ C (∆t2 + h2m),

for all partial derivatives with respect to parameters of order |j| ≤ p. A constant C is independent
of α, h and ∆t once (5.8) holds with p′ = p, q = 2 and 2ℓ ≥ max{m+ 1, 4}.

Denote by PH the L2 projection into the FE space Vh. Using the L∞-stability of PH , which
holds for quasi-uniform meshes [13, 9], an L∞ finite element inverse inequality, we get

∥Dj
αu

n
h∥L∞(Ω) ≤ ∥Dj

αu
n
h − PHD

j
αu(t

n)∥L∞(Ω) + ∥PHDj
αu(t

n)∥L∞(Ω)

≤ C
(
ℓh∥Dj

αu
n
h − PHD

j
αu(t

n)∥1 + ∥Dj
αu(t

n)∥L∞(Ω)

)
≤ C

(
ℓh∥Dj

α(u
n
h − u(tn))∥1 + ℓh∥(1− PH)Dj

αu(t
n)∥1 + ∥Dj

αu(t
n)∥L∞(Ω)

)
,
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with ℓh =

{
| lnh|

1
2 , d = 2

h− 1
2 , d = 3

and some C independent of α, h and ∆t. Summing up and applying

∥(1− PH)Dj
αu(t

n)∥1 ≤ c hm and (5.13) gives

N∑
n=1

∆t∥Dj
αu

n
h∥2L∞(Ω) ≤ C

(
ℓ2h(∆t

2 + h2m) + 1
)
≤ C

(
ℓ2h∆t

2 + 1
)
,

The estimate (5.1) follows if ℓh∆t ≤ c. We proved the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Consider a family of quasi-uniform triangulations of Ω. Assume that mesh
parameters satisfy ∆t ≤ c | lnh|− 1

2 (for d = 2) or ∆t ≤ c h
1
2 (for d = 3). Assume the elliptic

operator in (2.1) has the form (5.3), aij, ai, a0 are C∞(QT ×A) functions, and right hand side
f and initial condition u0 are sufficiently smooth functions such that the norms at the right-hand
side of (5.7) make sense and are uniformly bounded on A. Then (5.1) holds with any finite
integer p ≥ 0.

The assumption on ∆t in the theorem above is not restrictive. Furthermore, for higher order
in time numerical methods, it is further relaxed. For example, for BDF2 implicit method the
assumption reads ∆t2 ≤ c | lnh|− 1

2 (for d = 2) or ∆t2 ≤ c h
1
2 (for d = 3).

5.2. An interpolation result. For the sampling set Â in the parameter domain define the
mesh step for the sampling in each parameter direction:

(5.14) δi = max
1≤j≤Ki−1

∣∣α̂ij − α̂ij+1

∣∣ , i = 1, . . . , D, and let δp =

D∑
i=1

δpi , p > 0.

We assume that the interpolant defined in (4.2) is of order p accurate in the following sense: For
a p times continuously differentiable function g : A → R it holds

(5.15) sup
α∈A

∣∣∣(g − I(g)
)
(α)
∣∣∣ ≤ Caδ

p∥g∥Cp(A).

For the example of linear interpolation between the nodes in each parameter direction one has
p = 2 and the bounds (5.15) and (4.3) can be shown to hold with Ca = 1

8 and Ce = 1.
For an arbitrary but fixed parameter α ∈ A denote by uk(α) ∈ RM the nodal coefficients

vector for the FOM finite element solution ukh(α) and let U(α) ∈ RM×N be the corresponding
snapshot matrix, as defined in the proof of Lemma 3.1. Of course, the snapshots for out-of-
sample parameters may not be practically available, so the matrix U(α) serves for the purposes
of analysis only. We have the following result.

Lemma 5.2. For the local matrix Φ̃(α) defined in (4.5) and U(α) defined above, the following
estimate holds

(5.16) |∆t| 12 sup
α∈A

∥M 1
2

(
Φ̃(α)−U(α)

)
∥F ≤ C (ε+ δp) ,

with C independent of ∆t, h, δ and ε.

Proof. For a fixed α ∈ A we define an auxiliary matrix Φ(α) ∈ RM×N , which is the inter-
polation of space–time slices in the full snapshot tensor:

(5.17) Φ(α) = Φ×3 χ
1(α)×4 χ

2(α) · · · ×D+2 χ
D(α),

and proceed using the triangle inequality

(5.18)
∥∥M 1

2

(
U(α)− Φ̃(α)

)∥∥
F
≤
∥∥M 1

2

(
U(α)− Φ(α)

)∥∥
F
+
∥∥M 1

2

(
Φ(α)− Φ̃(α)

)∥∥
F
.
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Estimates (4.3), (3.12), and (3.9) help us to bound the second term at the right-hand side of
(5.18),

|∆t| 12
∥∥∥M 1

2

(
Φ(α)− Φ̃(α)

)∥∥∥
F
= |∆t| 12

∥∥∥M 1
2 (Φ− Φ̃)×3 χ

1(α)×4 χ
2(α) · · · ×D+2 χ

D(α)
∥∥∥
F

≤ ∥|Φ− Φ̃|∥0∥χ1(α)∥ℓ1∥χ2(α)∥ℓ1 . . . ∥χD(α)∥ℓ1

≤ (Ce)
D∥|Φ− Φ̃|∥0 ≤ (Ce)

Dε∥|Φ|∥0 ≤ Cε,

(5.19)

with C independent of α, ε and discretization parameters.
Note the following identity

Dj
αu

n
h(α,xi) =

M∑
j=1

Dj
α(u

n(α))jξ
j
h(xi) = Dj

α(u
n(α))i,

where we used an observation that ξjh(xi) = δij for the Lagrange nodes xi of the spatial triangu-
lation. This and (5.1) imply the estimate

(5.20)

N∑
n=1

∆t
∑
|j|≤p

|Dj
α(u

n(α))i|2 =

N∑
n=1

∆t
∑
|j|≤p

|Dj
αu

n
h(α,xi)|2 ≤ Cu,

where Cu from (5.1) is independent of α ∈ A, and m.
To handle the first term on the left-hand side of (5.18), we use the identity

∀α ∈ A : I
(
(un(α))i

)
= Φ(α)i,n

that follows from (4.2) and (5.17). We use it together with (2.10), (5.15), and (5.20) to compute

∆t∥M 1
2

(
U(α)− Φ(α)

)
∥2F ≤ c1∆t h

d∥U(α)− Φ(α)∥2F

= c1∆t h
d
N∑
n=1

M∑
i=1

∣∣(un(α))i − I
(
(un(α)i)

∣∣2
≤ c1∆t h

d
N∑
n=1

M∑
i=1

C2
aδ

2p|(un(α))i
∣∣2
Cp(A)

≤ c1CuC
2
a(Mhd)δ2p.

(5.21)

For quasi-uniform triangulations Mhd ≤ c, with c depending only on shape regularity of the
triangulation and m. The result in (5.16) now follows from (5.18), (5.19), and (5.21).

5.3. Gramian matrices and singular values. For an arbitrary but fixed parameter α ∈
A the L2-Gramian matrix (sometimes refereed to as L2-correlation matrix) K(α) ∈ RN×N is

K(α) = (K(α)i,j) , K(α)i,j =
1

N

(
ujh(α), uih(α)

)
0
.

From the definition of the mass matrix we have
(
ujh(α), uih(α)

)
0
= (Muj(α),ui(α)), which

implies K(α) = N−1U(α)TMU(α). Therefore, the eigenvalues λ1(α) ≥ λ2(α) ≥ · · · ≥ λN (α) ≥
0 of K(α) and singular values of U(α) are related by

(5.22) λi(α) = N−1σ2
i (M

1
2U(α)).
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We define

(5.23) Λℓ = sup
α∈A

( N∑
i=ℓ

λi(α)
)
.

There clearly holds Λ1 ≥ Λ2 ≥ · · · ≥ ΛN ≥ 0, and Λ1 <∞ follows from supn sup
α∈A

∥unh(α)∥0 <∞.

Remark 6 (Λℓ vs the singular values of Φpod). A standard analysis of a Galerkin POD–
ROM with reduced dimension ℓ involves the quantity

∑
i>ℓ

σ2
i (Φpod) on the right-hand side of an

error estimate. It can be characterized through the best approximation of observed states by an
ℓ-dimensional subspace of Vh in the following sense:

hd
∑
i>ℓ

σ2
i (Φpod) ≃

∑
i>ℓ

σ2
i (M

1
2Φpod) = inf

W⊂Vh

dim(W )=ℓ

∑
α∈Â

N∑
n=1

∥unh(α)− PWu
n
h(α)∥20,

where PW is the L2-orthogonal projector on W . This quantity has a close connection to the
Kolmogorov ℓ-width of the parameterized manifold of solutions, cf., e.g., [1, 41]. In contrast,
Λℓ+1 corresponds to the best possible approximation, maximized over A, of a single trajectory
in an ℓ-dimensional subspace of Vh. The best approximation may vary depending on α: 1

(5.24) Λℓ+1 = sup
α∈A

inf
W⊂Vh

dim(W )=ℓ

1

N

N∑
n=1

∥unh(α)− PWu
n
h(α)∥20.

If the variation of the solution with respect to parameters is strong, one may expect Λℓ to decay
(much) faster than

∑
i>ℓ+1

σ2
i (Φpod). We note that a relevant statistics for characterizing Λℓ can

be the nonlinear Kolmogorov width introduced in [39], but we do not pursue this connection in
the present paper.

Denote by σ̃1(α) ≥ σ̃2(α) ≥ · · · ≥ σ̃N̂ (α) ≥ 0, N̂ = min{N,M}, the singular values of the

local matrix Φ̃(α) defined in (4.5). We have the following result.

Lemma 5.3. The following estimate holds

(5.25) ∆t hd sup
α∈A

N̂∑
i=ℓ

σ̃2
i (α) ≤ C

(
Λℓ + ε2 + δ2p

)
, ℓ = 1, . . . , N̂ ,

with C independent of ∆t, h, δ, ε, and ℓ.

1For completeness we include the proof. For a fixed α ∈ A, we have thanks to (5.22) and the Eckart-Young
theorem:

N
∑
i>ℓ

λi(α) =
∑
i>ℓ

σ2
i (M

1
2 U(α)) = inf

C∈RM×N

rank(C)≤ℓ

∥M
1
2 U(α)− C∥2F ≤ inf

W∈RM×ℓ
∥M

1
2 U(α)−M

1
2 WWTMU(α)∥2F .

If we restrict the infimum to such W ∈ RM×ℓ that are M-orthogonal, i.e. WTMW = I, we have∑
i>ℓ

σ2
i (M

1
2 U(α)) ≤ inf

W∈RM×ℓ

WT MW=I

∥M
1
2 U(α)−M

1
2 WWTMU(α)∥2F = inf

W⊂Vh
dim(W )=ℓ

N∑
n=1

∥un
h(α)− PWun

h(α)∥20.

However, with the particular choice of W = M− 1
2 [s1(M

1
2 U(α)), . . . , sℓ(M

1
2 U(α))], where sk(M

1
2 U(α)) is the k-th

left singular vector of M
1
2 U(α), the last inequality becomes the equality which proves the result in (5.24).
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Proof. Since the Frobenius norm is unitarily invariant, the result from [33, Th.5] applied to

matrices Φ̃(α) and U(α) yields the estimate

(5.26) ∥diag
(
σ̃1(α)− σ1(U(α)), . . . , σ̃N̂ (α)− σN̂ (U(α))

)
∥F ≤ ∥Φ̃(α)−U(α)∥F .

Therefore, using 1
2a

2 − b2 ≤ |a− b|2 we get for any integer 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ N̂ ,

N̂∑
i=ℓ

[
1

2
σ̃2
i (α)− σ2

i (U(α))

]
≤

N̂∑
i=ℓ

[σ̃i(α)− σi(U(α))]
2

≤ ∥Φ̃(α)−U(α)∥2F ≤ C |∆t|−1h−d(ε+ δp)2,

(5.27)

where the last inequality is implied by (2.10) and (5.16). The estimate (5.25) follows from (5.27)
and the relation (5.22) between λ-s and σ2

i (U(α)):

σ2
i (U(α)) ≤ ∥M− 1

2 ∥2σ2
i (M

1
2U(α)) = ∥M− 1

2 ∥2Nλi(α) ≤ c h−d|∆t|−1λi(α),

where we used σi(AB) ≤ ∥A∥σi(B) inequality for matrix singular values together with (2.10)
and ∆t = T/N .

5.4. Approximation estimate. Similar to the analysis of the POD–ROM for parabolic
problems (see, e.g. [27]), we need an inverse inequality in a snapshot space. For a fixed α ∈ A,
define the space

Vh(α) = span{u1h(α), . . . , uNh (α)}
and let cinv(α) be the best constant from the inverse inequality

(5.28) ∥vh∥1 ≤ cinv(α)∥vh∥0 ∀ vh ∈ Vh(α) + Ũh,

where Ũh is the FE counterpart of the (low-dimensional) universal space in (4.9). We define

Cinv = sup
α∈A

cinv(α).

The FE inverse inequality implies Cinv ≤ c h−1, with c > 0 independent of h. However, the
O(h−1) bound on Cinv can be pessimistic.

Recall that Pℓ denotes the L
2-orthogonal projection from Vh into the local space V ℓh (α). The

following theorem is the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.4. Let uh(t,α) be the FOM solution of the finite element problem (2.3) for
α ∈ A. The following uniform in α approximation estimate holds

sup
α∈A

∆t

N∑
n=1

∥unh(α)− Pℓu
n
h(α)∥21 ≤ C̃ Cinv

(
ε2 + δ2p + Λℓ+1

)
,(5.29)

with C̃ independent of h, ∆t, δ, ℓ, and ε.

Proof. Consider the SVD of Φ̃(α) ∈ RM×N given by

(5.30) Φ̃(α) = S(α)Σ(α)VT (α), with Σ(α) = diag(σ̃1, . . . , σ̃N ).

Then the first ℓ columns of S(α) form an orthogonal basis in V ℓ(α), cf. (4.6). Consider a matrix
formed by these columns Sℓ = S(α)(1 : ℓ) ∈ RM×ℓ. The matrix representation of the orthogonal
projection is I− SℓS

T
ℓ . By the definition of the mass matrix and the projection, we get

(5.31) ∥unh(α)− Pℓu
n
h(α)∥20 =

∥∥∥M 1
2 (I− SℓS

T
ℓ )u

n(α)
∥∥∥2
ℓ2
.
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Summing up over n and using the definitions of the Frobenius matrix norm, we get

(5.32)

N∑
n=1

∥unh(α)− Pℓu
n
h(α)∥20 =

∥∥∥M 1
2 (I− SℓS

T
ℓ )U(α)

∥∥∥2
F
.

We treat the term at the right-hand side of (5.32) as follows:∥∥∥M 1
2 (I− SℓS

T
ℓ )U(α)

∥∥∥2
F
≤
(∥∥∥M 1

2 (I− SℓS
T
ℓ )(U(α)− Φ̃(α))

∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥M 1

2 (I− SℓS
T
ℓ )Φ̃(α)

∥∥∥
F

)2
≤ c hd

(∥∥∥(U(α)− Φ̃(α))
∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥(I− SℓS

T
ℓ )Φ̃(α)

∥∥∥)2 ,(5.33)

where we used the triangle inequality, (2.10), and ∥I − SℓS
T
ℓ ∥ ≤ 1 for the spectral norm of the

projector. For the last term in (5.33), we observe

(5.34)
∥∥∥(I− SℓS

T
ℓ )Φ̃(α)

∥∥∥
F
=
∥∥S(α) diag(0, . . . , 0, σ̃ℓ+1, . . . , σ̃N ) VT

∥∥
F
≤

 N∑
j=ℓ+1

σ̃2
j

 1
2

.

Combining (5.31)–(5.34) together with the results of (2.10), Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3 proves the the-
orem.

6. Error estimate. For the error analysis we apply a standard argument. The error be-
tween ROM and FOM solutions is split into two parts

uh − uℓ = (uh − Pℓuh) + (Pℓuh − uℓ) =: eh + eℓ,

which satisfy

(6.1)
(enℓ − en−1

ℓ

∆t
, vℓ

)
0
+ aα(e

n
ℓ , vℓ) = −aα(enh, vℓ), ∀ vℓ ∈ V ℓh (α),

for n = 1, . . . , N . The equation (6.1) results from subtracting (4.8) from (2.3) tested with vh = vℓ.
We also used that (enh − en−1

h

∆t
, vℓ

)
0
= 0,

since Pℓuh is the L2-projection of uh.
Letting vℓ = enℓ gives after multiplying by 2∆t

∥enℓ ∥20 − ∥en−1
ℓ ∥20 + ∥enℓ − en−1

ℓ ∥20 + 2∆taα(e
n
ℓ , e

n
ℓ ) = −2∆taα(e

n
h, e

n
ℓ ).

We now apply ellipticity and continuity estimates from (2.2) to aα-forms to obtain

∥enℓ ∥20−∥en−1
ℓ ∥20+∥enℓ −en−1

ℓ ∥20+2∆tca∥enℓ ∥21 ≤ 2∆tCa∥enh∥1∥enℓ ∥1 ≤ ∆tc−1
a C2

a∥enh∥21+ca∆t∥enℓ ∥21.

The summation over n and elementary computations give

∥eNℓ ∥20 +∆tca

N∑
n=1

∥enℓ ∥21 ≤ ∆tc−1
a C2

a

N∑
n=1

∥enh∥21,
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where we also used e0ℓ = 0. With the help of triangle inequality and the approximation result
from Theorem 5.4 we get

∆t

N∑
n=1

∥unh − unℓ ∥21 ≤ C∆t

N∑
n=1

∥enh∥21 ≤ C Cinv

(
ε2 + δ2p + Λℓ+1

)
,(6.2)

with some C independent of h, ∆t, δ, ℓ, and ε.
Applying the triangle inequality together with (6.2) and (2.4) proves our main convergence

result

Theorem 6.1. Let u = u(x, t,α) be a solution to (2.1) such that (2.5) is satisfied and let uℓ
be the LRTD-ROM solution to (4.8). The following error estimate holds

sup
α∈A

∆t

N∑
n=1

∥u(tn)− unℓ ∥
2
1 ≤ C

(
∆t2 + h2m + Cinv

(
ε2 + δ2p + Λℓ+1

))
,(6.3)

with some C independent of h, ∆t, δ, ℓ, and ε.

Remark 7. Parameter ε in (6.3) measures the relative LRTD accuracy in the ∥|·|∥0 tensor
norm, which works well for the error estimates uniform over parameter domain. Alternatively,
eq. (3.7) allows to bound ∥|Φ− Φ̃|∥0 in (5.19) with (∆thd)

1
2 ∥|Φ− Φ̃|∥F . In turn, the latter is less

than ε̃(∆thd)
1
2 ∥|Φ|∥F from (3.6), which would replace ε in (6.3). While this is an overestimate,

the quantities ε̃ and ∥|Φ|∥F are commonly accessible as an output of standard LRTD compression

algorithms. Moreover, if HOSVD or TT-SVD are used to find Φ̃, then ∥|Φ− Φ̃|∥F enjoys upper
bounds in terms of the tails of singular values of certain matrix unfoldings of the tensor Φ [10, 36].

7. Numerical examples. We assess the bound (6.3) numerically in two examples from
[31]. Overall, the results are in good agreement with the conclusions of Theorem 6.1.

7.1. Heat equation. The first example is a dynamical system corresponding to a heat
equation

(7.1) ut(x, t,α) = ∆u(x, t,α), x ∈ Ω, t ∈ (0, T )

in a rectangular domain with three holes Ω = [0, 10]× [0, 4] \ (Ω1 ∪Ω2 ∪Ω3) shown in Figure 1.
Zero initial condition is enforced and the terminal time is set to T = 20. The system has D = 2
parameters that enter the boundary conditions:

(n · ∇u+ α1(u− 1) )|Γo
= 0,(7.2) (

n · ∇u+
1

2
u

)∣∣∣∣
∂Ωj

=
1

2
α2, j = 1, 2, 3,(7.3)

(n · ∇w)|∂([0,10]×[0,4])\Γo
= 0,(7.4)

where, n is the outer unit normal. The parameter domain is the box A = [0.01, 0.501]× [0, 0.9].
The system (7.1)–(7.4) is discretized with P2 finite elements on a quasi-uniform triangulation of
Ω with maximum element size h.

Denote the error squared from (6.3) for a single parameter value

(7.5) Eα = ∆t

N∑
n=1

∥u(tn)− unℓ ∥
2
1 ,
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Fig. 1. Domain Ω and the solution u(T,x) of (7.1)–(7.4) corresponding to α = (0.5, 0.9)T .

Fig. 2. Error estimates Ẽmax (solid blue line with circles) and Ẽmean (dashed red line with circles) as
functions of ε (left), δ (middle) and Λl+1 (right). The slopes of dashed black lines represent the theoretical

bounds from the right-hand side of (6.3): ε (left), δ2 (middle) and Λ
1/2
l+1 (right).

where ∆t = 0.2 and N = 100. To estimate the error on the left-hand side of (6.3) we compute
numerically

Ẽmax =

(
max
α∈Ã

Eα

)1/2

,(7.6)

Ẽmean =

 1

K̃

∑
α∈Ã

Eα

1/2

,(7.7)

where Ã is the 32 × 32 uniform Cartesian grid in the parameter domain and K̃ = 1024. Note
that Ã will be always different than the sampling (training) set Â defined in (3.2).

Obviously, the error (7.5) and therefore (7.6)–(7.7) depend on the quantities on the right-
hand side of the estimate (6.3): ∆t, h, ε, δ, p, and Λl+1. Here we fix p = 2, ∆t = 0.2 and

h = 0.1 and display in Figure 2 error estimates Ẽmax and Ẽmean for ε, δ and Λl+1 that vary in
the following ranges: ε ∈ [10−6, 10−1], δ ∈ [0.02, 0.1] and Λl+1 ∈ [2 · 10−10, 5 · 10−5]. We observe

in Figure 2 that error estimates Ẽmax and Ẽmean behave exactly as predicted by (6.3), i.e., their

rate of decay with respect to ε, δ and Λl+1 is ε, δ2 and Λ
1/2
l+1, respectively. As the exact solution

is not explicitly known, conducting a convergence study in terms of h and ∆t is not feasible. We
observed that varying h while keeping other parameters fixed has minimal impact on Ẽmax and
Ẽmean — that is, on the error between the ROM and FOM solutions.

7.2. Advection-diffusion equation. The second numerical example involves more (D =
5) parameters than that in Section 7.1 and corresponds to the dynamical system resulting from
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the discretization of a linear advection-diffusion equation

(7.8) ut(x, t,α) = ν∆u(x, t,α)− η(x,α) · ∇u(x, t,α) + f(x), x ∈ Ω, t ∈ (0, T )

in the unit square domain Ω = [0, 1]× [0, 1] ⊂ R2, x = (x1, x2)
T ∈ Ω, with terminal time T = 1.

Here ν = 1/30 is the diffusion coefficient, η : Ω × A → R2 is the parameterized advection field
and f(x) is a Gaussian source

(7.9) f(x) =
1

2πσ2
s

exp

(
−
(x1 − xs1)

2 + (x2 − xs2)
2

2σ2
s

)
,

with σs = 0.05, xs1 = xs2 = 0.25. Homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions and zero initial
condition are imposed

(7.10) (n · ∇u)|∂Ω = 0, u(x, t,α) = 0.

The model is parametrized with D = 5 parameters with the divergence free advection field η
depending on α ∈ R5. The advection field is defined as follows

(7.11) η(x,α) =

(
η1(x,α)
η2(x,α)

)
=

(
cos(π/4)
sin(π/4)

)
+

1

π

(
∂x2

h(x,α)
−∂x1h(x,α)

)
,

where h(x) is the cosine trigonometric polynomial

h(x,α) = α1 cos(πx1) + α2 cos(πx2) + α3 cos(πx1) cos(πx2)

+ α4 cos(2πx1) + α5 cos(2πx2).
(7.12)

The parameter domain is a 5D box A = [−0.1, 0.1]5. The system (7.8)–(7.10) is discretized
similarly to (7.1)–(7.4).

Fig. 3. Error estimates Ẽmax (solid blue line with circles) and Ẽmean (dashed red line with circles) as
functions of ε (left), δ (middle) and Λl+1 (right). The slopes of dashed black lines represent the theoretical

bounds from the right-hand side of (6.3): ε (left), δ2 (middle) and Λ
1/2
l+1 (right).

We employ the same numerical error estimates (7.5)–(7.7) as in the previous example with

∆t = 1/60 andN = 60. The error estimates (7.6)–(7.7) are computed over a test set Ã of K̃ = 500
parameter samples chosen randomly from A. We fix ∆t and h = 0.05 and display in Figure 3 error
estimates Ẽmax and Ẽmean for ε, δ and Λl+1 that vary in the following ranges: ε ∈ [10−6, 10−1],
δ ∈ [1/30, 1/50], and Λl+1 ∈ [3 · 10−14, 8 · 10−5] (which correspond to ℓ = {5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15}).
The recovered first TT-rank (i.e. the universal space dimension) for ε = 10−i, i = 1, . . . , 6, was

19



R̃1 = {7, 20, 40, 67, 103, 159}, while the local LRTD-ROM space dimension is ℓ. We observe in

Figure 3 that error estimates Ẽmax and Ẽmean with respect to ε and Λl+1 behave as predicted
by (6.3), until the two smallest values of ε and Λl+1 where they flatten out. The reason for
such behavior is that the error becomes dominated by the contribution of δ = 1/50. Taking a
smaller value of δ for this example, given its relatively large number of parameters, proves to
be computationally infeasible in our current implementation. This is due to the resulting dense
sampling set Ã, which, in turn, leads to an impractically large snapshot tensor Φ. The size of Φ
becomes problematic both in terms of storage and the computational time required to populate
it with snapshots. To handle finer parameter space meshes, the LRTD-ROM implementation
based on a sparse sampling of the parameter domain is required (cf. Remark 3). Our current
research is focused on extending existing low-rank tensor interpolation and completion methods
to accommodate this requirement.
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