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Abstract. We investigate reduced-order models for acoustic and electromagnetic wave prob-
lems in parametrically defined domains. The parameter-to-solution maps are approximated
following the so-called Galerkin POD-NN method, which combines the construction of a re-
duced basis via proper orthogonal decomposition (POD) with neural networks (NNs). As
opposed to the standard reduced basis method, this approach allows for the swift and efficient
evaluation of reduced-order solutions for any given parametric input.

As is customary in the analysis of problems in random or parametrically defined domains, we
start by transporting the formulation to a reference domain. This yields a parameter-dependent
variational problem set on parameter-independent functional spaces. In particular, we consider
affine-parametric domain transformations characterized by a high-dimensional, possibly count-
ably infinite, parametric input. To keep the number of evaluations of the high-fidelity solutions
manageable, we propose using low-discrepancy sequences to sample the parameter space effi-
ciently. Then, we train an NN to learn the coefficients in the reduced representation. This
approach completely decouples the offline and online stages of the reduced basis paradigm.

Numerical results for the three-dimensional Helmholtz and Maxwell equations confirm the
method’s accuracy up to a certain barrier and show significant gains in online speed-up com-
pared to the traditional Galerkin POD method.

1. Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) are a ubiquitous approach to physical modeling in en-
gineering and the applied sciences. However, knowledge of the underlying parameters, such
as boundary conditions, source terms, or geometry, is often incomplete. Consequentially, pa-
rameters are often varied during the search for a specific configuration of the system, e.g.,
in parameter estimation [55], topology optimization [6], optimal control [54], or uncertainty
quantification [51]. As these methods require repeated evaluations of the parameterized PDE
problem, one speaks of many-query problems.

The standard discretization techniques, such as the finite element, finite difference, or fi-
nite volume methods, allow precise approximations of the solutions to parameterized PDEs
(pPDEs). Yet, such high-fidelity (HF) approximations are intrinsically linked to a prohibitive
computational complexity for many-query or real-time applications. Reduced-order modeling
(ROM) aims at constructing fast surrogate models to accelerate the computation of the ap-
proximate solution to a given pPDE problem while retaining an accuracy comparable to that
of HF techniques. One common approach to ROM are reduced basis (RB) methods. They are
based on an offline-online paradigm, where first, a reduced basis is constructed from a number
of expensive high-fidelity snapshots (offline step). Then, a fast surrogate model is evaluated in
the reduced basis (online step). For a comprehensive review of the RB method for stationary
problems with certified error control, we refer to [34, 48, 47, 49].

In this work, we focus on the construction of surrogate models from a reduced basis obtained
by the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD). For the Galerkin POD method, the full-order
system is projected onto the reduced space, which leads to a reduced system of equations for
the RB coefficients. Although effective, this approach does not yield the desired computational
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speed-up in the general case, as the full-order solution still needs to be assembled in the online
stage to evaluate the PDE operators. Various intrusive techniques aim at alleviating this issue,
for example, by exploiting affine parameter-dependencies [34, Chapter 3.3] or using hyper-
reduction [34, Chapter 5] to approximate reduced order terms directly.

In contrast, non-intrusive RB methods only rely on HF snapshots and typically construct
a surrogate of the map from parameters to RB coefficients. To obtain the response surface,
a data-driven regression problem is formulated on the set of RB coefficients of HF snapshots
at evaluated parameter location. Then, a query of the surrogate model allows for the solution
evaluation of a new, unseen parameter setting. The response surface has to be able to cap-
ture the non-linear structure of the underlying parameter-to-solution map of the PDE problem,
which makes neural networks [33] or Gaussian processes [23] suitable choices. In this work, we
explore the construction of projection-based reduced-order models for acoustic and electromag-
netic scattering, which are modeled by the Helmholtz and time-harmonic Maxwell equations,
respectively. For both cases, we consider computational domains with parametrically defined
geometries. Such models are of interest in a variety of applications, e.g. metallic meta-materials
[4], and the design of thermovoltaic cells [11].

In particular, we are interested in studying affine-parametric domain deformations with a
high-dimensional, possibly countable infinite, parametric input, which leads to a computa-
tionally challenging, high-dimensional parameter-to-solution map. Numerous techniques exist
which are tailored to treat efficiently problems with high-dimensional inputs, such as sparse
grid interpolation and quadrature [57, 43, 24], higher-order Quasi-Monte Carlo integration
(HoQMC)[16, 17], construction of NN surrogates [50, 32, 44, 31, 1], and model order reduc-
tion [9]. As pointed out in [12], a key property to break the so-called curse of dimensional-
ity in the parameter space is the holomorphic dependence of the parameter-to-solution map.
This property has been established for a variety of problems, including for example subsur-
face flows [8, 26, 27], time-harmonic electromagnetic wave scattering [37, 2], stationary Stokes
and Navier-Stokes equation [14], Helmholtz equation [35, 53, 22], and for boundary integral
operators [30, 28, 46, 18, 15, 29].

Contributions. We theoretically and computationally study the performance of the POD-NN
applied to the Helmholtz interior impedance problem and the Maxwell lossy cavity with affine-
parametric shape deformations previously used in [2]. The parametric holomorphy property,
which is crucial for the effectiveness of dimensionality reduction, has previously been estab-
lished for the Maxwell lossy cavity problem. For the sake of completeness, we provide the
corresponding proof for the Helmholtz impedance problem.

To approximate the complex-valued reduced order coefficients, we modify the POD-NN ap-
proach in [33] and propose an NN architecture, which models the real and imaginary parts of
each reduced coefficient as separate outputs. We show that this does not affect the holomorphy
property, indicating that this modified map can also be emulated by NNs. To further facilitate
the learning task, we propose a centered POD approach. To justify the effectiveness of the
POD-NN approach, we further provide a complete convergence analysis for the reduced basis
method for the two model problems.

Finally, we present a comprehensive set of numerical experiments in which we study the
effect of parametric domain transformations with different decay structures, wave numbers of
the problems, and hyperparameters of the neural network.

Outline. In Section 2 we introduce the notion of pPDEs, together with a thorough description
of the Helmholtz impedance and Maxwell lossy cavity problem in parametric domains. Section
3 introduces the projection-based reduced order modeling for pPDEs and some theoretical
properties. Next, in Section 4, we discuss the Galerkin POD-NN approach and its adaptation
to complex-valued solution spaces in more detail. In Section 5, we demonstrate the efficacy
of our proposed approach and provide insights into the relation between problem complexity
and approximation error by varying various hyperparameters. Lastly, in Section 6, we draw
conclusions about this method and sketch directions of possible future research.
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2. Parametric PDEs: Helmholtz and Maxwell Formulations

In this section, we first state the formulation of pPDEs in a generic fashion, which serves as
a common ground to explain the reduced basis method applied to both PDE model problems.
Then, we discuss the weak formulations, well-posedness, and discretizations in more detail for
the Helmholtz impedance and Maxwell lossy cavity problems.

Following previous works on the subject, we introduce the Galerkin POD for pPDEs, where
we put particular emphasis on parametrically defined domains.

2.1. Parametric PDEs. Throughout, let U := [−1, 1]N be the parameter space. Let V be a
complex Hilbert space endowed with the scalar product (·, ·)V and the induced norm ∥·∥V =√

(·, ·)V . We denote by V ′ the anti-dual space of V , i.e. the set of all anti-linear functionals
acting on V . Then, the differential (strong) form of a pPDE can be expressed as follows: For
each y ∈ U we seek u(y) ∈ V such that

G (u(y);y) = 0, in V ′, (2.1)

where, for each y ∈ U, G(·;y) : V → V ′ is an operator representing the action of the underlying
PDE. We express (2.1) in a variational form. To this end, for each y ∈ U, we define the
parameter dependent sesquilinear form g(·, ·;y) : V × V → C, as

g(u, v;y) := ⟨G (u;y) , v⟩V ′×V , ∀u, v ∈ V,

being ⟨·, ·⟩V ′×V the duality pairing. Then, the variational formulation of (2.1) reads: Given
y ∈ U, find u(y) ∈ V such that

g(u(y), v;y) = 0, ∀v ∈ V. (2.2)

In Sections 2.4 and 2.5, we consider the particular instance of a linear operator G.

2.2. The Discrete Full-order Model. Let Vh ⊂ V be a finite dimensional subspace of V of
dimension Nh with underlying discretization parameter h > 0.

The Galerkin approximation of the variational problem stated in (2.2) reads as follows: For
a given y ∈ U, find uh(y) ∈ Vh such that

g(uh(y), vh;y) = 0, ∀vh ∈ Vh. (2.3)

Let {φ1, . . . , φNh
} be a basis of Vh. Each vh ∈ Vh admits the following unique representation

vh =

Nh∑
m=1

cm (vh)φm,

where cm : Vh → C are linear functionals representing the degrees of freedom of the FE space Vh.

Therefore, each vh ∈ Vh can be uniquely represented by the sequence {cm(vh)}Nh
m=1 according to

Vh ∋ vh ⇐⇒ vh :=
(
c1 (vh) , . . . , cNh

(vh)
)⊤ ∈ CNh , (2.4)

Problem 2.3 can be cast in the following algebraic form: For each y ∈ U, find uh(y) ∈ CNh

such that

Gh(uh(y);y) = 0 ∈ CNh ,

where the residual vector Gh(uh;y) is defined as

(Gh(uh;y))i := g(uh(y), φi), i = 1, . . . , Nh.

The solution vector uh(y) is obtained by solving a system of linear equations of size Nh ×Nh

for linear problems, while in the non-linear case, iterative methods must be employed.
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2.3. Parametric Domain Transformations. As previously pointed out, we focus on problem
where the parametric input define shape deformations. We consider the following family of
parametric domain transformations with respect to a bounded, Lipschitz domain D0 referred
to as the reference domain: For each y ∈ U, we define T (·,y) : D0 → R3 as

T (x̂;y) := T 0(x̂) +
∑
j≥1

yjT j(x̂), x̂ ∈ D0, y = {yj}j≥1 ∈ U,

where T j : D0 → R3, j ∈ N0. In principle, we allow for possible countable infinite parametric
inputs. However, in the practical computational implementation we consider a truncation in
the parametric dimension.

In the following, we work under the assumptions stated below.

Assumption 2.1. For j ∈ N, set bj = ∥T j∥W 1,∞(D0;R3).

(i) For each y ∈ U the domain transformation T (·;y) is bijective and bi-Lipschitz, and

D(y) :=
{
x ∈ R3 : x = T (x̂;y), x̂ ∈ D0

}
(2.6)

defines a bounded, Lipschitz domain in R3.
(ii) There exists p ∈ (0, 1) such that b = {bj}j∈N ∈ ℓp(N).

As in [2], we consider the following setting for the numerical experiments to be presented
ahead in Section 5: D0 := (−1, 1)3, T 0(x̂) = x̂ together with

T j(x) := µj

Ñ
0
0

sin(πjx̂1)

é
, x = (x̂1, x̂2, x̂3)

⊤ ∈ D0,

i.e. we consider a sinusoidal deformation of the cube in the third coordinate. In addition, we
use the following two choices for µj .

• Algebraic Decay. We assume that µj(r, θ) = θj−(r+1) for θ > 0 and r > 1.
• Matérn-Like Covariance Decay. We consider the following sequence mimicking
the decay of the eigenvalues of the Matérn-Like Covariance operator, see [56] (Chapter
4.2.1) for details, i.e. we set

µj(a, ν, θ) = θ
aν

(a+ π2j2)ν+0.5

Γ(ν + 0.5)

Γ(ν)
, a =

2ν

l2
,

where l corresponds to the length scale, ν models the roughness of the perturbation
and Γ is the Gamma function. In particular, choosing smaller length scales l leads to
reduced importance decay along the first parametric dimensions, which in turns leads to
a richer structure of perturbations compared to the algebraic decay. This is visualized
ahead in the numerical results section.

Remark 2.2. Observe that for the first case, i.e. the algebraic decay, one has {µj(r, θ)}j∈N ∈
ℓp(N) for 1

r < p < 1, and in the second case {µj(a, ν, θ)}j∈N ∈ ℓp(N) for any 1
2ν < p < 1.

2.4. The Helmholtz Impedance Problem in Parametric Domains. Herein, we consider
the Helmholtz problem equipped with impedance boundary conditions on a parametrically
defined, bounded Lipschitz domain D(y), y ∈ U, with boundary Γ(y) := ∂D(y). Here, D(y) is
as in (2.6), i.e. for each y ∈ U the image through the affine-parametric domain transformation
of the reference domain D0.

Let f ∈ L2(D(y)), g ∈ L2(Γ(y)) and κ > 0 be given. For each y ∈ U, we consider the
problem of finding u : D(y) → C such that

−∆u(y)− κ2u(y) = f in D(y) and
∂u

∂νΓ(y)
− ıκγΓ(y)u(y) = g on Γ(y), (2.7)

where
∂u

∂νΓ(y)
: H1(D(y),∆) → H− 1

2 (Γ(y)) and γΓ(y) : H
1(D(y)) → H

1
2 (Γ(y)) (2.8)
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denote the Neumann and Dirichlet trace operators. In (2.8), we have that H1(D(y),∆) :={
u ∈ H1(D(y)) : ∆u ∈ L2(D(y))

}
, and ν(y) signifies the outward-pointing normal vector to

Γ(y). The interior impedance Helmholtz problem admits the following variational formulation.

Problem 2.3 (Helmholtz Impedance Problem in D(y)). Let f ∈ L2(D(y)), g ∈ L2(Γ(y)) for
each y ∈ U. For each y ∈ U we seek u(y) ∈ H1(D(y)) such that

a(u(y), v;y) = ℓ(v;y), ∀v ∈ H1(D(y)),

where the parameter-dependent sesquilinear form a(·, ·;y) : H1(D(y))×H1(D(y)) → C is defined
for each y ∈ U as

a (u, v;y) :=

∫
D(y)

(
∇u · ∇v − κ2uv

)
dx− ıκ

∫
Γ(y)

γΓ(y)uγΓ(y)v ds, ∀u, v ∈ H1(D(y)) (2.9)

and the parameter-dependent anti-linear form ℓ(·;y) : H1(D(y)) → C is defined for each y ∈ U
as

ℓ(v;y) :=

∫
D(y)

fv dx+

∫
Γ(y)

gγΓ(y)v dsx, ∀v ∈ H1(D(y)). (2.10)

By invoking the Banach-Nečas-Babuška theorem, G̊arding’s inequality, and the injectivity of
the sesquilinear form a(·, ·;y) : H1(D(y)) × H1(D(y)) → C, one may establish well-posedness
of Problem 2.3 (cf. [21, Theorem 35.5]), pointwise for each y ∈ U.

2.4.1. Helmholtz problem in the reference domain. To recast the integrals in (2.9) and (2.10) in
terms of D0, we recall the following formulas for domain and boundary transformations, which
can be found in [5]. Denote by dT (y) the Jacobian matrix of the transformation T (y) and
by J(y) its Jacobian determinant. For each y ∈ U we define Φ(y) : H1(D(y)) → H1(D0) as
(Φ(y)v) (x̂) = v(T (x̂;y)), x̂ ∈ D0, which is usually referred to as the plain pullback operator.
One has that for each y ∈ U, Φ(y) is a bounded linear operator with a bounded inverse, see
e.g. [14, Section 3] and [26, Lemma 1].

Furthermore, for each y ∈ U we define the surface Jacobian on the boundary Γ(y) as

JS(y) = J(y)
∥∥∥dT−⊤(y)ν̂(y)

∥∥∥ ∈ L∞(D0)

where ν̂(y) := Φ(y)νΓ(y) ∈ L∞(Γ0;R3). For v̂ ∈ H1(D0) we set v := Φ−1(y)v̂. Then, we have

∇v = dT−⊤“∇v̂ ◦ T−1,

∫
D(y)

v dx =

∫
D0

v̂J(y)dx̂, and

∫
Γ(y)

vds =

∫
Γ0

v̂JS(y)dŝx̂,

where the latter identity is also called Nanson’s formula, and “∇ denotes the grandient operator
in the reference domain. This allows us to state the variational formulation for the Helmholtz
equation in the reference domain.

Problem 2.4 (Helmholtz Impedance Problem in the Reference Domain). For each y ∈ U, we
seek û(y) ∈ H1(D0) such that

â (û(y), v̂;y) = ℓ̂ (v̂;y) , ∀v̂ ∈ H1(D0),

where for each y ∈ U the sesquilinear form â(·, ·;y) : H1(D0)×H1(D0) → C is defined as

â (v̂, ŵ;y) :=

∫
D0

Ä
dT−⊤(y)“∇v̂ · dT−⊤(y)“∇ŵ − κ2v̂ŵ

ä
J(y)dx̂

− ıκ

∫
Γ0

v̂ŵJS(y)dsx̂, ∀v̂, ŵ ∈ H1(D0),

(2.12)
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and the anti-linear form ℓ̂(·;y) : H1(D0) → C is defined as

ℓ̂(v̂;y) :=

∫
D0

f̂(y)v̂J(y)dx̂+

∫
Γ0

ĝ(y)γΓ0 v̂JS(y)dsx̂, ∀v ∈ H1(D0), (2.13)

where f̂(y) := Φ(y)f ∈ L2(D0) and ĝ(y) := Φ(y)g ∈ L2(Γ0).

One can readily see that the unique solvability of Problem 2.3 together with the properties
of the plain pullback operator straightforwardly entail the well-posedness of Problem 2.4, and
indeed it holds Φ(y)u(y) = û(y) for each y ∈ U, where u(y) ∈ H1(D(y)) and û(y) ∈ H1(D0)
are the unique solutions to Problems 2.3 and 2.4, respetively.

2.4.2. Discrete Full-Order Model for Helmholtz Impedance Problem. The well-posedness of the
discrete problem with H1-conforming finite elements carries over from the case without domain
parametrization. Hence, we will later use continuous Lagrangian FE defined on a suitable mesh
of D0 to approximate Problem 2.4. Consequently, the model presented in this section fits the
general framework introduced in Section 2.1 and 2.2: the role of the Hilbert space V in Section
2.1 is played by the Sobolev space H1(D0), the role of Vh by the continuous Lagrangian FE, and

g(·, ·;y) = â(·, ·;y)− ℓ̂(·;y) for each y ∈ U, with â (·, ·;y) as in (2.12) and ℓ̂(·;y) as in (2.13).
Regarding the convergence of the full-order model for the Helmholtz impedance problem with

respect to the discretization of the FE space, we have the following result: For each y ∈ U there
exists h0(y) (i.e. depending on y) such that for h < h0(y) it holds

∥û(y)− ûh(y)∥H1(D0)
≤ C(y) inf

vh∈Vh

∥û(y)− vh∥H1(D0)
,

for some C(y) > 0, where ûh(y) is solution to the following variational problem

â (ûh(y), v̂h;y) = ℓ̂ (v̂h;y) , ∀v̂h ∈ Vh

As it is customary for variational problems satisfying Garding-type inequalities, a minimal level
of resolution of the FE space is required to obtain quasi-optimality, and, therefore, convergence
of the Galerkin method. It is important to point out that the minimal level of resolution
h0(y) and C(y), which in principle depend of the particular instance of y ∈ U, can be made
independent of y ∈ U by using a finite covering argument and the compactness of U.

2.5. The Maxwell Lossy Cavity Problem in Parametric Domains. As a second model
problem, we consider a time-harmonic electromagnetic cavity problem with circular frequency
ω > 0 in a parametrically defined bounded, Lipschitz domain D(y), for each y ∈ U as in (2.6).

For simplicity, we consider a constant complex domain conductivity σ as well as a constant
complex dielectric permittivity ε and magnetic permeability µ. In addition, we also introduce
the quantity Λ := ω2ε − ıωσ. As in [2], we make the following assumptions: There exists
ϑ ∈ [0, 2π) such that

µb := Re
¶
eıϑµ−1

©
> 0 and Λb := Re

¶
−eıϑΛ

©
> 0. (2.15)

Lastly, we assume a continuous source current density, i.e. for each y ∈ U we assume J ∈
C 0
(
D(y);C3

)
.

In this simplified setting, let E and H be the complex-valued electric and magnetic fields,
respectively. Maxwell equations in D(y) read (see, e.g., [42])®

∇×E + ıωµH = 0 in D(y),

(ıωε+ σ)E −∇×H = −ıωJ in D(y).

By defining the quantity κ2 := ω2µε− ıωµσ and applying the curl operator to the first equation,
we can reduce the system to

∇× (∇×E)− κ2E = −ıωµJ in D(y) (2.16)

On the boundary, we assume perfect electrical conductor (PEC) boundary conditions

γ×d E = 0 on Γ(y),
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where γ×d denotes the flipped tangential trace, i.e. γ×d E := γd (n×E). Thus, only the tangen-
tial component electric field on the boundary of the domain vanishes.

We define H(curl; D(y)) and H0(curl; D(y)) as

H(curl; D(y)) := {u ∈ L2(D(y))3 | ∇× u ∈ L2(D(y))3},
H0(curl; D(y)) := {u ∈ H(curl; D(y)) | γ×Du = 0},

and we equip them with the norm

∥u∥H(curl;D(y)) := ∥u∥L2(D(y)) + ∥∇× u∥L2(D(y)).

The variational formulation of (2.16) on the physical domain D(y) reads as follows.

Problem 2.5 (Maxwell Cavity Problem in D(y)). For each y ∈ U, we seek E(y) ∈ H0 (curl; D(y))
such that

a (E(y),V ;y) = ℓ (V ;y) , ∀H0 (curl; D(y))

with the parameter-dependent sesquilinear form a(·, ·;y) : H0 (curl; D(y))×H0 (curl; D(y)) → C
form

a (V ,W ;y) :=

∫
D(y)

(
µ−1(∇× V ) · (∇×W )− ΛV ·W

)
dx, ∀V ,W ∈ H0 (curl; D(y))

and the parameter-dependent anti-linear form ℓ(·;y) : H0 (curl; D(y)) → C

ℓ (V ;y) := −ıω
∫

D(y)

J · V dx, V ∈ H0 (curl; D(y)) ,

where J ∈ C 0
(
D(y);C3

)
.

Due to the assumptions in (2.15), we can apply the Lax-Milgram lemma to show the well-
posedness of Problem 2.5. Indeed, for a fixed parameter y ∈ U and any V ∈ H0 (curl; D(y)) it
holds

|a(V ,V ;y)| ≥ min{µb,Λb}∥V ∥2H(curl;D(y)), (2.17)

with µb,Λb as in (2.15).
Consequently, for each y ∈ U the sesquilinear a(·, ·;y) is coercive according to (2.17). Observe

that the coercivity constant does not depend on y ∈ U. In addition, since both a(·, ·;y) and
ℓ(·;y) are continuous the Lax-Milgram lemma applies, thus yielding well-posedness of Problem
2.5 for each y ∈ U.

2.5.1. Maxwell Cavity Problem in the Reference Domain. One noteworthy difference tothe
Helmholtz problem is that we have to define the pullback operator Φ : V → V0 differently.
In fact, to preserve H(curl; D)-confomity of the fields, we need to use the following domain
transformation, defined for each y ∈ U as

Φ(y)(v) := dT (y)−⊤(v ◦ T (y)), ∀v ∈ V (y).

As discussed in [19, Lemma 2.2], for each y ∈ U the pullback operator Φ(y) in (2.18)
admits bounded extension Φ(y) ∈ Liso (H(curl; Ω(µ)), H(curl; D(y))). In addition, for each
u ∈ H(curl; D(y)) it holds that

∇× (Φ(y)u) = det(dT (y))dT−1(y)((∇× u) ◦ T (y)).

For ease of notation, let us also define the pullback of the current density J(y) := J ◦ T y ∈
C 0
(
D0;C3

)
. With the previous Lemma at hand, we can now state the nominal variational

problem for the Maxwell cavity problem (cf. [2]).
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Problem 2.6 (Maxwell Cavity Problem in the Reference Domain). For each y ∈ U, we seek“E(y) ∈ H0 (curl; D0) such that

â
Ä“E(y), “V ;y

ä
= ℓ̂
Ä“V ;y

ä
, ∀v̂ ∈ H0 (curl; D0) ,

where the sesquilinear form â(·, ·;y) : H0 (curl; D0)×H0 (curl; D0) → C is given by

â (û, v̂;y) =

∫
D0

J(y)−1µ−1 (dT (y)(∇× û)) ·
Ä
dT (y)(∇× v̂)

ä
− ΛJ(y)dT−⊤(y)û · dT−⊤(y)v̂dx̂

(2.19)

and, for each y ∈ U, the anti-linear form ℓ̂(y) : H0 (curl; D0) → C is given by

ℓ̂(v̂;y) := −ıω
∫
D0

J(y)J(y) · dT−⊤(y)v̂dx̂. (2.20)

2.5.2. Discrete Full-Order Model for Maxwell Cavity Problem. The Maxwell cavity problem is
approximated in an H(curl; ·)-conforming fashion using Nédélec elements as described in the
reference works [5, 20], and [42].

The model presented in this section fits the general framework introduced in Section 2.1 and
2.2: the role of the Hilbert space V in Section 2.1 is played by the space H0(curl; D0), the role
of Vh by the curl-conforming Nédélec elements as discussed previously, whereas g is replaced by

g(·, ·;y) = â(·, ·;y)− ℓ̂(·;y) for each y ∈ U, with â (·, ·;y) as in (2.19) and ℓ̂(·;y) as in (2.20).
Indeed, as a consequence of the assumption stated in (2.15) Cea’s lemma holds as∥∥∥“E(y)− “Eh(y)

∥∥∥
H1(D0)

≤ C inf
vh∈Vh

∥∥∥“E(y)− vh

∥∥∥
H1(D0)

,

where “Eh(y) ∈ Vh is the unique solution to the following variational problem

â
Ä“Eh(y), “V h;y

ä
= ℓ̂
Ä“V h;y

ä
, ∀“V h ∈ Vh.

3. Projection-based Reduced Order Modeling

The Galerkin approximation of the shape-parametric Helmholtz impedance and Maxwell
lossy cavity problems, as presented in Sections 2.4 and 2.5, for each parametric input entails a
high computational cost. For many-query applications or real-time computations, one needs a
fast and accurate methodology to evaluate the parameter-to-solution map for each particular
instance of the parametric input.

This motivates the use of model order reduction techniques such as the reduced basis method.
Instead of seeking a solution for each parametric input in a suitable finite-dimensional subspace,
we solve the problem in a reduced space of a much smaller dimension than that of the full-order
model.

3.1. The Reduced Basis Method. Assume that we have access to a reduced basis V
(rb)
L of

dimension L ≪ Nh of the form V
(rb)
L = span{ψ1, . . . , ψL} ⊂ Vh. We discuss one possible way

to construct such a basis in Section 3.2. In practical applications one considers only finitely
many parametric inputs. To this end, we define U(J) := [−1, 1]J , where J ∈ N corresponds

to the parametric dimension. Then, for a given parametric input y ∈ U(J), we seek solutions

u
(rb)
L (y) ∈ V

(rb)
L of the form

u
(rb)
L (y) =

L∑
ℓ=1

Ä
u
(rb)
L (y)

ä
ℓ
ψℓ ∈ V

(rb)
L ,

with u(rb)(y) ∈ CL being the reduced coefficients.

In order to compute the reduced basis solution u
(rb)
L (y) for a particular y ∈ U(J), we follow

a standard Galerkin approach, see e.g. [48]. We project the variational problem (2.2) onto the
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reduced space V
(rb)
L , thus yielding the following reduced basis problem: Given y ∈ U(J), find

u
(rb)
L (y) ∈ V

(rb)
L such that

g
Ä
u
(rb)
L (y), v

(rb)
L ;y

ä
= 0, ∀v(rb)L ∈ V

(rb)
L . (3.1)

As in Section 2.2, each ψℓ ∈ V
(rb)
L can be uniquely represented by the sequence {cm(ψℓ)}Nh

m=1,
which we gather in the vector ψℓ. Next, we define the reduced basis matrix as

V(rb)
L := (ψ1, . . . ,ψL) ∈ CNh×L.

This matrix encodes the change of basis from the reduced basis to the FE basis. Due to (2.3), the

reduced basis problem (3.1) can be expressed as follows: Given y ∈ U(J), we seek u(rb)(y) ∈ CL

such that
V(rb)†
L Gh

Ä
V(rb)
L u

(rb)
L (y);y

ä
= 0 ∈ CL, (3.2)

where † denotes the Hermitian conjugate of V(rb)
L . We will henceforth refer to (3.2) as the

Galerkin-POD problem or simply G-POD.
Note that G-POD problem, although a system (either linear or non-linear) of L equations,

still requires the assembly of the full-order model as described in [34, 48]. In special cases, e.g.
whenever the dependence of the underlying form g on the parametric input y ∈ U is affine, it
is possible that problem (3.2) turns out to be independent of Nh [48]. However, the Helmholtz
problem as well as the time-harmonic Maxwell problem presented above do not satisfy this
assumption.

3.2. Reduced Basis Construction: Proper Orthogonal Decomposition. A well-known
and straightforward approach to construct a reduced basis is the proper orthogonal decom-
position (POD) method. Suppose we have a collection of Ns evaluations of the full-order

model on a finite parameter set ΞNs = {y(1), . . . ,y(Ns)} ⊂ U(J), the so-called snapshots

{uh(y(1)), . . . , uh(y(Ns))}.
For what follows, we assume that a sufficiently large number of snapshots Ns have been

computed so that the associated subspace

MΞ := span
¶
uh
Ä
y(1)
ä
, . . . , uh

Ä
y(Ns)

ä©
⊂ Vh

is a good approximation of the continuous solution manifold

Mh := {uh(y) | y ∈ U(J)}. (3.3)

Thus, we search for a parameter-independent reduced basis {ψ1, . . . , ψL} for MΞ, such that
L≪ Nh and such that the reduced basis well approximates MΞ ⊂ Mh.

Let S ∈ CNh×Ns denote the snapshot matrix, defined as

S :=
Ä
uh

Ä
y(1)
ä
, . . . ,uh

Ä
y(Ns)

ää
∈ CNh×Ns . (3.4)

Let R be the rank of S. Then the singular value decomposition yields two unitary matrices

W = (w1, . . . ,wNs) ∈ CNh×Nh and Z = (z1, . . . , zNs) ∈ CNs×Ns

and a diagonal matrix D = diag(σ1, . . . , σR), with σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ . . . ≥ σR > 0, R being the rank of
S, such that

S = W
Å
D 0
0 0

ã
Z† = WΣZ†. (3.5)

Algebraically speaking, we want to approximate the columns in S using L ≤ R orthonormal

vectors {‹w1, . . . ,‹wL}. The orthogonal projection of uh

Ä
y(n)
ä
onto span{‹w1, . . . ,‹wL} is given

by

L∑
l=1

Ä
uh

Ä
y(n)
ä
,‹wl

ä
CNh
‹wl.
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We seek an orthonormal basis {‹w1, . . . ,‹wL} such that the quantity

Ẽ (Ns) (VL) :=

Ns∑
n=1

∥∥∥∥∥uh

Ä
y(n)
ä
−

L∑
ℓ=1

Ä
uh

Ä
y(n)
ä
,‹wℓ

ä
CNh
‹wℓ

∥∥∥∥∥
2

CNh

, (3.6)

is minimized. The Schmidt-Eckart-Young theorem [48] asserts that the minimum is achieved for
the basis {w1, . . . ,wL} consisting of the first L columns of W in the SVD of S in (3.5). Hence,
we set ψl = wl for l = 1, . . . , L and thus

V(rb)
L = (w1, . . . ,wL) ∈ CNh×L. (3.7)

3.3. Parametric Holomorphy. In Sections 3.1 and 3.2 we have discussed computational as-
pects of the reduced basis method for parametric problems. The reduced basis method, and
for that matter any other model order reduction technique, can successfully approximate the
solution manifold Mh defined in (3.3), and its discrete counterpart MΞ, provided that there
exists an intrinsic low-dimensional dynamics driving the behavior of solution manifold.

A commonly used concept in nonlinear approximation to quantify uniform error bounds is
the so-called Kolmogorov’s width. For a compact subset K of a Banach space X it is defined
for L ∈ N as

dL(K, X) := inf
dim(XL)≤L

sup
v∈K

min
w∈XL

∥v − w∥X ,

where the outer infimum is taken over all finite dimensional spaces XL ⊂ X of dimension smaller
than L. This quantifies the suitability of L-dimensional subspaces for the approximation of the
solution manifold. As it has been established, see e.g. [34, 48] the convergence analysis of the
reduced basis method relies on the existence of bounds controlling the decay of the Kolmogorov’s
width.

A key insight to establish dimension-independent convergence of Kolmogorov’s width for
parametric maps with high-dimensional parametric inputs corresponds to the analytic or holo-
morphic dependence of the parameter-to-operator map upon the parametric variables.

For s > 1 we define the Bernstein ellipse

Es :=
ß
z + z−1

2
: 1 ≤ |z| ≤ s

™
⊂ C.

This ellipse has foci at z = ±1 and semi-axes of length a := (s + s−1)/2 and b := (s − s−1)/2.
In addition, we define the tensorized poly-ellipse

Eρ :=
⊗
j≥1

Eρj ⊂ CN,

where ρ := {ρj}j≥1 is such that ρj > 1, for j ∈ N.

Definition 3.1 ([12, Definition 2.1]). Let X be a complex Banach space equipped with the norm
∥·∥X . For ε > 0 and p ∈ (0, 1), we say that map U ∋ y 7→ u(y) ∈ X is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic if
and only if:

(i) The map U ∋ y 7→ u(y) ∈ X is uniformly bounded.
(ii) There exists a positive sequence b := {bj}j≥1 ∈ ℓp(N) and a constant Cε > 0 such

that for any sequence ρ := {ρj}j≥1 of numbers strictly larger than one that is (b, ε)-
admissible, i.e. satisfying

∑
j≥1(ρj − 1)bj ≤ ε, the map y 7→ u(y) admits a complex

extension z 7→ u(z) that is holomorphic with respect to each variable zj on a set of the
form

Oρ :=
⊗
j≥1

Oρj ,

where Oρj = {z ∈ C : dist(z, [−1, 1]) < ρj − 1}.
(iii) This extension is bounded on Eρ according to supz∈Eρ ∥u(z)∥X ≤ Cε.
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The following result addresses the holomorphic dependence of the solution to both problems
upon the parametric input.

Proposition 3.2 (Parametric Holomorphy of the Discrete Parameter-to-Solution Map). Let
Assumption 2.1 be satisfied with p ∈ (0, 1) and b ∈ ℓp(N).

(i) Helmholtz Impedance Problem. The map SHelmholtz : U → H1(D0) : y 7→ ûh(y)
is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic for some ε > 0.

(ii) Maxwell Lossy Cavity. The map SMaxwell : U → H0 (curl;D0) : y 7→ “Eh(y) is also
(b, p, ε)-holomorphic for some ε > 0.

In either case, ε > 0 does not depend on the Galerkin discretization parameter h > 0.

Proof. A complete proof of the first statement is included in Appendix A. The second statement
has been proved in [2]. □

Let us define the solution manifold for the discrete Helmholtz impedance and Maxwell lossy
cavity problems as

MHelmholtz :=
{
ûh(y) ∈ H1(D0) : y ∈ U

}
, and

MMaxwell :=
¶“Eh(y) ∈ H0 (curl; D0) : y ∈ U

©
.

(3.8)

As thoroughly discussed in [13], as a consequence of Proposition 3.2 we have the following
result concerning the decay of Kolmogorov’s width for the solution manifolds introduced in
(3.8).

Lemma 3.3 (Decay of Kolmogorov’s Width, [13]). Let Assumption 2.1 be satisfied with b ∈
ℓp(N) and p ∈ (0, 1). Then, it holds

dL
(
MHelmholtz, H

1(D0)
)
≤ C(L+ 1)

−
Ä
1
p
−1
ä

and

dL (MMaxwell, H0 (curl; D0))) ≤ C(L+ 1)
−
Ä
1
p
−1
ä
,

for some constant C > 0 independent of L ∈ N.

3.4. Convergence of the Galerkin-POD RB Method. In Section 3.3 we established the
holomorphic dependence of the solution to both the Helmholtz interior impedance and Maxwell
lossy cavity problems upon the parametric variables describing the problems’ shape deforma-
tions. Among the consequences of this property, and relevant for subsequent developments, we
have the approximability of the solution manifolds defined in (3.8) through finite dimensional
linear subspaces. This property is reflected in terms of the dimension-independent decay of
Kolmogorov’s width as described in Lemma 3.3.

Using the properties of the solution manifold described in Section 3.3, and following the
presentation of [34, 48], we are interested in establishing dimension-independent convergence
rates of the Galerkin-POD-RB method.

To this end, we observe that the (b, p, ε)-holomorphy of the parameter-to-solution map implies

uh ∈ L2(U(J);Vh), thus uh is a Hilbert-Schmidt kernel and T : L2(U(J)) → Vh defined as

Tg =

∫
U(J)

uh(y)g(y) dy, g ∈ L2(U(J)),

is a compact Hilbert-Schmidt operator with adjoint T† : Vh → L2(U(J)) admitting for each y ∈ U
the following expression

(
T†vh

)
(y) = (uh(y), vh)V ∀vh ∈ Vh. As a consequence, the operators

K := TT† : Vh → Vh and C := T†T : L2(U(J)) → L2(U(J)) are Hermitian, non-negative, and
compact. The latter operator can be represented by the matrix

Kh =

∫
U(J)

uh(y)uh(y)
† dy ∈ CNh×Nh .
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Let σ21 ≥ · · · ≥ σ2r > 0 be the eigenvalues of Kh, with r = rank(Kh), associated to the
eigenvectors ζ1, . . . , ζr, respectively, i.e. Khζi = σ2i ζi, i = 1, . . . , r. Let us set for i = 1, . . . , r

ζi,h =

Nh∑
j=1

(ζi)j φj ∈ Vh and V
(rb)
L = span {ζ1,h, . . . , ζL,h} ,

Then, according to [48, Proposition 6.3], it holds

V
(rb)
L = argmin

VL⊂Vh
dim(VL)≤L

∥uh − PVL
uh∥2L2(U(J);V ). (3.9)

For each y ∈ U(J), we are interested in finding u
(rb)
L (y) ∈ V

(rb)
L such that

a
Ä
u
(rb)
L (y), v

(rb)
L ;y

ä
= ℓ
Ä
v
(rb)
L ;y

ä
, ∀v(rb)L ∈ V

(rb)
L . (3.10)

In the following, we refer to û
(rb)
L and “E(rb)

L as the solution of (3.10) when considering the
reduced counterparts of the discrete Helmholtz impedance and the Maxwell cavity problems as
described in Subsection 2.4.2 and 2.5.2, respectively.

Theorem 3.4 (Convergence of the Galerkin-POD RB Method). Let Assumption 2.1 be satisfied
with p ∈ (0, 1) and b ∈ ℓp(N).

(i) Helmholtz Impedance Problem. There exists L0 ∈ N such that there exists C > 0
such that for each L ≥ L0 and any J ∈ N it holds∥∥∥ûh − û

(rb)
L

∥∥∥
L2(U(J);H1(D0))

≤ C(L+ 1)
−
Ä
1
p
−1
ä
.

(ii) Maxwell Lossy Cavity. There exists C > 0 and L0 ∈ N such that for each L ∈ N
and any J ∈ N∥∥∥∥“Eh − “E(rb)

L

∥∥∥∥
L2(U(J);H0(curl;D0))

≤ C(L+ 1)
−
Ä
1
p
−1
ä
.

Proof. Firstly, we consider the Helmholtz interior impedance problem. Similarly as for the
discrete Helmholtz full order model described in 2.4.2, the application of Cea’s Lemma (which
in principle is valid for any finite dimensional subspace) yields for each y ∈ U and L ≥ L0∥∥∥ûh(y)− û

(rb)
L (y)

∥∥∥
H1(D0)

≤ C inf
vL∈V

(rb)
L .

∥ûh(y)− vL∥H1(D0)
,

where C > 0 is a uniform constant and a minimal level of refinement L0 of the reduced space is
required. The final assertion follows from Lemma 3.3 and (3.9). The assertion for the Maxwell
cavity problem follows from the exact same arguments, however no base level of refinement
of the reduced space is required due to the ellipticity of the corresponding sesquilinear form,
i.e. (2.17). □

3.5. Snapshot Selection. The results presented rely in Section 3.4 on the assumption that the

reduced basis V
(rb)
L can be computed as in (3.9), which in turn implies the exact computation

of an integral over the parameter space U(J). Even after considering only the first J parametric
dimensions, this integral needs to be approximated by a suitable quadrature rule in U(J) :=
[−1, 1]J , as discussed, e.g., in [48, Section 6.5]. The quadrature points define the set ΞNs

introduced in Section 3.2 for the computation of the snapshots. The effect of the truncation in

the parametric dimension yields as error term decaying as J
−
Ä
1
p
−1
ä
.

Consider the general framework introduced in Section 2.2. For a finite dimensional subspace
VL = span{v1, . . . , vL} ⊂ Vh we set

E (VL) = ∥uh − PVL
uh∥2L2(U(J);V ) and E (Ns)(VL) =

1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

∥∥∥uh(y(i))− PVL
uh(y

(i))
∥∥∥2
V
,
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where the latter is an Ns-points, equal weights, J-dimensional quadrature rule with quadra-

ture points
¶
y(1), . . . ,y(Ns)

©
⊂ U(J) which approximates E (VR). As in [48, Section 6.5], we

decompose the error as follows

E (VL) ≤
∣∣∣E (VL)− E (Ns)(VL)

∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
Quadrature Error

+E (Ns)(VL) (3.11)

Furthermore, as we are working in a finite dimensal subspace Vh, one has

E (Ns)(VL) ∼= Ẽ (Ns) (VL) ,

where the hidden constants depend on Vh, VL = (v1, . . . ,vL) ∈ CNh×L, vj and vj are connected

as described in (2.4), and Ẽ (Ns) is as in (3.6).
The quadrature error in (3.11) depends on the problem’s parametric dimension. The para-

metric domain deformations considered in this work, as described in Section 2.3, allowing high-
dimensional parametric inputs controlling the domain’s shape deformations.

In the following, we consider low discrepancy sequences as quadrature rules. For a specific
definition we refer to [7]. Examples of low-discrepancy sequences include those of Sobol’ [52],
Halton [25], and Owen [45]. In [40, 41], low-discrepancy sequences have been considered for the
generation of training data in the approximation of quatities of interested by means of NNs. The
exact same principle applies for the approximation of the quadrature error in (3.11). Indeed, as
in [41, Lemma 3.4] one can show that∣∣∣E (VL)− E (Ns)(VL)

∣∣∣ ≤ CVHK
(logNs)

J

Ns
,

for a constant C > 0, where VHK corresponds to the Hardy-Krause variation of the map

U(J) ∋ y 7→ ∥uh(y)− PVL
uh(y)∥2V ∈ R, . Therefore, we may conclude that for V(rb)

L as in (3.7)

and with V
(rb)
L being the representation of this basis in the FE space Vh, together with 3.11 we

have

E (V
(rb)
L ) ≲ VHK

(logNs)
J

Ns
+

R∑
j=L+1

σ2j ,

where σj > 0 are the singular values of the snapshot matrix S defined in (3.4).

3.6. Centered RB-POD Implementation. As in [10], we consider a construction of the re-
duced basis in the following referred to as the centered RB-POD. Provided snapshots s1, . . . , sNs ∈
CNs , we define the mean of the snapshots as

u :=
1

Ns

Ns∑
n=1

uh

Ä
y(n)
ä
∈ CNh .

Let S be the snapshot matrix as in (3.4), set S = (u, . . . ,u) ∈ CNh×Ns , and consider the SVD
of S− S

S− S = W
Å
D 0
0 0

ã
Z†

= WΣZ†
.

with R = rank(S−S), D ∈ RR×R a diagonal matrix containing the singular values of S−S, and

W = (w1, . . . ,wNs) ∈ CNh×Nh and Z = (z1, . . . , zNs) ∈ CNs×Ns .

We set

V(rb)
L = (w1, . . . ,wL) ∈ CNh×L.

We look for a reduced solution to (3.2) of the form V(rb)
L u

(rb)
L (y)+u, thus yielding the following

problem: For each y ∈ U(J), we seek u
(rb)
L ∈ CL such that

V(rb)†
L Gh

(
V(rb)
L u

(rb)
L (y) + u;y

)
= 0 ∈ CL,
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which in the linear case amounts to adapting the RHS of the system, as follows

V(rb)†
L Gh(y)V

(rb)
L u

(rb)
L (y) = −V(rb)†

L Gh(y)u.

4. Galerkin POD - Neural Network

In this section, we introduce the Galerkin POD Neural Network (POD-NN) as proposed in [33]
and propose minor modifications to accommodate the complex-valued nature of the solutions.
We further formulate the learning problem centered around the mean, which facilitates the
learning task for the NN.

4.1. Neural Networks. In this work, we consider multi-layer perceptron architectures con-
sisting of D ∈ N layers, with layer width ℓ0, . . . , ℓD ∈ N. The activation function σ : R → R
may be chosen as any nonlinear function, we restrict our discussion to the hyperbolic tangent
defined as

σ(x) = tanh(x) =
exp(x)− exp(−x)
exp(x) + exp(−x)

, x ∈ R.

Given weights and biases θ := (Wk,bk)
D
k=1, Wk ∈ Rℓk×ℓk−1 , bk ∈ Rℓk , we define the affine

transformation Ak : Rℓk−1 → Rℓk : x 7→ Wkx + bk for k ∈ {1, . . . , D}. We may then define a
neural network with activation function σ as a map ΨNN

θ : Rℓ0 → RℓD with

ΨNN
θ (x) :=

®
A1(x), D = 1,

(AL ◦ σ ◦AL−1 ◦ σ · · · ◦ σ ◦A1) (x), D ≥ 2,

where the activation function σ : R → R is applied component-wise to vector-valued inputs.
We define the depth and the width of an NN as

width
Ä
ΨNN

θ

ä
= max{ℓ0, . . . , ℓD} and depth

Ä
ΨNN

θ

ä
= D.

We denote by NND,H,ℓ0,ℓD the set of all NNs ΨNN
θ (x) : Rℓ0 → RℓD with input dimension ℓ0,

output dimension ℓD, a width of at most H, and a depth of at most D layers.

U(J) ∋ y

F
C
,
ta
n
h
(J

→
H
)

F
C
,
ta
n
h
(H

→
H
)

· · ·

F
C
,
ta
n
h
(H

→
H
)

L
in
ea

r
(H

→
2
L
) αθ ∈ RL

βθ ∈ RL

Figure 1. NN architecture for the approximation of the map π
(rb)
L,R : U(J) → R2L as in

(4.2). The NN accepts as input J values accounting for the components of the parametric
input y = (y1, . . . , yJ) ∈ U(J), whereas there are 2L outputs representing both the real
and imaginary parts of the reduced coefficients. The input (red) and hidden layers (blue)
are fully connected (FC) with hyperbolic tangent (tanh) activation functions.

4.2. Formulation of the Learning Problem. Following the centered RB construction de-
scribed in Section 3.6, we would like to approximate the parametric map

π
(rb)
L : U(J) → CL : y 7→ V(rb)†

L (uh(y)− u) , (4.1)

by an NN, where L ∈ N is the dimension of the reduced space V(rb)
L .

The map introduced in (4.1) has an output that is complex-valued, as the reduced coefficients
are complex-valued themselves. However, this does not fit the NN definition stated in Section
4.1. Consequently, we proceed to formulate an equivalent real-valued learning problem.
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Then, instead of approximating the map π
(rb)
L as in (4.1), we consider the map

π
(rb)
L,R : U(J) → R2L : y 7→

Å
α(y)
β(y)

ã
:=

(
Re
¶
V(rb)†
L (uh(y)− u)

©
Im
¶
V(rb)†
L (uh(y)− u)

©) , (4.2)

α(y),β(y) ∈ RL for each y ∈ U(L), which returns separately the real and imaginary parts of
the reduced coefficients in a real-valued vector of size 2L.

Given a data set consisting ofNs training inputs y
(i) ∈ U(J), i = 1, . . . , Ns and the correspond-

ing high-fidelity snapshots uh

Ä
y(i)
ä
, i = 1, . . . , Ns, we can train an NN π

(rb)
θ ∈ NNH,D,J,2L (as

in Section 4.1), i.e. with J inputs (one for each component of the parametric input y ∈ U,
2L outputs accounting for the L complex reduced coefficients, and depth and width D and

H, respectively, on the set of training input-output pairs PTrain =
¶Ä
y(i),π

(rb)
L,R

Ä
y(i)
ää©

1≤i≤Ns
.

Figure 1 portrays the previously described architecture. The first L outputs emulate the real
part of the reduced coefficients, whereas the second L outputs account for the imaginary one.

The mean square error (MSE) is a natural candidate for a loss function. More precisely, let

θ denote the vector gathering all weights and biases of the NN π
(rb)
θ . Then, the MSE loss is

given by

LMSE(θ) :=
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

∥∥∥π(rb)
L,R

Ä
y(i)
ä
− π(rb)

θ

Ä
y(i)
ä∥∥∥2

2

=
1

Ns

Ns∑
i=1

L∑
l=1

∣∣∣αl

Ä
y(i)
ä
− αl,θ

Ä
y(i)
ä∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣βl Äy(i)ä− βl,θ

Ä
y(i)
ä∣∣∣2 , (4.3)

where the outputs of the NN π
(rb)
θ are organized as follows (cp. Figure 1)

π
(rb)
θ (y) =

(
αθ(y)

⊤,βθ(y)
⊤)⊤ , y ∈ U(J).

Let θ⋆ be such that
θ⋆ ∈ argmin

θ
LMSE(θ).

Then, the reduced basis solution lifted to the original FEM space can be reconstructed as follows

uNN (y) := V(rb)
L (αθ(y) + ıβθ(y)) + u ∈ CNh , y ∈ U(J).

4.3. Approximation Rates of the Galerkin POD-NN. The Galerkin POD-NN as orig-
inally described in [33] falls in a ever-increasing body of work usually referred to as operator
learning. In particular, a thorough study of the Galerkin POD-NN has been performed in [38].

The following results claim that by separating the real and imaginary of the reduced coeffi-
cients does not break the parametric holomorphy property. Indeed, this is of key importance in
establishing dimension-independent emulation rates for the reduced coefficients.

Lemma 4.1. Let Assumption 2.1 be satisfied with b ∈ ℓp(N) and p ∈ (0, 1). There exists J0 ∈ N
such that for J ≥ J0 and for each y ∈ U there exists a unique u

(rb)
L (y) ∈ V

(rb)
L solution to (3.10).

In addition, the map π
(rb)
L,R : U → R2L is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic.

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 3.2, we can argue that the maps

U ∋ y 7→ ûh(y) ∈ H1(D0) and U ∋ y 7→ “Eh(y) ∈ H0 (curl; D0) .

are (b, p, ε)-holomorphic, therefore the parameter-to-reduced coefficients are so as well. We
observe that as in the proof of Proposition 3.2 a minimal level of refinement h0 > 0 is required
for this to hold for the Helmholtz impedance problem, and so is the case for the discretization
in the reduced space.

As pointed out previously, for the sake of the implementation, the real and imaginary parts
of these maps are approximated separately. However, the application of either the real or
imaginary parts to a complex input is not an holomorphic map itself. Therefore, one can not
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argue that the compositions of these maps yields an holomorphic one. In [18, Lemma A.1], it is
proved that both the real and imaginary parts of complex-valued holomorphic function preserve
this property, thus yielding the desired result. □

Equipped with this result, together with [18, Lemma 2.6] which in turn follows from [1], we
may the following approximation result of the Galerkin POD-NN.

Lemma 4.2. Let Assumption 2.1 be satisfied with b ∈ ℓp(N) and p ∈ (0, 1). In addition,

assume that b is strictly decreasing. For each n ∈ N there exists a sequence of tanh NN Ψ
(n)
NN ∈

NND,H,J,2L and C > 0 such that∥∥∥π(rb)
L,R −Ψ

(n)
NN

∥∥∥
L2(U(J);R2L)

≤ Cn
−
Ä
1
p
− 1

2

ä
with D = O(n2) and H = O (log2(n)).

5. Numerical experiments

5.1. Numerical implementation. We use the programming language Julia to conduct our
numerical experiments. The high-fidelity FE methods for solving the Helmholtz impedance and
Maxwell lossy cavity problem are implemented in Gridap.jl [3] using Lagrange and Nédélec
elements, respectively. After assembly, the linear system is solved by Julia’s native linear solver.
For the boundary variations, the parameter space of the affine transformations is sampled using
a Halton or Latin Hypercube sequence generated by the library QuasiMonteCarlo.jl. To
compute the solution of the Galkerin-POD method, the linear operators are first assembled in
Gridap.jl, then projected onto the reduced basis, and solved. The neural network architectures
and training implementation are based on the library Flux.jl [36].

5.2. Performance evaluation. As in [33], we consider the following relative error measures
with respect to a high-fidelity solution uh(y) to assess the performance of a model:

(i) the G-POD relative error

EG(L,y) :=

∥∥∥uh(y)−
(
V(rb)
L u

(rb)
L (y) + u

)∥∥∥
∥uh(y)∥

,

(ii) the POD-NN relative error

ENN(L,y) :=

∥∥∥uh(y)−
(
V(rb)
L (αθ(y) + ıβθ(y)) + u

)∥∥∥
∥uh(y)∥

,

(iii) the relative projection error, i.e. the relative error between the reconstruction of the
projection of a high-fidelity solution and itself

EV(L,y) :=

∥∥∥uh(y)−
(
V(rb)
L (uh(y)− u) + u

)∥∥∥
∥uh(y)∥

Clearly, the latter error is a lower bound to the first two. To analyze the global performance of
the model, the averages of the above error measures over test set are considered.

5.3. Numerical Results for the Helmholtz Impedance Problem. We test our imple-
mentation on the Helmholtz problem across different hyperparameter settings. We impose
impedance boundary conditions as defined in (2.7). The following parameter choices are our
standard setting unless specified otherwise. The wave number is set to κ = 1, and the bound-
ary variation is parametrized with the Matérn-like decay, with ν = 0.5, l = 0.1, θ = 0.1, and
parameter dimension J = 50. Figure 2 (a) and (b) show the original mesh on the unit cube, as
well as a typical deformation of the boundary and domain. We sample 1024 snapshots from a
Halton sequence for the construction of the reduced basis and the training of the network. To
obtain an unbiased test set, we sample 512 snapshots from a Latin Hypercube sampling, which
is used to evaluate the error measures introduced in the previous section, so that we avoid any
positive biases between training and test set.
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The NN baseline architecture comprises D = 2 hidden layers with H = 30 neurons and the tanh
activation function. The network parameters are trained on the loss in equation (4.3) for 4000
epochs with the ADAM optimizer using a learning rate of 5e−4. Figure 2 (c) and (d) show the
high-fidelity and POD-NN solution, respectively, depicting no visible differences between the
two.

Figure 3 shows the scaling coefficients for the parameters in the 50-dimensional space, partic-
ularly the differences between the algebraic and Matérn-like decay. When computing the POD
on the assembled snapshot matrix, we further observe that the decay of the singular values (see
Figure 4) qualitatively follows the trend of the parameter decay. As expected, the fastest alge-
braic decay r=3, also leads to the fastest decay in singular values, while those of the Matérn case
decay more slowly. We can thus confirm that an efficient RB construction with a limited basis
size is possible for all domain mappings under consideration, which aligns with our theoretical
statements in Section 3.

In Figure 5, we assess the test error for different NN architectures and vary the number
of modes L in the RB basis. In all figures, we also report the error with zero basis functions
(L=0), i.e. the error of using the mean field as a predictor. For the standard setting, we observe
that the mean field already leads to a low relative error of 3e-4, indicating that the parametric
variation in this case is limited. Nevertheless, the best POD-NN architecture further reduces
this error by an order of magnitude to 3e-5. We further observe that increasing the depth of the
NN does not lead to performance gains. Increasing the width does reduce the error further, but
we observe a growth in error after more than 20 basis functions are added for all architectures.
The increase in error is likely due to the fact that the learning problem becomes more difficult
by adding more modes, as more RB coefficients need to be approximated: we have verified, that
the error increase does not occur when the RB coefficients are approximated by separate NNs.

To demonstrate that the developed POD-NN approach may be used across a range of domain
mappings, we compare different deformation scalings in Figure 6 (left), and unsurprisingly, larger
deformations are harder to approximate. Not only is the mean field a worse predictor (L =0),
both the Galerkin-POD RB method and the POD-NN struggle to decrease the error below
8e-3 for the largest deformation: while the error for θ = 0.1 drops below 1e-4, the error for
θ = 0.5 only drops below 1e-3 for 30 modes, which is only a marginal improvement compared
to the error of using only the mean field. That being said, these results were computed for
a parameter dimension of size 50, which is a very challenging learning problem. This effect
becomes clearly visible in Figure 6 (right), where we observe a significantly larger drop in error
for parameter dimension size J = 10. Interestingly, in all cases, we observe a barrier in error for
the POD-NN, while the error of the Galerkin-POD may increase intermediately but ultimately
keeps decreasing in this case.

In Figure 7, we compare the effect of the different decays. For the algebraic decay, we seem to
be unable to learn meaningful information past the first five modes. In this case the Galerkin-
POD appears to perform much better, which may be attributed to overfitting in the training
process as the parameter domain is sampled very sparsely. For the Matérn type decay, we
observe a more clear decrease in error for both the POD-NN and the Galerkin-POD. Figure
8 shows the relative error in the RB coefficient. It is notable that the first seven coefficients
have a lower error of around 10%, while the error can increase to up to 50% for the following
coefficients. This is consistent with the barrier in error decay that we have observed: The neural
network does not seem to learn useful information past the first eight modes.

Figure 9 explores the effect of different wave numbers κ. Perhaps unsurprisingly, higher
frequencies are harder to approximate. For κ = 16, the mean field incurs an error of 5e-2, which
might be considered a large error for some applications, while the POD-NN and RB method
lead to more reliable predictions with an error of 3e-3, i.e. we again gain about a factor 10
in accuracy. Lastly, while the POD-NN method has similar or sometimes higher errors than
the classic RB method, Figure 10 shows that the POD-NN is about a factor of 10000 faster.
While the POD-NN method only requires an NN evaluation and some vector operations, the
RB method requires full assembly of the linear system operators, which leads to this large
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 2. Computational meshes and graphical results for the Helmholtz problem:
(A) reference mesh, on which the solutions are computed. (B) Physical domain. (C)
Imaginary part of the full-order solution. (D) Imaginary part of the POD-NN prediction.
The solution to the Helmholtz problem was computed for the parameters θ = 0.5, l =
0.1, ν = 0.5, and J = 50. The domain deformation is amplified by a factor of two for
better visibility.
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Figure 4. The singular values of 1024 snapshots
for different parameters of algebraic (blue tones)
and Matérn (red tones) decay. The input param-
eters originate from the same Halton sequence.

L

0 10 20 30

R
e
la

ti
v
e
 e

rr
o
r

10−5.0

10−4.5

10−4.0

10−3.5

D = 1,H = 10 D = 2,H = 10

D = 3,H = 10 D = 4,H = 10

D = 1,H = 20 D = 1,H = 30

D = 1,H = 40 𝓔𝕍
Figure 5. Test errors for different neural network architectures, i.e., different numbers
of hidden layers D and neurons per layer H. All models were trained using Adam with
learning rate 5e-4, β1 = 0.8 and β2 = 0.9 for 4000 epochs. The networks were trained
on 1024 snapshots sampled from a Halton sequence of Matérn decay parameters with
the following settings: θ = 0.1, J = 50, ν = 0.5, l = 0.1.
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Figure 6. Test errors for deformation scalings (l.) and parameter dimensions (r.). All
models were trained using Adam with learning rate 5e-4, β1 = 0.8 and β2 = 0.9 for 4000
epochs. The networks were trained on 1024 snapshots sampled from a Halton sequence
of Matérn decay parameters with the following settings: ν = 0.5, l = 0.1.
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Figure 7. Test errors for algebraic decay (l.) and Matérn decay parameters (r.). All
models were trained using Adam with learning rate 5e-4, β1 = 0.8 and β2 = 0.9 for 4000
epochs. The networks were trained on 1024 snapshots sampled from a Halton sequence
of corresponding decay type parameters with the following settings: θ = 0.1, J = 50.
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Figure 8. Errors relative to the mean reduced coefficient mode by mode committed
by the neural network interpolation. The NN has D = 2 hidden layers and H = 30
neurons per layer and has been trained with the usual settings on 1024 snapshots (Halton
sampling) of Matérn perturbations (ν = 0.5, l = 0.1).
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fidelity solver achieved with Intel(R) Xeon(R)
Gold 6148 CPUs for the Galerkin-POD and POD-
NN method, respectively.

discrepancy. In cases, where the mean field alone is not a reliable predictor, the proposed POD-
NN method can thus be a valuable and efficient tool to approximate the parameter-to-solution
map.
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Figure 11. Test error for the Maxwell problem
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Figure 12. Test error for the Maxwell problem
with different frequencies ω and algebraic coeffi-
cient decay with rate r = 3.

Our experiments further indicate, that there is usually an “optimal” number of basis func-
tions, for which the POD-NN achieves the lowest error or does not benefit from adding more
RB modes. To achieve maximum efficiency in the online phase, it may thus be desirable to
truncate to a certain number of basis functions. Alternatively, adding more training data, i.e.
evaluate more HF snapshots, might be necessary to train the POD-NN optimally for a higher
number of basis functions: it seems that fewer snapshots are required to find a good basis than
for training the NN to learn the parameter to solution map.

5.4. Numerical Results for the Maxwell cavity problem. For this problem, we follow
the problem setup described in Section 2.5 with the model constants set as ω = 1,Λ = 1 − ı,
µ = 1. The FE model uses first-order Nédélec elements with a resolution of 50 cells per side.
The boundary variation is parametrized with an algebraic decay of dimension J = 10, with
scaling θ = 0.1. Once again, we generate a training set on a Halton sequence of 1024 points and
a test set from Latin Hypercube sampling. In Figure 11, the error of the Galerkin-POD solution
perfectly follows the projection error: it decreases monotonically when more basis functions are
added, confirming the success of the RB construction. Figure 11 further shows that the mean
field (L=0) is probably not a sufficient predictor in this case, as the error is larger than 10% for
all algebraic decay rates. The Galerkin POD-NN also leads to satisfactory error for the strongest
decay (r=3), which plateaus just below 1e-3. For the slower decay rates, the error appears to
plateau for L > 2, indicating that the NN is not able to learn the map from the parameters
to the reduced coefficients for the additionally added basis functions. More data points in
the parameter space are likely needed to achieve higher accuracy. In 12, we observe that the
POD-NN method is also successful for higher circular frequencies of the Maxwell problem and
provides vastly better accuracy than the mean prediction alone.
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6. Concluding Remarks

In this work, we present a Galerkin POD-NN method for surrogate modeling of three-
dimensional acoustic and electromagnetic wave problems with parametric-affine shape defor-
mations. Using readily available results for the Maxwell cavity problem and our analysis for the
Helmholtz impedance problem, we demonstrate the analytic or holomorphic dependency of the
problem’s solution upon such parametric shape deformations. Based on this analysis, we argue
that computational models for this class of problems are amenable to complexity reduction us-
ing a projection-based reduced basis scheme irrespective of the dimensionality of the parametric
domain. Following the same argument, the map from the parameters to the coefficients of the
RB basis representation is also amenable to approximation, done here by using NNs. Unlike
many commonly computational models for which the Galerkin POD-NN has been applied, the
involved quantities are complex-valued. We propose a formulation in which we separate the
reduced coefficients into their real and imaginary parts. In the training stage, we consider each
as a separate trainable, real-valued output, thus allowing us to retain an NN with real-valued
features.

Our numerical experiments indicate that the mean field may be a predictor of reasonable
accuracy in some cases, whereas the POD-NN method can improve this by an order of magnitude
or more. The success of the surrogate model also critically depends on the hyper-parameter
choices of the original problem and interestingly seems to work well on the Matérn-type decay.
We have further observed that for a given data set, there seems to be an optimal number of
basis functions in terms of efficiency, as no more gains in accuracy can be achieved by increasing
the basis size. While our theoretical investigations prove convergence rates of the reduced order
approximation independent of the parameter dimension, the cost of accurately creating such
a reduced order approximation still scales with the parametric dimension, e.g., via the low-
discrepancy series or the number of training points that are required for the NN approximation.
In principle, this may be addressed by using tailored, high-dimensional quadrature rules as in
[39].

In the current work, the considerable computational cost of obtaining high fidelity training
data for complex 3D problems, limited the size of our training data set, which also shows in
the limited success for the most complex problems. In future work, it would be interesting to
investigate whether adding more training data through a larger snapshot set or via an active
learning scheme can overcome the error barriers that we observe. Similarly, including physical
knowledge into the NN model, for instance, by adding the residual of the underlying PDE
to the loss function, could improve performance when the training data set is of limited size.
In addition, the method’s performance could be improved by considering a multi-fidelity setup,
where cheaply available lower-fidelity training data with e.g., reduced resolution, provides better
coverage of the solution manifold.

Appendix A. Parametric Holomorphy of the Helmholtz Problem

In [35], based on a small wavenumber assumption, it is proved parametric holomorphy of the
parameter-to-solution map of the Helmholtz transmission problem. Here, we provide a complete
argument for the Helmholtz impedance problem without the aforementioned assumption.

Proof of item (ii) in Proposition 3.2. As it has been proved before, the map U ∋ y 7→ T (y) ∈
W 1,∞(D0;R3×3) is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic for some ε > 0, see e.g. [14]. In turn this implies that
the maps

U ∋ y 7→ (dT (y))−⊤ ∈ L∞ (D0;R3×3
)

and U ∋ y 7→ J(y) ∈ L∞ (D0) (A.1)

are (b, p, ε)-holomorphic as well, which follows using [14]. In addition, according [18, Lemma
2.14] the map

U ∋ y 7→ ν̂(y) ∈ L∞ (D0;R3
)

(A.2)

is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic for some ε > 0, and as a consequence the map

U ∋ y 7→ JS(y) ∈ L∞ (D0) (A.3)
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is so as well with the same b ∈ ℓp(N) and p ∈ (0, 1), however possibly with a different ε > 0. In
turn, these results imply that the map

U ∋ y 7→ â (·, ·;y) ∈ L
(
H1(D0)×H1(D0);C

)
is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic for some ε > 0 and the same b ∈ ℓp and p ∈ (0, 1), where, for a Banach
spaceX, L (X ×X;C) denotes the space of continuous sesquilinear forms inX, which equipped
with the norm

∥b∥L (X×X;C) := sup
u,v∈X\{0}

|b(u, v)|
∥u∥X∥v∥X

, b ∈ L (X ×X;C) ,

is a Banach space itself. Furthermore, the one can also verify based on the previously stated
results that the map

U ∋ y 7→ ℓ̂(·,y) ∈
(
H1(D0)

)′
is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic. In addition, for each y ∈ U the sesquilinear form satisfies a Garding’s
inequality, with in turn implies for each y ∈ U inf-sup conditions of the form

inf
v̂∈H1(D0)\{0}

sup
ŵ∈H1(D0)\{0}

|â(v̂, ŵ;y)|
∥u∥X∥v∥X

≥ α, and

inf
ŵ∈H1(D0)\{0}

sup
v̂∈H1(D0)\{0}

|â(v̂, ŵ;y)|
∥u∥X∥v∥X

> α

for a constant α > 0 independent of y ∈ U. By using a perturbation argument we may conclude
that there exists α̃(ε̃) > 0 depending on some ε̃ > 0 such that for any (b, ε̃)-admissible (as in
Definition 3.1), for each z ∈ Oρ we have inf-sup conditions of the form

inf
v̂∈H1(D0)\{0}

sup
ŵ∈H1(D0)\{0}

|â(v̂, ŵ; z)|
∥u∥X∥v∥X

≥ α̃(ε̃), and

inf
ŵ∈H1(D0)\{0}

sup
v̂∈H1(D0)\{0}

|â(v̂, ŵ; z)|
∥u∥X∥v∥X

> α̃(ε̃),

where for each z ∈ Oρ by â(·, ·; z) we refer to the extension of â(·, ·;y) to complex-valued
parametric input. The existence of this extension is guaranteed by the existence of equivalent
extension for the maps defined in (A.1), (A.2), and (A.3). Hence, recalling [12, Theorem 4.1]
we may conclude that the map

U ∋ y 7→ û(y) ∈ H1(D0)

is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic with the same b ∈ ℓp(N) and p ∈ (0, 1) and for some ϵ > 0, where,
for each y ∈ U, û(y) is the solution to Problem 2.4. A similar argument holds true when
we consider the discrete parameter-to-solution map. However, at it is customary for problems
satisfying a Garding-type inequality, there exists a h0 > 0 such that for any h < h0 the map

U ∋ y 7→ ûh(y) ∈ Vh

is (b, p, ε)-holomorphic for some ε > 0 independent of the discretization h > 0.
□
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Appendix B. Additional Figures

Figure 13. Glyph plot of the solution field (A) and the first POD mode (B) of the
Maxwell problem with algebraic decay (r = 1.0). The length of the glyphs is given by
the real- and imaginary parts, respectively, where the values have been rescaled to 20%
in (B) for better visibility.
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[54] F. Tröltzsch, Optimal control of partial differential equations: theory, methods, and applications, vol. 112,
American Mathematical Soc., 2010.

[55] A. Van den Bos, Parameter estimation for scientists and engineers, John Wiley & Sons, 2007.
[56] C. K. Williams and C. E. Rasmussen, Gaussian processes for machine learning, vol. 2, MIT press

Cambridge, MA, 2006.
[57] J. Zech and C. Schwab, Convergence rates of high dimensional Smolyak quadrature, ESAIM: Mathematical

Modelling and Numerical Analysis, 54 (2020), pp. 1259–1307.


	1. Introduction
	Contributions
	Outline

	2. Parametric PDEs: Helmholtz and Maxwell Formulations
	2.1. Parametric PDEs
	2.2. The Discrete Full-order Model
	2.3. Parametric Domain Transformations
	2.4. The Helmholtz Impedance Problem in Parametric Domains
	2.5. The Maxwell Lossy Cavity Problem in Parametric Domains

	3. Projection-based Reduced Order Modeling
	3.1. The Reduced Basis Method
	3.2. Reduced Basis Construction: Proper Orthogonal Decomposition
	3.3. Parametric Holomorphy
	3.4. Convergence of the Galerkin-POD RB Method
	3.5. Snapshot Selection
	3.6. Centered RB-POD Implementation

	4. Galerkin POD - Neural Network
	4.1. Neural Networks
	4.2. Formulation of the Learning Problem
	4.3. Approximation Rates of the Galerkin POD-NN

	5. Numerical experiments
	5.1. Numerical implementation
	5.2. Performance evaluation
	5.3. Numerical Results for the Helmholtz Impedance Problem
	5.4. Numerical Results for the Maxwell cavity problem

	6. Concluding Remarks
	Appendix A. Parametric Holomorphy of the Helmholtz Problem
	Appendix B. Additional Figures
	References

