arXiv:2407.11631v2 [math.NA] 18 Jul 2024

A PARALLEL BATCH GREEDY ALGORITHM IN REDUCED BASIS METHODS: CONVERGENCE RATES AND NUMERICAL RESULTS

NIKLAS REICH, KARSTEN URBAN, AND JÜRGEN VORLOEPER

Abstract. The “classical” (weak) greedy algorithm is widely used within model order reduction in order to compute a reduced basis in the offline training phase: An a posteriori error estimator is maximized and the snapshot corresponding to the maximizer is added to the basis. Since these snapshots are determined by a sufficiently detailed discretization, the offline phase is often computationally extremely costly.

We suggest to replace the serial determination of one snapshot after the other by a parallel approach. In order to do so, we introduce a batch size 𝑏 and add 𝑏 snapshots to the current basis in every greedy iteration. These snapshots are computed in parallel.

We prove convergence rates for this new batch greedy algorithm and compare them to those of the classical (weak) greedy algorithm in the Hilbert and Banach space case. Then, we present numerical results where we apply a (parallel) implementation of the proposed algorithm to the linear elliptic thermal block problem. We analyze the convergence rate as well as the offline and online wall-clock times for different batch sizes. We show that the proposed variant can significantly speed-up the offline phase while the size of the reduced problem is only moderately increased. The benefit of the parallel batch greedy increases for more complicated problems.

1. Introduction

Model order reduction of parameterized partial differential equations (PPDEs) by the reduced basis method (RBM) has been a very active research field over the last at least 15 years, see [7, 9, 15, 18] for surveys. The reduced model is determined in an offline training phase by determining certain samples of the parameter and using sufficiently detailed numerical solutions to compute approximations of the solution of the PPDE (called snapshots) for those samples. These snapshots then form the reduced basis. Since the snapshots need to be sufficiently detailed, their computation might be computationally costly. Parallel computing can of course be used for each snapshot.

However, since the sample values of the parameter are determined by maximizing an a posteriori error over a training set of parameters in a (weak) greedy algorithm, one snapshot is selected in each greedy iteration, which is a serial process. In order to fully benefit from a potential gain of computational power in the offline phase, we suggest in this paper to chose 𝑏 ≥ 2 samples at once and to compute all such 𝑏 snapshots in parallel. We call this a parallel batch greedy algorithm.

Date: July 21, 2024.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 65N15, 65N30, 65Y05.

The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to the content of this article. We are very grateful to Stephan Rave and Mario Ohlberger (University of Münster) for the stimulating discussions and valuable input. KU gratefully acknowledges support within the project “DigiPrüF” funded by the German Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Climate Action based on a resolution of the German Bundestag as part of the “Future Investments in Vehicle Manufacturers and Supplier Industry” program. 1

The convergence properties of the (standard) greedy algorithm are very well understood, [1, 5]. In fact, it has been proven in these papers that the convergence rate of the weak greedy method is optimal as compared to the rate of the best possible linear approximation, which is given by the Kolmogorov 𝑛-width. We analyze the effect of the batch variant both theoretically and numerically. It turns out that the theoretical results and the proofs in [1, 5] only need to be modified in a minor manner to obtain corresponding results for the batch greedy case (see Theorem 3.4 below). As expected, the convergence rate of the weak greedy (slightly) suffers for larger values of 𝑏, which means that the size of the reduced model increases (the offline speedup comes at the cost of additional online cost). Since this effect is based upon the sizes of involved constants, we performed numerical experiments comparing the batch greedy with the standard, “classical” greedy method.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the classical greedy method in strong and weak form. We also introduce the batch version of the weak greedy scheme. The convergence analysis is described in Section 3 and the results of our numerical experiments are presented in Section 4. The error analysis in Banach spaces as a straightforward generalization of [5, Sec. 4] is presented in Appendix A.

2. Greedy algorithms

We start by recalling known facts on greedy algorithms from [1, 5] and introduce the idea of a batch greedy algorithm. We restrict ourselves to the case where 𝑋 is a Hilbert space with a norm induced by an inner product, i.e. ‖⋅‖ ≡ ‖⋅‖_𝑋 ≡ √ ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩, ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩ ≡ ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩_𝑋 ;

the Banach space case is described in Appendix A. Let ℱ ⊆ 𝑋 be compact and (for notational convenience only and without loss of generality) we shall assume that the elements 𝑓 of ℱ satisfy ‖𝑓‖_𝑋 ≤ 1, i.e., ℱ ⊆ ℬ_1(0), the unit ball in 𝑋.

2.1. The classical strong greedy algorithm. Before formulating the algorithm, we introduce some notation. Let 𝑉_𝑛 ⊂ 𝑋 be some subspace of dimension 𝑛 ∈ ℕ. Then,

𝜎_𝑛(𝑓) ∶= dist(𝑓, 𝑉_𝑛) ∶= inf_{𝑔𝑛 ∈𝑉𝑛}‖𝑓 − 𝑔_𝑛‖, 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ∶= max_{𝑓∈ℱ} dist(𝑓, 𝑉_𝑛). (2.1)

This means in particular that 𝜎_0(𝑓) ∶= ‖𝑓‖ and therefore 𝜎_0(ℱ) ∶= max_{𝑓∈ℱ}‖𝑓‖ ≤ 1, since dim 𝑉_0 = 0. The strong greedy method is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Strong Greedy Algorithm

Require: 𝑉_0 ∶= ∅. 1: for 𝑛 = 0, 1, 2, ... do 2: Choose 𝑓_𝑛 ∈ ℱ such that 𝑓_𝑛 = arg max_{𝑓∈ℱ} 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓). 3: 𝑉_{𝑛+1} ∶= span(𝑉_𝑛 ⊕ {𝑓_𝑛}). 4: end for

Obviously, line 2 means that 𝑓_𝑛 minimizes the distance to 𝑉_𝑛, which explains the name strong greedy.

2.2. The Kolmogorov n-width. We are interested in the decay of 𝜎_𝑛 as 𝑛 → ∞, i.e., the question how well ℱ is approximated by 𝑉_𝑛 in an 𝐿_∞(ℱ)-sense. Since 𝑉_𝑛 is a linear space, the best we can achieve is expressed by the Kolmogorov 𝑛-width 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) of ℱ defined for 𝑛 ∈ ℕ by

𝑑_𝑛 ≡ 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) ∶= inf_{𝑋𝑛 ⊂𝑋}

dim(𝑋_𝑛 )=𝑛

sup_{𝑓∈ℱ} dist(𝑓, 𝑋_𝑛),

and we set 𝑑_0 ≡ 𝑑_0(ℱ) ∶= max_{𝑓∈ℱ}‖𝑓‖ =∶ 𝜎_0(ℱ) ≤ 1. If the infimum in the definition of 𝑑_𝑛 is attained, the corresponding argument 𝑋_𝑛 is called optimal in the sense of Kolmogorov. We aim that the spaces 𝑉_𝑛 generated by the greedy method are possibly close to such optimal space 𝑋_𝑛. Hence, we would hope that 𝜎_𝑛 = 𝒪(𝑑_𝑛), see [1, 5] and references therein for corresponding results.

2.3. The classical weak greedy algorithm. Realizing line 2 in algorithm 1, namely determining the distance w.r.t. ℱ is either impossible or at least computationally too costly. In fact, in a reduced basis framework, the greedy method selects sample parameters 𝜇^{(𝑛)} and the elements are then the numerical detailed solution 𝑓_𝑛 = 𝑢(𝜇^{(𝑛)}) (also called snapshots) for the chosen parameter. In the strong variant of the greedy algorithm we would need to compute the snapshot of every parameter 𝜇 in a training set. This is not feasible in practice and therefore the strong greedy method is mainly of theoretical interest and not appropriate for numerical computations. To circumvent this problem, we introduce a weak variant of the greedy algorithm, described in Algorithm 2. Algorithm 2 Weak Greedy Algorithm Require: Fix a constant 0 < 𝛾 ≤ 1, 𝑉_0 ∶= ∅. 1: for 𝑛 = 0, 1, 2, 3, ... do 2: Choose 𝑓_𝑛 ∈ ℱ such that 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑛) ≥ 𝛾 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) 3: 𝑉_{𝑛+1} ∶= span(𝑉_𝑛 ⊕ {𝑓_𝑛}). 4: end for

In the weak form, one is able to make the choice of 𝑓_𝑛 without computing it beforehand. This is usually realized by an error surrogate 𝑟_𝑛(𝑓) for which holds 𝑐_𝑟𝑟_𝑛(𝑓) ≤ 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓) ≤ 𝐶_𝑟𝑟_𝑛(𝑓) for all 𝑓 ∈ ℱ with some fixed constants 𝑐_𝑟, 𝐶_𝑟. Line 2 of Algorithm 2 is then realized by setting 𝛾 =^{𝑐𝑟}_{𝐶𝑟} and choosing 𝑓_𝑛 such that 𝑓_𝑛 = arg max_{𝑓∈ℱ} 𝑟_𝑛(𝑓),

[1]. Only the chosen snapshot 𝑓_𝑛 = 𝑢(𝜇^{(𝑛)}) is then computed. Note that for 𝛾 = 1, the weak greedy algorithm coincides with the strong greedy algorithm. Moreover, neither the greedy algorithm nor the weak greedy algorithm gives a unique sequence (𝑓_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0}; also the sequence (𝜎_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0} is not unique. In all that follows, the notation reflects any sequence which can arise in the implementation of the weak greedy selection for the fixed value of 𝛾.

2.4. A weak batch greedy algorithm. Our aim is to incorporate (more) parallel processing into the (weak) greedy algorithm. Of course, parallel computing can be used for each single snapshot computation, but the outer greedy algorithm will always remain serial. To overcome this, if in one iteration 𝓁 = 0, 1, 2, ... of a greedy algorithm 𝑏 ≥ 2 sample parameters 𝜇^{(𝓁,𝑘)}, 𝑘 = 0, ..., 𝑏 − 1, are chosen, the corresponding snapshots can be computed in parallel, which potentially significantly improves the computational efficiency. This already describes the idea of a batch greedy method with batch size 𝑏, which is described in detail in Algorithm 3. For 𝑏 = 1, the batch greedy reduces to the standard one. The following analysis is for the weak version of the batch greedy, but by choosing 𝛾 = 1 we also get results for the strong variant.

Algorithm 3 Weak Batch Greedy Algorithm Require: Batch size 𝑏, fix a constant 0 < 𝛾 ≤ 1, 𝑉_0 ∶= ∅. 1: for 𝓁 = 0, 1, 2, 3, ... do 2: Set 𝑛 ~ ∶= 𝑏 𝓁 and ~𝑛 ∶= 𝑏 (𝓁 + 1) − 1.

3: Choose 𝑓_{𝑛~} such that 𝜎_{𝑛~}(𝑓_{𝑛~}) ≥ 𝛾 max_{𝑓∈ℱ} 𝜎_{𝑛~}(𝑓). 4: for 𝑛 = 𝑛 ~ + 1, ..., ~𝑛 do 5: 𝑓_𝑛 ∶= arg max

𝑓∈ℱ⧵{𝑓_{𝑛~},…,𝑓_{𝑛−1}}

𝑟_{𝑛~}(𝑓)

6: end for 7: Compute 𝑓_{𝑛~}, … , 𝑓_{~𝑛} in parallel. 8: 𝑉_{~𝑛} ∶= span(𝑉_{𝑛~} ⊕ {𝑓_{𝑛~}, … , 𝑓_{~𝑛}}). 9: (Orthogonalize 𝑉_{~𝑛}.) 10: end for

Remark 2.1. (a) With the introduction of the batch, the iteration number of the greedy algorithm and the dimension of the reduced space do no longer coincide. In Algorithm 3, we denote by 𝓁 the greedy iteration while 𝑛 (as well as 𝑛 ~ and ~𝑛) refer to the dimension of the reduced space. The connection of 𝓁 and 𝑛 is given by 𝑛 ∶= (𝓁, 𝑘) ∶= 𝑏 𝓁 + 𝑘 for 𝓁 = 0, 1, … and 𝑘 = 0, 1, … , 𝑏 − 1. The numbers 𝑛 ~ = (𝓁, 0) = 𝑏𝓁 and ~𝑛 = (𝓁, 𝑏 − 1) = 𝑏(𝓁 + 1) − 1 refer to the first and last index in a batch.

(b) In line 3 of Algorithm 3, the first function of every batch 𝑓_{𝑛~} is chosen by the same criterium as in the classical weak greedy algorithm.

(c) Line 5 means that the remaining 𝑏 − 1 elements of the batch are chosen as the next largest values of 𝜎_{𝑛~}(𝑓_𝑛). For our analysis in Section 3 below, we actually do not need to fix how the remaining 𝑏 − 1 elements are chosen as long as the first one is chosen according to line 3. Our numerical experiments in Section 4 are based upon the choice in Algorithm 3. ⋄

3. Error analysis

We are now going to present the error analysis of Algorithm 3. This reduces mainly to modifications of the proofs already published in [1, 5]. Hence, we will particularly concentrate on those issues which turn out be relevant when introducing a batch size 𝑏 ≥ 2. If there are only minor modifications, we indicate them in blue. This refers in particular to the dependency on the batch size, also in order to show that the case 𝑏 = 1 reduces to the known results for the weak greedy method.

As before we will assume that 𝑋 is a Hilbert space; the generalization to Banach spaces can be found in Appendix A. Since in general the greedy algorithm does not terminate, we set 𝑓_𝑚 ∶= 0 for 𝑚 > 𝑁, if the algorithm terminates at 𝑁, i.e., if 𝜎_𝑁(ℱ) = 0. By (𝑓^∗_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0}, we denote the orthogonal system obtained from (𝑓_𝑛)_{𝑛∈ℕ0} e.g. by Gram- Schmidt. The orthogonal projector 𝑃_𝑛 ∶ 𝑋 → 𝑉_𝑛 is given by 𝑃_𝑛𝑓 =

∑𝑛−1

𝑖=0 ⟨𝑓, 𝑓^∗_𝑖 ⟩ 𝑓^∗_𝑖 , and, in particular,

𝑓_𝑛 = 𝑃_{𝑛+1}𝑓_𝑛 = 𝑛∑ 𝑗=0 𝑎_{𝑛,𝑗}𝑓^∗_𝑗 , where 𝑎_{𝑛,𝑗} = ⟨𝑓_𝑛, 𝑓^∗_𝑗 ⟩, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑛.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that 𝑋 is the sequence space 𝓁_2(ℕ_0) and 𝑓^∗_𝑗 = 𝑒_𝑗, where 𝑒_𝑗 is the unit sequence, i.e., (𝑒_𝑗)_𝑖 = 𝛿_{𝑗,𝑖}. Next, consider the (infinitedimensional) lower triangular matrix (setting 𝑎_{𝑖,𝑗} ∶= 0 for 𝑗 > 𝑖)

𝐴 ∶= (𝑎_{𝑖,𝑗})_{𝑖,𝑗∈ℕ0} , (3.1) which incorporates all the information about the greedy algorithm. This matrix representation is going to be critical in the error analysis.

Now, we are in position to present the error analysis adjusted to the batch case. We start by modifying [1, p. 1462], [5, p. 459]. For 𝑏 = 1, the subsequent statement coincides with the original result.

Lemma 3.1. For Algorithm 3 and 𝐴 in (3.1), we have for all 𝑛 ∈ ℕ_0 that (P1) the diagonal elements satisfy 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ |𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛}| ≤ 𝜎_𝑛; (P2) for every 𝑚 ≥ 𝑛 one has ∑𝑚 𝑗=𝑛 𝑎^2_{𝑚,𝑗} ≤ 𝜎_𝑛.

Proof. As in [1, 5] we have 𝑎^2_{𝑛,𝑛} = ‖𝑓_𝑛‖^2 − ‖𝑃_𝑛𝑓_𝑛‖^2 = ‖𝑓_𝑛 − 𝑃_𝑛𝑓_𝑛‖^2 due to orthogonality. In particular, 𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛} = ⟨𝑓_𝑛, 𝑓^∗_𝑛⟩ = (𝑓_𝑛)_𝑛 since 𝑋 = 𝓁_2. Therefore we have |𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛}| = ‖𝑓_𝑛 − 𝑃_𝑛𝑓_𝑛‖ = 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑛) ≤ max_{𝑓∈ℱ} ‖𝑓 − 𝑃_𝑛𝑓‖ = 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) = 𝜎_𝑛, (3.2)

which proves the upper inequality in (P1). Now let 𝑛 ∈ ℕ be arbitrary. Then, there are unique 𝓁 ∈ ℕ and 𝑘 ∈ {0, ..., 𝑏 − 1} such that 𝑛 = (𝓁, 𝑘). Set 𝑛 ~ ∶= 𝑛(𝓁, 0) and ~𝑛 ∶= 𝑛(𝓁, 𝑏 − 1), then 𝑛 ∈ [𝑛 ~ , ~𝑛]. Since 𝑓_{𝑛~} and 𝑓_{~𝑛+1} are chosen as in the standard greedy, we have by line 3 in Algorithm 3 that 𝜎_{𝑛~}(𝑓_{𝑛~}) ≥ 𝛾 𝜎_{𝑛~} and 𝜎_{~𝑛+1}(𝑓_{~𝑛+1}) ≥ 𝛾 𝜎_{~𝑛+1}. If 𝑛 = 𝑛 ~ , then we have, by our selection |𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛}| = 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑛) = 𝜎_{𝑛~}(𝑓_{𝑛~}) ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛~} ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1}.

Otherwise we have for 𝑛 ∈ (𝑛 ~ , ~𝑛]

|𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛}| = 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑛) ≥ 𝜎_{~𝑛}(𝑓_𝑛) ≥ 𝜎_{~𝑛+1}(𝑓_{~𝑛+1}) = |𝑎_{~𝑛+1,~𝑛+1}| ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{~𝑛+1} ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1},

since ~𝑛 ≤ 𝑛+𝑏 − 1, which proves the lower estimate in (P1). The proof of (P2) follows by the same arguments as in [1, 5]: We have for 𝑚 ≥ 𝑛 𝑚∑ 𝑗=𝑛 𝑎^2_{𝑚,𝑗} = ‖𝑓_𝑚 − 𝑃_𝑛𝑓_𝑚‖^2 ≤ max_{𝑓∈ℱ} ‖𝑓 − 𝑃_𝑛𝑓‖^2 ≤ 𝜎^2_𝑛,

which concludes the proof. □

The following result from [5] is a key to continue with the analysis.

Lemma 3.2 ([5, Lemma 2.1]). Let 𝐺 = (𝑔_{𝑖,𝑗}) ∈ ℝ^{𝐾×𝐾}, 𝐾 ∈ ℕ, be a lower triangular matrix with rows 𝐠_1, … , 𝐠_𝐾. If 𝑊_𝑚 ⊂ ℝ^𝐾, 𝑚 < 𝐾, is an 𝑚-dimensional subspace of with the associated orthogonal projection 𝑃_𝑚, then 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 𝑔^2_{𝑖,𝑖} ≤ ⎡ ⎢ ⎣ 1 𝑚 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 ‖𝑃_𝑚𝐠_𝑖‖^2_{𝓁2} ⎤ ⎥ ⎦ 𝑚 ⎡ ⎢ ⎣ 1 𝐾 − 𝑚 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 ‖𝐠_𝑖 − 𝑃_𝑚𝐠_𝑖‖^2_{𝓁2} ⎤ ⎥ ⎦ 𝐾−𝑚 , where ‖⋅‖_{𝓁2} denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector in ℝ^𝐾. □

Next, we generalize [5, Thm. 3.2] to the case of a batch. Again, for 𝑏 = 1, we recover the original result.

Theorem 3.3. Let 𝑋 be a Hilbert space, then we have for 𝑁 ∈ ℕ_0, 𝐾 ∈ ℕ and 1 ≤ 𝑚 < 𝐾 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑁+𝑏−1+𝑖} ≤ 𝛾^{−2𝐾} [ 𝐾 𝑚 ] 𝑚 [ 𝐾 𝐾 − 𝑚 ] 𝐾−𝑚 𝜎^{2𝑚}_{𝑁+1} 𝑑^{2(𝐾−𝑚)} 𝑚 . (3.3)

Proof. The proof essentially coincides with the proof of [5, Thm. 3.2]. We only need the adapted property (P1) in Lemma 3.1 that changes the statement. We consider the 𝐾 × 𝐾 matrix 𝐺 = (𝑔_{𝑖,𝑗})_{𝑖,𝑗=1,...,𝐾} which is formed by the rows and columns of 𝐴 with indices from {𝑛 + 1, … , 𝑛 + 𝐾}. Each row 𝐠_𝑖 is the restriction of 𝑓_{𝑛+𝑖} to the coordinates 𝑛 + 1, … , 𝑛 + 𝐾.

Let 𝑋_𝑚 be an 𝑚-dimensional optimal subspace of 𝑋 in the sense of Kolmogorov, i.e., dist(ℱ, 𝑋_𝑚) = 𝑑_𝑚, 𝑚 = 1, … , 𝐾. Let ~𝑊 be the linear space airing from the restriction of 𝑋_𝑚 to the coordinates 𝑛+1, … , 𝑛+𝐾. Hence, dim(~𝑊) ≤ 𝑚. Let 𝑊 be an 𝑚-dimensional space, 𝑊 ⊂ span{𝑒_{𝑛+1}, … , 𝑒_{𝑛+𝐾}}, such that ~𝑊 ⊂ 𝑊 and 𝑃 and ~𝑃 are the projections in ℝ^𝐾 onto 𝑊 and ~𝑊, respectively. As in [5, Thm. 3.2] for the classical weak greedy we have ‖𝑃𝐠_𝑖‖_{𝓁2} ≤ ‖𝐠_𝑖‖_{𝓁2} ≤ 𝜎_{𝑛+1}, 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝐾, (3.4) by using property (P2), as well as for 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝐾

‖𝐠_𝑖 − 𝑃𝐠_𝑖‖_{𝓁2} ≤ ‖𝐠_𝑖 − ~𝑃𝐠_𝑖‖_{𝓁2} = dist(𝐠_𝑖, ~𝑊) ≤ dist(𝑓_{𝑛+𝑖}, 𝑋_𝑚) ≤ 𝑑_𝑚. (3.5)

From the (adapted) property (P1) it follows that 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 |𝑎_{𝑛+𝑖,𝑛+𝑖}| = 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎_{𝑛+𝑖}(𝑓_{𝑛+𝑖}) ≥ 𝛾^𝐾 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎_{𝑁+𝑏−1+𝑖}. (3.6)

Using (3.6) together with Lemma 3.2, (3.4) and (3.5) we get 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑛+𝑏−1+𝑖} ≤ 𝛾^{−2𝐾} 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 |𝑎_{𝑛+𝑖,𝑛+𝑖}|^2 ≤ 𝛾^{−2𝐾} 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 |𝑔_{𝑖,𝑖}|^2

≤ 𝛾^{−2𝐾} ⎡ ⎢ ⎣ 1 𝑚 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 ‖𝑃𝐠_𝑖‖^2_{𝓁2} ⎤ ⎥ ⎦ 𝑚 ⎡ ⎢ ⎣ 1 𝐾 − 𝑚 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 ‖𝐠_𝑖 − 𝑃𝐠_𝑖‖^2_{𝓁2} ⎤ ⎥ ⎦ 𝐾−𝑚

≤ 𝛾^{−2𝐾} ⎡ ⎢ ⎣ 1 𝑚 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑛+1} ⎤ ⎥ ⎦ 𝑚 ⎡ ⎢ ⎣ 1 𝐾 − 𝑚 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 𝑑^2_𝑚 ⎤ ⎥ ⎦ 𝐾−𝑚

= 𝛾^{−2𝐾} [ 𝐾 𝑚 ] 𝑚 [ 𝐾 𝐾 − 𝑚 ] 𝐾−𝑚 𝜎^{2𝑚}_{𝑛+1} 𝑑^{2𝐾−2𝑚} 𝑚 , which completes the proof. □

We note some special cases as a generalization of [5, Cor. 3.3], which generalize [1, Thm. 3.1] and [1, Thm. 3.2].

Theorem 3.4. For Algorithm 3 with constant 𝛾 and batch size 𝑏 we have: (i) For any compact set ℱ and 𝑛 ≥ 1, we have

𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1}(ℱ) ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1} min_{1≤𝑚<𝑛} 𝑑_𝑚(ℱ) 𝑛−𝑚 𝑚 . (3.7)

In particular, 𝜎_{2𝑛+𝑏−1}(ℱ) ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) for 𝑛 ∈ ℕ.

(ii) If 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_0𝑛^{−𝛼}, 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) 𝑛^{−𝛼} with

𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= max {𝐶_0 2^{𝛼+1}𝛾^{−2} ⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑛 ⎤ ⎥ 2𝛼 , (𝑏 + 2)^𝛼} .

(iii) If 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_0𝑒^{−𝑐0𝑛𝛼} , 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1(𝑛,𝑏) 𝑛𝛼} with 𝐶_1 ∶= √ 2𝐶_0𝛾^{−1} and

𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= min {𝑐_0 2^{−(𝛼+1)} ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑛 ⎤ ⎥ −𝛼 , ln(𝐶_1) 𝑏^{−𝛼}} .

Proof. (i) We take, as in [5], 𝑁 = 0, 𝐾 = 𝑛, and any 1 ≤ 𝑚 < 𝑛 in Theorem 3.3, and use the monotonicity of (𝜎_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0} and the fact that 𝜎_0 ≤ 1 to obtain

𝜎^{2𝑛}_{𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ 𝑛∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑏−1+𝑖} ≤ 𝛾^{−2𝑛} [ 𝑛 𝑚 ]𝑚 [ 𝑛

𝑛 − 𝑚

]𝑛−𝑚

𝜎^{2𝑚}_1 𝑑^{2𝑛−2𝑚} 𝑚 which is equivalent to

𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ 𝛾^{−1} ( [ 𝑛 𝑚 ]^𝑚_𝑛 [ 𝑛 𝑛 − 𝑚

]^{𝑛−𝑚}_𝑛 ) 1∕2 𝜎 𝑚 𝑛 1 𝑑 𝑛−𝑚 𝑛 𝑚 ≤ 𝛾^{−1} √ 2 𝜎 𝑚 𝑛 0 𝑑 𝑛−𝑚 𝑛 𝑚 ≤ √ 2 𝛾^{−1} min_{1≤𝑚<𝑛} 𝑑 𝑛−𝑚 𝑛 𝑚 . Here we also used that 𝑥^{−𝑥}(1 − 𝑥)^{𝑥−1} ≤ 2 for 0 < 𝑥 =^𝑚_𝑛 < 1. (ii) Now, we use Theorem 3.3 with 𝑁 = 𝐾 = 𝑛, and any 1 ≤ 𝑚 < 𝑛 to obtain

𝜎^{2𝑛}_{2𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ 2𝑛∏ 𝑗=𝑛+1

𝜎^2_{𝑏−1+𝑗} ≤ 𝛾^{−2𝑛} [ 𝑛 𝑚 ]𝑚 [ 𝑛 𝑛 − 𝑚

]𝑛−𝑚

𝜎^{2𝑚}_{𝑛+1} 𝑑^{2𝑛−2𝑚} 𝑚 , which is equivalent to

𝜎_{2𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ 𝛾^{−1} ( [ 𝑛 𝑚 ]^𝑚_𝑛 [ 𝑛 𝑛 − 𝑚

]^{𝑛−𝑚}_𝑛 ) 1 2 𝜎 𝑚 𝑛 𝑛 𝑑 𝑛−𝑚 𝑛 𝑚 ≤ 𝛾^{−1} √ 2 𝜎 𝑚 𝑛 𝑛 𝑑 𝑛−𝑚 𝑛 𝑚 . In the case 𝑛 = 2𝑠 and 𝑚 = 𝑠, we have 𝜎_{4𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2 𝛾^{−1} √ 𝜎_{2𝑠}𝑑_𝑠. We now prove the claim by contradiction. Suppose that the statement in (ii) does not hold and let 𝑀 be the first value where 𝜎_𝑀(ℱ) > 𝐶_1𝑀^{−𝛼}. Case 1: 𝑀 = ⌈ 4 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 with 𝑠 ≥ 1: Since ⌈ 4 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 ≥ 4𝑠+𝑏 − 1, we have

𝐶_1 (⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠) −𝛼 < 𝜎^⌈_{4+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ 𝜎_{4𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝜎_{2𝑠}𝑑_𝑠.

By using 𝜎_{2𝑠} ≤ 𝐶_1(2𝑠)^{−𝛼} and 𝑑_𝑠 ≤ 𝐶_0𝑠^{−𝛼} we get

𝐶_1 (⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠) −𝛼 < 𝜎^⌈_{4+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ √ 2^{1−𝛼}𝐶_0𝐶_1𝛾^{−1}𝑠^{−𝛼} (3.8)

which yields the desired contradiction

𝐶_1 < 2^{1−𝛼}𝛾^{−2} ⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 2𝛼 𝐶_0 < 2^{𝛼+1}𝛾^{−2} ⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 2𝛼 𝐶_0.

Case 2: 𝑀 = ⌈ 4 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 with 𝑞 ∈ { 1, … , ⌈ 4 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ − 1 } for 𝑠 ≥ 1:

Note that ⌈ 4 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 < 2 ⌈ 4 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠. It then follows from (3.8) that

𝐶_12^{−𝛼} (⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠) −𝛼 = 𝐶_1 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠) −𝛼

< 𝐶_1 (⎡ ⎢ 4 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 + 𝑞) −𝛼 < 𝜎^⌈_{4+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_{𝑠+𝑞} ≤ 𝜎^⌈_{4+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ 𝜎_{4𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2^{1−𝛼}𝐶_0𝐶_1𝛾^{−1}𝑠^{−𝛼}.

This yields the desired contradiction 𝐶_1 < 2^{𝛼+1}𝛾^{−2} ⌈ 4 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉2𝛼 𝐶_0.

Case 3: 1 ≤ 𝑀 < 3 + 𝑏: From the assumption ‖𝑓‖_𝑋 ≤ 1, the definition of 𝐶_1 and the monotonicity of (𝜎_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0} we obtain the contradiction as 1 ≥ 𝜎_0 ≥ 𝜎_𝑀 > 𝐶_1𝑀^{−𝛼} ≥ 𝐶_1(2 + 𝑏)^{−𝛼} ≥ 1, which concludes the proof.

(iii) From (i) we have

𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝑑_𝑠 ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝐶_0𝑒^{−𝑐0𝑠𝛼} = 𝐶_1𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼} . (3.9)

We prove the claim again by contradiction. Suppose that the statement (iii) does not hold and let 𝑀 be the first value where 𝜎_𝑀 (ℱ) > 𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1𝑀𝛼} .

Case 1: 𝑀 = ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 with 𝑠 ≥ 1: Note, that ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 ≥ 2𝑠 + 𝑏 − 1. Therefore we

have with (3.9)

𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1} (⌈ 2+^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 )𝛼 < 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ 𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ 𝐶_1𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼} .

This yields the desired contradiction by comparison of the exponents, i.e.

𝑐_1 > 1 2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ −𝛼 𝑐_0 > 2^{−1−𝛼} ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ −𝛼 𝑐_0.

Case 2: 𝑀 = ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 with 𝑞 ∈ { 1, 2, … , ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ − 1 } for 𝑠 ≥ 1: It then follows

from (3.9) that

𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1} (⌈ 2+^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠+𝑞 )𝛼 < 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_{𝑠+𝑞} ≤ 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ 𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ 𝐶_1𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼} .

Comparing the exponents yields

𝑐_1 > 1 2 (⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 + 𝑞) −𝛼 𝑠^𝛼𝑐_0.

Note that ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 < 2 ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 and therefore

𝑐_1 > 1 2 (⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 + 𝑞) −𝛼 𝑠^𝛼𝑐_0 > 1 2 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠) −𝛼 𝑠^𝛼𝑐_0

= 2^{−1−𝛼} ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ −𝛼 𝑐_0

which is the desired contradiction.

Case 3: 1 ≤ 𝑀 < 𝑏 + 1: From the assumption that ‖𝑓‖_𝑋 ≤ 1 and the definition of 𝑐_1

we see the desired contradiction as 1 ≥ 𝜎_0 ≥ 𝜎_𝑀 > 𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1𝑀𝛼} ≥ 𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1𝑏𝛼} ≥ 1, which concludes the proof. □

Remark 3.5. (a) The constants 𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) of (ii) and 𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) of (iii) depend on 𝑛 but their values improve (𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) decreases and 𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) increases) for increasing 𝑛, so that the estimates get even sharper.

(b) If the maximum in the definition of 𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) in (ii) is attained by the first term, i.e., 𝐶_02^{𝛼+1}𝛾^{−2} ⌈ 4 + (𝑏 − 1)∕𝑛 ⌉2𝛼 , the dependency w.r.t. 𝑛 is given by the factor 𝜌(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= ⌈ 4 + (𝑏 − 1)∕𝑛 ⌉2𝛼 (the second term in the maximum is independent of 𝑛). Note, that (3 + 𝑏)^{2𝛼} ≥ 𝜌(𝑛, 𝑏) ≥ 4^{2𝛼}. For 𝑛 ≥ 𝑏 − 1 and 𝑏 ≥ 2, we have that 𝜌(𝑛, 𝑏) ≡ 5^{2𝛼}. For 𝑏 = 1, i.e. the classical weak greedy, we have 𝜌(𝑛, 1) ≡ 4^{2𝛼} independent of 𝑛, which corresponds to the results of [5].

(c) Similar observations hold for 𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) in (iii) with the 𝑛-dependent quantity 𝜌(𝑛, 𝑏) replaced by 𝜌(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= ⌈ 2 + (𝑏 − 1)∕𝑛 ⌉−𝛼 . For 𝑏 ≥ 2, we have (1+𝑏)^{−𝛼} ≤ 𝜌(𝑛, 𝑏) ≤ 3^{−𝛼}. Moreover, 𝜌(𝑛, 𝑏) increases for increasing 𝑛 and 𝜌(𝑛, 1) ≡ 2^{−𝛼} for 𝑏 = 1, which corresponds to the results of [5]. ⋄

Remark 3.6. Taking a closer look at the proof of Theorem 3.4 and the above remark, we can slightly reformulate the results for 𝑏 ≥ 2 as follows. (a) If 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_0𝑛^{−𝛼}, 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) 𝑛^{−𝛼} with

𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= {

(𝑏 + 2)^𝛼, 1 ≤ 𝑛 ≤ 𝑏 + 2, 2 ⋅ 50^𝛼𝛾^{−2}𝐶_0, 𝑛 ≥ 𝑏 + 3.

(b) If 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_0𝑒^{−𝑐0 𝑛𝛼} , 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1(𝑛,𝑏) 𝑛𝛼} with

𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= { ln(𝐶_1)𝑏^{−𝛼}, 1 ≤ 𝑛 ≤ 𝑏, 1 2 6^{−𝛼}𝑐_0, 𝑛 ≥ 𝑏 + 1.

and 𝐶_1 ∶= √ 2𝐶_0𝛾^{−1}. ⋄

From a practical point of view, the case (iii) in Theorem 3.4 is the most relevant one as one would use (linear) model order reduction techniques only in those cases where the the Kolmogorov 𝑛-width and the greedy decay rate are exponential. In this case, we can quantify the asymptotic loss due to the batch.

Corollary 3.7. If 𝑛 ≥ 𝑏 ≥ 2 and 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_0𝑒^{−𝑐0𝑛𝛼} , 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_1𝑒^{−𝑐1(𝑛,𝑏) 𝑛𝛼} with

𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) = [ 2 3 ] 𝛼 𝑐_1(𝑛, 1). (3.10)

Proof. We have 𝑐_1(𝑛, 1) =^{𝑐0}_2 4^{−𝛼} and for 𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) =^{𝑐0}_2 6^{−𝛼}. □

The above statement means that the asymptotic rate might decay from 𝑒^{−𝑐1𝑛𝛼} to

𝑒^{−𝑐1[} 2 3 𝑛]^𝛼 by using a batch. We will investigate this in our numerical experiments in

Section 4 below.

4. Numerical Experiments

Finally, we present results from some of our numerical experiments concerning the (parallel) weak batch greedy algorithm.

4.1. Implementation and hardware. Our implementation is based upon the wellknown Python-based model order reduction library named pyMOR, [6, 13]. The weak batch greedy algorithm, the error estimator and the parallel computation of the snapshots use an MPI-based worker pool enabled by pyMOR, [3, 12]. Moreover, pyMOR uses NumPy and SciPy with backends from OpenBLAS and UMFPACK, [4, 8, 19, 20]. All computations have been performed on a Linux server with two AMD EPYC 7302 CPUs with 16 cores each and 256GB RAM. If not specified otherwise, the MPI-based worker pool was used with 30 workers, i.e., we use up to 30 CPU cores in parallel.

The snapshot computation boils down to a sparse LU factorization using SciPys routine splu, which is based upon SuperLU, [11, 17]. In turn, SuperLU is a parallelized implementation that uses BLAS and LAPACK backends. Unfortunately, we observed that splu was fastest on a single core and got slightly slower the more cores it was allowed to use. This was the case on multiple BLAS and LAPCK backends. The fastest computation times were achieved by using splu from UMFPACK, which replaces SuperLU, [4, 16]. However, the UMFPACK implementation of splu does not run in parallel.

4.2. Model problem. We choose the thermal block problem, which is a well-known and widely studied model problem for model reduction, see for example [15, Rem. 3.6], [9, Sec. 6.1.4]. This choice allows us to investigate the effect of taking a batch in the offline phase in comparison to the standard greed scheme. Of course, the batch greedy algorithm is applicable (and most likely more meaningful) for more demanding problems. However, then one often needs additional components like the (discrete) interpolation method, whose consideration would pollute the differences between the batch greedy and the classical greedy algorithm. Therefore, we stick to this rather simple “fruit fly” problem.

Let Ω ∶= (0, 1)^2 = ∪^𝑃_{𝑝=1}Ω_𝑝 be subdivided in 𝑃 = 𝑝_𝑥 × 𝑝_𝑦 sub-blocks. We report results for 𝑝_𝑥 = 𝑝_𝑦 = 2, 𝑃 = 4 and 𝑝_𝑥 = 𝑝_𝑦 = 3, 𝑃 = 9, but remark that we obtained similar results also for other choices of 𝑝_𝑥 and 𝑝_𝑦. The bilinear form of the corresponding Dirichlet problem reads 𝑎_𝜇(𝑢, 𝑣) ∶= ∑𝑃 𝑝=1 𝜇_𝑝(∇𝑢, ∇𝑣)_{𝐿2(Ω𝑝 )} and choose 𝜇 ∈ 𝒫 ∶= [0.1, 1]^𝑃 ⊂ ℝ^𝑃. With respect to Section 3, we have 𝑋 = 𝐻^1_0 (Ω) and ℱ = {𝑢(𝜇) ∶ 𝜇 ∈ 𝒫}.

We use the pyMOR demo thermalblock as a basis implementation and discretize Ω by pyMOR using triangular elements with a maximal diameter of 10^{−3}. This results in 2.002.001 degrees of freedom. This fine grid is chosen in order to ensure that the snapshot computation is significant for parallel computing. The parameter space 𝒫 ∶= [0.1, 1]^𝑃 is discretized for 𝑃 = 4 by 25 and for 𝑃 = 9 by 5 equidistant points per dimension, resulting in a training set of size 25^4 and 5^9, respectively.

4.3. Batch greedy error decay. We start by investigating the error of the reduced problem as the number 𝑛 of basis functions (i.e., the dimension of the reduced problem) increases. It is known from [2, 14] that the greedy algorithm for the thermal block converges exponentially fast w.r.t. 𝑛, i.e., 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶𝑒^{−𝑐𝑛𝛼} for (unknown) constants 0 < 𝛼, 𝑐, 𝐶. Hence, this sets the benchmark for the batch greedy method (see also the blue line indicating 𝑏 = 1 in Figure 1). However, we aim at investigating the asymptotic error decay of the batch greedy error, which requires to estimate the unknown constants 𝛼, 𝑐, 𝐶. This has been done here by fitting these constants to obtain a lower bound 𝜎 ~ (𝑛) for the classical greedy and a manually fittet upper bound

~𝜎(𝑛) = 𝐶 𝑒^{−𝑐(2∕3)𝛼𝑛𝛼} for the batch greedy with 𝑏 = 16; for the factor 2∕3 see Corollary 3.7. Those functions are shifted vertically to get lower and upper bounds in Figure 1.

05101520253035404550 10^010^{−3}

10^{−6}

10^{−9}

10^{−12} 𝜖_{𝑡𝑜𝑙}𝜎~(𝑛)~𝜎(𝑛) size 𝑛 of the reduced basis 𝜖_{max,rel,|⋅|1;Ω} (𝑛) 𝑏 = 1 𝑏 = 2 𝑏 = 4 𝑏 = 8 𝑏 = 16

(a) 2 × 2 thermal block

050100150200250 10^210^0

10^{−2}

10^{−4}

10^{−6}𝜖_{𝑡𝑜𝑙}𝜎 ~ (𝑛)~𝜎(𝑛) size 𝑛 of the reduced basis 𝜖_{max,rel,|⋅|1;Ω} (𝑛) 𝑏 = 1 𝑏 = 2 𝑏 = 4 𝑏 = 8 𝑏 = 16

(b) 3 × 3 thermal block:

Figure 1. Error decay in ‖⋅‖_{1;Ω} for different batch sizes. The markers indicate the batches.

We have depicted the relative error 𝜖_{max,rel,|⋅|1;Ω} (𝑛) maximized over a test set 𝒫_{test} ⊂ 𝒫 in the seminorm |𝑣|_{1;Ω} ∶= ‖∇𝑣‖_{0;Ω} for the batch greedy with 𝑏 ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 16}. Each batch greedy was stopped when reaching a relative tolerance of 𝜖_{𝑡𝑜𝑙} = 10^{−5} (indicated by the dashed line). There are a number of observations in Figure 1:

∙ For most cases, the error decay of the batch greedy is very similar to the one of the classical week greedy (blue lines, 𝑏 = 1). Only the cases (2 × 2, 𝑏 = 8) and (2 × 2, 𝑏 = 16) in Figure 1a are closer to the upper bound ~𝜎(𝑛) corresponding to the slower rate in Corollary 3.7. For the 3 × 3 case, all curves show the same asymptotical behavior as the standard greedy method.

∙ For increasing values 𝑏 of the batch size the error is not strictly increasing.

There are even some (few) cases, where the error for fixed 𝑛 is smaller for a larger value of 𝑏. This might be due to the fact that the weak greedy is based upon the error estimate, whereas the true error is shown in Figure 1.

∙ The error decay is not strictly monotone w.r.t. increasing 𝑛. To explain this, we have shown the batches by markers. Consider the case (2 × 2, 𝑏 = 16) in Figure 1a, where the first diamond is at 𝑛 = 16; but we also show the error 𝜖_{max,rel,|⋅|1;Ω} (𝑛) for 𝑛 = 1, ..., 15, which explains the constant slope (or the nonmonotonic slope in other cases). Again for (2×2, 𝑏 = 16), we see that we cannot reach the target accuracy with two batches, so that we need to add another 16 functions, even though a posteriori we would have reached the tolerance already with 33 basis functions.

This first experiment confirms our theoretical findings, namely that the asymptotic rate of the greedy algorithm is preserved for “moderate” values 𝑏 of the batch size. However, as we see e.g. for (2 × 2, 𝑏 = 16), the rate may deteriorate if 𝑏 is too large for a given problem, or the problem is too simple to benefit from a larger batch size. This can be seen from Figure 1b, where the slope of all curves are similar to the standard greedy case. Hence, more challenging problems (here, larger values of 𝑝_𝑥 and 𝑝_𝑦) allow for larger values of the batch size, which means that more complicated problems can benefit from larger batch sizes and parallel computing in the offline phase.

4.4. Offline & online computing times. Our next aim is the investigation of the computational times since the ultimate aim of the introduction of a batch is to reduce computing times in particular in the offline stage.

Dimensions. As a first step, we fix the target relative training tolerance again as 10^{−5} and compare the dimension of the reduced system determined by the batch greedy method as well as the number of greedy iterations. The latter one is related to the overall offline computing time as we determine all 𝑏 selected snapshots in parallel. The results are depicted in Figure 2. As we see, the dimension of the reduced system increases as 𝑏 increases (which means that online computing times and storage demands will grow), but the growth is moderate, in particular for 3 × 3. On the other hand, for larger values of 𝑏 we only need very few greedy iterations resulting in a significant reduction of the offline computing time as we will see next.

Computing times. In Figure 3, we show computing times (CPU) for the offline and the online phase. We normalize the CPU times w.r.t. the classical greedy, namely, we indicate the ratio of the CPU time for a given 𝑏 and the time for the standard greedy (which is the reason, why we start by 1 for 𝑏 = 1). For determining the online time, we calculated the average computing time of a reduced solution for 500 randomly chosen parameters. Again, we normalized w.r.t. the classical greedy.

First of all, we observe that the slopes in Figure 3 are quite similar to those in Figure 2, which means in fact that batch greedy iterations and reduced dimensions relate to CPU times. For 𝑏 ≥ 2, we observe reduction in the offline phase by a third and up to 80% as compared to the classical greedy algorithm. The reduction is more pronounced for the more complicated 3 × 3 case as compared to the 2 × 2 one. On the other hand, online CPU times grows, but this is very moderate, in particular for the 3 × 3 case.

Next, we consider the influence of the batch size to the “break-even point”, which determines the number of parameter-queries from which a reduced simulation (including offline and online computing times) pays off as compared to a repeated call of the full order model. To be precise, 𝑘^∗ = ⌈ 𝑡_{offline}∕(𝑡_{full} − 𝑡_{online}) ⌉ is the break-even point, where 𝑡_{offline} denotes the offline time, 𝑡_{full} the time to calculate a full order solution (also for the snapshots), and 𝑡_{online} is the time it takes to compute a reduced

246810121416 020 40 Batch size 𝑏 Final basis size Greedy iterations

(a) 2 × 2.

246810121416 0100 200300

Batch size 𝑏 Final basis size Greedy iterations

(b) 3 × 3

Figure 2. Final basis size and the number of greedy iterations for different batch sizes.

solution. In Table 1, we see that for the parallel batch greedy algorithm the break-even points are substantially lower than for the classical variant.

2 × 2 3 × 3 (in sec) classical batch (𝑏 = 10) classical batch (𝑏 = 16) 𝑡_{full} 52.87 52.87 52.87 52.87 𝑡_{offline} 1656 489 124351 19790 𝑡_{online} 0.0177 0.0212 0.1363 0.1738 𝑘^∗ 32 10 2359 376

Table 1. Break-even points 𝑘^∗ for the reduced models of the classical greedy compared to the parallel batch greedy algorithm.

4.5. CPU times in detail. Finally, we investigate the offline CPU times a bit more in detail and show a split-up of the offline phase into the parts, namely

∙ Solve: solution of the full order model for the snapshot computation; ∙ Evaluate: evaluation of the error estimator on the training set:

246810121416 0.51 1.5 Batch size 𝑏

CPU ratio

Online phase Offline phase

(a) 2 × 2

246810121416 00.5 11.5

Batch size 𝑏

CPU ratio

Online phase Offline phase

(b) 3 × 3

Figure 3. Normalized offline and online computation times for different batch sizes.

∙ Extend: extension of the reduced basis including the orthogonalization; ∙ Reduce: Update of the reduced model, error estimator and projectors.

The results are shown in Figure 4.

We start commenting the case (2×2), where we may have detected from the previous results 𝑏 = 10 as a possible good choice for the batch size. In that case, the offline computing time is minimal with a reduction of more than 70% compared to the classical greedy. Also the increase of 22% in the online time is relatively low for this choice of 𝑏. A more detailed split-up shows a drastic reduction of the snapshot computing time, as we compute 10 snapshots in parallel thrice instead of 23 snapshots in series, which also reduces the evaluation time of the error estimate.

As before, we see from the comparison of the 2 × 2 with the 3 × 3 case, that the benefit of the batch greedy and parallel computing is much more pronounced for the more complicated 3 × 3 case, see Figure 4b.

Remark 4.1. Our above results indicate that it might be interesting to a priori determine an optimal batch size in order to balance offline and online times for a given problem. However, we believe that the choice of batch size should be motivated more by the hardware to be used in order to maximize the usage of all available CPU cores. In most

12345678910111213141516 0500 1,000 1,500

Batch size 𝑏

Offline time [𝑠]

Solve Evaluate Extend Reduce Other

(a) 2 × 2

12345678910111213141516 00.5 1⋅10_5

Batch size 𝑏

Offline time [𝑠]

Solve Evaluate Extend Reduce Other

(b) 3 × 3

Figure 4. Split-up of the offline computing time for different batch sizes.

cases it seems meaningful to choose the batch size equal to the number of parallel processes via MPI (with the assumption that the number of available CPU cores is low double digits). ⋄

Appendix A. Error analysis in Banach spaces

We briefly report on the generalization to the batch greedy algorithm of the result in Section 3 to Banach spaces analogous to [5, Sec. 4]. As in the Hilbert space case this mainly amounts minor adaptions, which are highlighted in blue.

Again, we will view the results of the weak batch greedy method as a lower triangular matrix 𝐴 ∶= (𝑎_{𝑖,𝑗})_{𝑖,𝑗∈ℕ0} (see (3.1)) to make use of Lemma 3.2. Therefore, we will use the abbreviations 𝜎_𝑛 ∶= 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ)_𝑋 and 𝑑_𝑛 ∶= 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ)_𝑋 as before, where 𝑋 is now a Banach space with norm ‖⋅‖ ≡ ‖⋅‖_𝑋 . For each 𝑗 = 0, 1, … we denote by 𝜆_𝑗 ∈ 𝑋^∗ the linear functional of norm one that satisfies (i) 𝜆_𝑗(𝑉_𝑗) = 0, (ii) 𝜆_𝑗(𝑓_𝑗) = dist(𝑓_𝑗, 𝑉_𝑗)_𝑋, where the existence of such 𝜆_𝑗 is a consequence of the Hahn-Banach theorem (see [10, Cor. IV.14.13]). The entries of 𝐴 are then given by 𝑎_{𝑖,𝑗} ∶= 𝜆_𝑗(𝑓_𝑖). (A.1) We have similar properties of 𝐴 as before.

Lemma A.1. For Algorithm 3 and 𝐴 in (A.1), we have for all 𝑛, 𝑚 ∈ ℕ_0 with 𝑚 > 𝑛 (P1) the diagonal elements satisfy 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ |𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛}| ≤ 𝜎_𝑛; (P2) the entries in the lower triangular half satisfy |𝑎_{𝑚,𝑛}| ≤ 𝜎_𝑛. Proof. The upper inequality of (P1) is easy to see since

𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛} = dist(𝑓_𝑛, 𝑣_𝑛)_𝑋 = 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑛) ≤ max_{𝑓∈ℱ} dist(𝑓, 𝑉_𝑛) = 𝜎_𝑗(ℱ) = 𝜎_𝑛.

For the lower inequality we will employ the same idea as for (P1) in Lemma 3.1. Let 𝑛 ∈ ℕ be arbitrary. Then, there are unique 𝓁 ∈ ℕ and 𝑘 ∈ {0, ..., 𝑏 − 1} such that 𝑛 = (𝓁, 𝑘). Set 𝑛 ~ ∶= (𝓁, 0) and ~𝑛 ∶= (𝓁, 𝑏 − 1), then 𝑛 ∈ [𝑛 ~ , ~𝑛]. Since 𝑓_{𝑛~} and 𝑓_{~𝑛+1} are chosen as in the standard greedy, we have by line 3 in Algorithm 3 that 𝜎_{𝑛~}(𝑓_{𝑛~}) ≥ 𝛾 𝜎_{𝑛~} and 𝜎_{~𝑛+1}(𝑓_{~𝑛+1}) ≥ 𝛾 𝜎_{~𝑛+1}. If 𝑛 = 𝑛 ~ , we have by our selection |𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛}| = dist(𝑓_𝑛, 𝑉_𝑛)_𝑋 = 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑛) = 𝜎_{𝑛~}(𝑓_{𝑛~}) ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛~} ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1}.

Otherwise we have for 𝑛 ∈ (𝑛 ~ , ~𝑛] |𝑎_{𝑛,𝑛}| = dist(𝑓_𝑛, 𝑉_𝑛)_𝑋 = 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑛) ≥ 𝜎_{~𝑛+1}(𝑓_{~𝑛+1}) = |𝑎_{~𝑛+1,~𝑛+1}| ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{~𝑛+1} ≥ 𝛾𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1} since ~𝑛 ≤ 𝑛+𝑏 − 1. For (P2) we have with 𝑛 < 𝑚

|𝑎_{𝑚,𝑛}| = 𝜆_𝑛(𝑓_𝑚) = 𝜆_𝑛(𝑓_𝑚 − 𝑔) ≤ ‖𝜆_𝑛‖_𝑋∗ ‖𝑓_𝑚 − 𝑔‖ = ‖𝑓_𝑚 − 𝑔‖ for every 𝑔 in 𝑉_𝑛 since 𝜆_𝑛(𝑉_𝑛) = 0. Therefore, |𝑎_{𝑚,𝑛}| ≤ dist(𝑓_𝑚, 𝑉_𝑛) = 𝜎_𝑛(𝑓_𝑚) ≤ 𝜎_𝑛, which concludes the proof. □ This allows us to generalize [5, Thm. 4.1] to the case of a batch. Again, for 𝑏 = 1, we recover the original result.

Theorem A.2. Let 𝑋 be a Banach space, then for 𝑁 ∈ 𝑁_0, 𝐾 ∈ ℕ and 1 ≤ 𝑚 < 𝐾 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑁+𝑏−1+𝑖} ≤ 2^𝐾 𝐾^{𝐾−𝑚}𝛾^{−2𝐾}[ 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑁+𝑖}] 𝑚 𝑑^{2(𝐾−𝑚)} 𝑚 . (A.2)

Proof. The proof essentially coincides with the proof of [5, Thm. 4.1]. We only need to employ the adapted property (P1) from Lemma A.1. To this end, we consider the 𝐾×𝐾 matrix 𝐺 = (𝑔_{𝑖,𝑗}) which is formed by the rows and columns of 𝐴with indices from {𝑛+1, … , 𝑛+𝐾}. Each row 𝐠_𝑖 is the restriction of 𝑓_{𝑛+𝑖} to the coordinates 𝑛+1, … , 𝑛+𝐾.

Let 𝑋_𝑚 be an 𝑚-dimensional optimal subspace of 𝑋 in the sense of Kolmogorov, i.e., dist(ℱ, 𝑋_𝑚) = 𝑑_𝑚, 𝑚 = 1, … , 𝐾. For each 𝑖, there is an element ℎ_𝑖 ∈ 𝑋_𝑚 such that ‖𝑓_𝑖 − ℎ_𝑖‖ = dist(𝑓_𝑖, 𝑋_𝑚)_𝑋 ≤ 𝑑_𝑚 and therefore |𝜆_𝑗(𝑓_𝑖) − 𝜆_𝑗(ℎ_𝑖)| = |𝜆_𝑗(𝑓_𝑖 − ℎ_𝑖)| ≤ ‖𝜆_𝑗‖_𝑋∗ ‖𝑓_𝑖 − ℎ_𝑖‖ ≤ 𝑑_𝑚. (A.3)

The vectors (𝜆_{𝑛+1}(ℎ), … , 𝜆_{𝑛+𝐾}(ℎ)) for ℎ ∈ 𝑋_𝑚 then span a space 𝑊 ⊂ ℝ^𝐾 with dim 𝑊 ≤ 𝑚. As in [5, Thm. 4.1], we assume without loss of generality that dim 𝑊 = 𝑚. It follows from (A.3) that each row 𝐠_𝑖 in 𝐺 can be approximated by a vector from 𝑊 in the 𝓁_∞ norm to the accuracy 𝑑_𝑚 and therefore to accuracy √ 𝐾𝑑_𝑚 in the 𝓁_2 norm. With 𝑃 as the orthogonal projection of ℝ^𝐾 onto 𝑊 we have

‖𝐠_𝑖 − 𝑃𝐠_𝑖‖_{𝓁2} ≤ √ 𝐾𝑑_𝑚, 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝐾. (A.4)

From (P2) it follows 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 ‖𝑃𝐠_𝑖‖^2_{𝓁2} ≤ 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 𝑖∑ 𝑗=1 𝜎^2_{𝑛+𝑗} ≤ 𝐾 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑛+𝑖}. (A.5)

Now we can apply Lemma 3.2 for this 𝐺 and 𝑊 together with (P1), (A.4) and (A.5)

𝛾^{2𝐾} 𝐾∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1+𝑖} ≤ [ 𝐾 𝑚 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑛+𝑖}] 𝑚[ 𝐾 𝐾 − 𝑚 (√ 𝐾𝑑_𝑚

)2 ]𝐾−𝑚

≤ 𝐾^{𝐾−𝑚} 2^𝐾[ 𝐾∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑛+𝑖}] 𝑚 𝑑^{2(𝐾−𝑚)} 𝑚 . This concludes the proof. □

We note some special cases of Theorem A.2 as a generalization of [5, Cor. 4.2].

Theorem A.3. For Algorithm 3 with constant 𝛾 and batch size 𝑏 we have: (i) For any compact set ℱ and 𝑛 ≥ 1, we have

𝜎_{𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1} min_{1≤𝑚<𝑛} 𝑛^{𝑛−𝑚2𝑛} [ 𝑛∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_𝑖 ] 𝑚 2𝑛 𝑑 𝑛−𝑚 𝑛 𝑚 . (A.6)

In particular, 𝜎_{2𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝑛𝑑_𝑛.

(ii) If for 𝛼 >^1_2 , we have 𝑑_𝑛 ≤ 𝐶_0𝑛^{−𝛼}, 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then for any 0 < 𝛽 < min { 𝛼 −^1_2 ,^1_2 } we have 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏)𝑛^{−𝛼+1∕2+𝛽} with

𝐶_1(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= max{64 𝐶_0𝛾^{−4} (

2𝛽 + 1 2𝛽 ) 𝛼 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑛 ⎤ ⎥ ) 4(𝛼−𝛽−1∕2) ,

4 (⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 4 ⎤ ⎥ − 1)

𝛼−𝛽−1∕2 }. (iii) If for any 𝛼 > 0, we have 𝑑_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_0𝑒^{−𝑐0𝑛𝛼} , 𝑛 ∈ ℕ, then 𝜎_𝑛(ℱ) ≤ 𝐶_1 √ 𝑛𝑒^{−𝑐1(𝑛,𝑏)𝑛𝛼} with 𝐶_1 ∶= √ 2𝐶_0𝛾^{−1} and

𝑐_1(𝑛, 𝑏) ∶= min { 𝑐_0 2 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑛 ⎤ ⎥ ) −𝛼 , ln ( 𝐶_1 √ 𝑏 ) 𝑏^{−𝛼}} .

Remark A.4. For 0 < 𝛼 ≤ 1∕2 in Theorem A.3 (ii) the exponent of 𝑛 in 𝜎_𝑛 would be non-negative for all 0 < 𝛽 < min{𝛼, 1∕2} which means there is no real convergence. We choose to only look at the meaningful case where the exponent of 𝑛 in 𝜎_𝑛 can be negative, compared to [5, Cor. 4.2 (ii)] where the result is formulated for 𝛼 > 0.

Proof of Theorem A.3. The proofs are similar to those of Theorem 3.4 and, of course, [5, Cor. 4.2].

(i) We take Theorem A.2 with 𝑁 = 0, 𝐾 = 𝑛 and any 1 ≤ 𝑚 < 𝑛 and use the monotonicity of (𝜎_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0} to obtain

𝜎^{2𝑛}_{𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ 𝑛∏ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_{𝑏−1+𝑖} ≤ 2^𝑛𝑛^{𝑛−𝑚}𝛾^{−2𝑛}[ 𝑛∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_𝑖 ] 𝑚 𝑑^{2𝑛−2𝑚} 𝑚 . Taking the 2𝑛-th root yields the desired result. In particular for 𝑛 = 2𝑠, 𝑚 = 𝑠 and with 𝜎_0 ≤ 1 we get

𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1}(2𝑠)^{14} [ 2𝑠∑ 𝑖=1 𝜎^2_𝑖 ] 1 4 √ 𝑑_𝑠 ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1}(2𝑠)^{14} (2𝑠)^{14} √ 𝑑_𝑠 = 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝑠𝑑_𝑠. (A.7)

(ii) We now take 𝑁 = 𝐾 = 𝑛 and any 1 ≤ 𝑚 < 𝑛 to obtain from Theorem A.2

𝜎_{2𝑛+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2𝛾^{−1}𝑛 𝑛−𝑚 2𝑛 [ 𝑛𝜎^2_𝑛

]^𝑚_{2𝑛} 𝑑 𝑛−𝑚 𝑛 𝑚 ≤ √ 2𝑛𝛾^{−1}𝜎^𝛿_𝑛 𝑑^{1−𝛿}_𝑚 (A.8)

by taking the 2𝑛-th root and setting 𝛿 ∶=^𝑚_𝑛 . With an arbitrary but fixed 0 < 𝛽 < min { 𝛼 −^1_2 ,^1_2 } we set 𝑚 ∶=

⌊_{2𝛽}

2𝛽+1 𝑛 ⌋ + 1 and therefore 𝛿 ∶=^𝑚_𝑛 ∈ (^{2𝛽}_{2𝛽+1} ,^{2𝛽}_{2𝛽+1} +^1_𝑛 ).

We now prove the claim by contradiction. Suppose that the statement in (ii) does not hold and let 𝑀 be the first value where 𝜎_𝑀 (ℱ) > 𝐶_1𝑀^{−𝛼}.

Case 1: 𝑀 = ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 with 𝑠 ≥ 4: Since ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 ≥ 2𝑠+𝑏 − 1, (A.8) with 𝛿 ∶=^𝑚_𝑠 yields

𝐶_1 (⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠) −𝛼+𝛽+^1_2

< 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ 𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2𝑠𝛾^{−1}𝜎^𝛿_𝑠 𝑑^{1−𝛿}_𝑚 ≤ √ 2𝑠𝛾^{−1} {𝐶_1𝑠^{−𝛼+𝛽+ 12} } 𝛿 {𝐶_0(𝛿𝑠)^{−𝛼}}^{1−𝛿} ,

where we used 𝜎_𝑠 ≤ 𝐶_1𝑠^{−𝛼+𝛽+1∕2} and 𝑑_𝑚 ≤ 𝐶_0𝑚^{−𝛼} = 𝐶_0(𝛿𝑠)^{−𝛼}. Simplifying this yields

𝐶_1 < 𝐶_0 √ 2 1 1−𝛿 𝛾^{− 11−𝛿} 𝛿^{−𝛼}𝑠

2𝛽+1 2(1−𝛿) (𝛿− 2𝛽 2𝛽+1 ) ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝛼−𝛽−1∕2 1−𝛿 . For 𝑠 ≥ 4 > 2(2𝛽 + 1) we know from [5, Cor. 4.2] that 1 1 − 𝛿

< 2(2𝛽 + 1) and

2𝛽 + 1 2(1 − 𝛿)

(𝛿 − 2𝛽 2𝛽 + 1 ) < (2𝛽 + 1)^2 𝑠 .

Thus 𝑠

2𝛽+1 2(1−𝛿) (𝛿− 2𝛽 2𝛽+1 ) < 𝑠

(2𝛽+1)2

𝑠 < 2^{(2𝛽+1)2} . Hence with 𝛿 >^{2𝛽}_{2𝛽+1} and 2𝛽 + 1 < 2,

𝐶_1 < 𝐶_02^{(2𝛽+1)+(2𝛽+1)2} 𝛾^{−2(2𝛽+1)} (

2𝛽 + 1 2𝛽 ) 𝛼 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ (𝛼−𝛽−1∕2)2(2𝛽+1)

< 𝐶_02^6𝛾^{−4} (

2𝛽 + 1 2𝛽 ) 𝛼 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 4(𝛼−𝛽−1∕2)

< 𝐶_02^6𝛾^{−4} (

2𝛽 + 1 2𝛽 ) 𝛼 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ ) 4(𝛼−𝛽−1∕2)

which is the desired contradiction. Case 2: 𝑀 = ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 with 𝑞 ∈ { 1, … , ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ − 1 } for 𝑠 ≥ 4: Note that ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 < 2 ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠. It then follows from (A.8) that

𝐶_1 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠) −𝛼+𝛽+1∕2

< 𝐶_1 (⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 + 𝑞)

−𝛼+𝛽+1∕2

< 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_{𝑠+𝑞} ≤ 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ 𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ √ 2𝑠𝛾^{−1} [𝐶_1𝑠^{−𝛼+𝛽+ 12} ] 𝛿 [𝐶_0(𝛿𝑠)^{−𝛼}]^{1−𝛿} .

Simplifying this yields

𝐶_1 < 𝐶_0 √ 2 1 1−𝛿 𝛾^− 1 1−𝛿 𝛿^{−𝛼}𝑠

2𝛽+1

2(1−𝛿) (𝛿− 2𝛽 2𝛽+1 ) (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ ) 𝛼−𝛽−1∕2 1−𝛿 . With the same arguments as in case 1 we have

𝐶_1 < 𝐶_02^6𝛾^{−4} (

2𝛽 + 1 2𝛽 ) 𝛼 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ ) 4(𝛼−𝛽−1∕2) , which is the desired contradiction. Case 3: 1 ≤ 𝑀 < ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_4 ⌉ 4: From the assumption ‖𝑓‖ ≤ 1, the definition of 𝐶_1 and

the monotonicity of (𝜎_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0} we obtain the contradiction as

1 ≥ 𝜎_0 ≥ 𝜎_𝑀 > 𝐶_1𝑀^{−𝛼+𝛽+1∕2} ≥ 𝐶_1 (⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 4 ⎤ ⎥ 4 − 1)

−𝛼+𝛽+1∕2 ≥ 1 which concludes the proof.

(iii) From (A.7) we have with 𝑑_𝑠 ≤ 𝐶_0𝑒^{−𝑐0𝑠𝛼}

𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝑠𝑑_𝑠 ≤ 2𝛾^{−1} √ 𝑠 𝐶_0𝑒^{−𝑐0𝑠𝛼} = 𝐶_1 √ 𝑠 𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼} (A.9)

We prove the claim again by contradiction. Suppose that the statement (iii) does not

hold and let 𝑀 be the first value where 𝜎_𝑀 (ℱ) > 𝐶_1 √ 𝑀 𝑒^{−𝑐1𝑀𝛼} .

Case 1: 𝑀 = ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 with 𝑠 ≥ 1: Note, that ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 ≥ 2𝑠+𝑏 − 1 and by (A.9)

𝐶_1 √ ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 𝑒^{−𝑐1} (⌈ 2+^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 )𝛼 < 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 ≤ 𝜎_{2𝑠+𝑏−1} ≤ 𝐶_1 √ 𝑠𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼}

< 𝐶_1 √ ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼} .

This yields the desired contradiction by comparison of the exponents, i.e.

𝑐_1 > 1 2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ −𝛼 𝑐_0 > 1 2 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ ) −𝛼 𝑐_0.

Case 2: 𝑀 = ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 with 𝑞 ∈ { 1, 2, … , ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ − 1 } for 𝑠 ≥ 1: Note, that ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 + 𝑞 ≥ 2 ⌈ 2 +^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠. Therefore, with (A.9) and the arguments from Case 1

𝐶_1 √ 2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 𝑒^{−𝑐1} ( 2 ⌈ 2+^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠 )𝛼 ≤ 𝐶_1 √ ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 + 𝑞 𝑒^{−𝑐1} (⌈ 2+^{𝑏−1}_𝑠 ⌉ 𝑠+𝑞 )𝛼

< 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_{𝑠+𝑞} ≤ 𝜎^⌈_{2+} 𝑏−1_𝑠^⌉_𝑠 < 𝐶_1 √ ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼}

< 𝐶_1 √ 2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ 𝑠 𝑒^{− 12 𝑐0𝑠𝛼} .

Comparing the exponents yields

𝑐_1 > 1 2 (2 ⎡ ⎢ 2 + 𝑏 − 1 𝑠 ⎤ ⎥ ) −𝛼 𝑐_0,

which is the desired contradiction.

Case 3: 1 ≤ 𝑀 < 𝑏 + 1: From the assumption that ‖𝑓‖ ≤ 1, the definition of 𝑐_1 and the monotonicity of (𝜎_𝑛)_{𝑛≥0} we see the desired contradiction directly as

1 ≥ 𝜎_0 ≥ 𝜎_𝑀 > 𝐶_1 √ 𝑀𝑒^{−𝑐1𝑀𝛼} ≥ 𝐶_1 √ 𝑏𝑒^{−𝑐1𝑏𝛼} ≥ 1

which concludes the proof. □

References

[1] P. Binev, A. Cohen, W. Dahmen, R. DeVore, G. Petrova, and P. Wojtaszczyk.

“Convergence rates for greedy algorithms in reduced basis methods”. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 43.3 (2011), pp. 1457–1472.

[2] A. Buffa, Y. Maday, A. T. Patera, C. Prud’homme, and G. Turinici. “A priori convergence of the Greedy algorithm for the parametrized reduced basis method”. ESAIM: Math. Mod. Numer. Anal. 46.3 (2012), pp. 595–603.

[3] L. Dalcin and Y.-L. L. Fang. “mpi4py: Status Update After 12 Years of Development”. Computing in Science & Engineering 23.4 (2021), pp. 47–54.

[4] T. A. Davis. “Algorithm 832: UMFPACK V4.3—an unsymmetric-pattern multifrontal method”. ACM Trans. Math. Softw. 30.2 (June 2004), pp. 196–199.

[5] R. DeVore, G. Petrova, and P. Wojtaszczyk. “Greedy algorithms for reduced bases in Banach spaces”. Constr. Approx. 37.3 (2013), pp. 455–466.

[6] R. Fritze, S. Rave, F. Schindler, P. Mlinarić, and L. Balicki. pyMOR. www.pymor.org.

Accessed: 18.07.2024.

[7] B. Haasdonk. “Reduced Basis Methods for Parametrized PDEs — A Tutorial”.

Model Reduction and Approximation. Ed. by P. Benner, A. Cohen, M. Ohlberger, and K. Willcox. Philadelphia: SIAM, 2017. Chap. 2, pp. 65–136.

[8] C. R. Harris, K. J. Millman, S. J. van der Walt, R. Gommers, P. Virtanen, D. Cournapeau, E. Wieser, J. Taylor, S. Berg, N. J. Smith, R. Kern, M. Picus, S. Hoyer, M. H. van Kerkwijk, M. Brett, A. Haldane, J. F. del Río, M. Wiebe, P. Peterson, P. Gérard-Marchant, K. Sheppard, T. Reddy, W. Weckesser, H. Abbasi, C. Gohlke, and T. E. Oliphant. “Array programming with NumPy”. Nature 585.7825 (Sept. 2020), pp. 357–362.

[9] J. S. Hesthaven, G. Rozza, B. Stamm, et al. Certified reduced basis methods for parametrized partial differential equations. Vol. 590. Cham: Springer, 2016.

REFERENCES 21

[10] E. Hewitt and K. Stromberg. Real and abstract analysis: a modern treatment of

the theory of functions of a real variable. Springer Berlin, Heidelberg, 1965. [11] X. S. Li. “An Overview of SuperLU: Algorithms, Implementation, and User Interface”. ACM Trans. Math. Softw. 31.3 (Sept. 2005), pp. 302–325.

[12] Message Passing Interface Forum. MPI: A Message-Passing Interface Standard

Version 4.0. www.mpi-forum.org/docs/mpi-4.0/mpi40-report.pdf. Accessed: 19.04.2024.

[13] R. Milk, S. Rave, and F. Schindler. “pyMOR – Generic Algorithms and Interfaces

for Model Order Reduction”. SIAM J. Sci. Comp. 38.5 (2016), S194–S216. [14] M. Ohlberger and S. Rave. “Reduced Basis Methods: Success, Limitations and

Future Challenges”. Proceedings of the Conference Algoritmy (2016), pp. 1–12. [15] A. Quarteroni, A. Manzoni, and F. Negri. Reduced basis methods for partial differential equations: an introduction. Vol. 92. Cham: Springer, 2015.

[16] scikit-umfpack developers. scikit-umfpack. scikit-umfpack.github.io/scikit-umfpack.

Accessed: 26.04.2024.

[17] The SciPy community. scipy.sparse.linalg.splu. docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.sparse.linalg.splu.html.

Accessed: 26.04.2024.

[18] K. Urban. “The Reduced Basis Method in Space and Time: Challenges, Limits

and Perspectives”. Model Order Reduction and Applications: Cetraro, Italy 2021. Ed. by M. Falcone and G. Rozza. Cham: Springer Nature Switzerland, 2023, pp. 1–72.

[19] P. Virtanen, R. Gommers, T. E. Oliphant, M. Haberland, T. Reddy, D. Cournapeau, E. Burovski, P. Peterson, W. Weckesser, J. Bright, S. J. van der Walt, M. Brett, J. Wilson, K. J. Millman, N. Mayorov, A. R. J. Nelson, E. Jones, R. Kern, E. Larson, C. J. Carey, İ. Polat, Y. Feng, E. W. Moore, J. VanderPlas, D. Laxalde, J. Perktold, R. Cimrman, I. Henriksen, E. A. Quintero, C. R. Harris, A. M. Archibald, A. H. Ribeiro, F. Pedregosa, P. van Mulbregt, and SciPy 1.0 Contributors. “SciPy 1.0: Fundamental Algorithms for Scientific Computing in Python”. Nature Methods 17 (2020), pp. 261–272.

[20] X. Zhang. OpenBLAS: An optimized BLAS library. http://www.openblas.net.

Accessed: 26.04.2024.

Ulm University, Institute for Numerical Mathematics, Helmholtzstr. 20, 89081 Ulm, Germany

Current address: Hochschule Ruhr West, Institut Naturwissenschaften, Duisburger Str. 100, 45479 Mülheim a.d. Ruhr, Germany

Email address: niklas.reich@uni-ulm.de

Ulm University, Institute for Numerical Mathematics, Helmholtzstr. 20, 89081 Ulm, Germany

Email address: karsten.urban@uni-ulm.de

Hochschule Ruhr West, Institut Naturwissenschaften, Duisburger Str. 100, 45479 Mülheim a.d. Ruhr, Germany

Email address: juergen.vorloeper@hs-ruhrwest.de