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Abstract Projection-based model order reduction of dynamical systems usually introduces an
error between the high-fidelity model and its counterpart of lower dimension. This unknown error
can be bounded by residual-based methods, which are typically known to be highly pessimistic
in the sense of largely overestimating the true error. This work applies two improved error
bounding techniques, namely (a) a hierarchical error bound and (b) an error bound based on
an auxiliary linear problem, to the case of port-Hamiltonian systems. The approaches rely on a
second approximation of (a) the dynamical system and (b) the error system. In this paper, these
methods are for the first time adapted to port-Hamiltonian systems by exploiting their structure.
The mathematical relationship between the two methods is discussed both, theoretically and
numerically. The effectiveness of the described methods is demonstrated using a challenging
three-dimensional port-Hamiltonian model of a classical guitar with fluid-structure interaction.

Keywords — structure-preserving model order reduction, port-Hamiltonian system, a posteriori
error control, fluid-structure interaction

1 Introduction

The development of modern products and the understanding of complex processes is only possible
using modeling and simulation tools. In order to further optimize the products and get a detailed
understanding of the processes, it is typically required to describe real examples over multiple scales
and consider multiple physical domains. In an increasingly digitalized world, complex devices can
considerably benefit from a digital twin throughout their life cycle, e.g. through increased efficiency
and possible improvements through insights into data. The digital twin should be able to switch
to the respective required accuracy class through a hierarchical model description. From precise
descriptions for process understanding to detailed descriptions for repeated simulations to coarse
models for real-time control and optimization [1]. The energy-based port-Hamiltonian (pH) frame-
work offers ideal prerequisites for meeting the requirements of a modern simulation-based product
lifecycle. The methodology allows systems to be built up modularly and to be coupled mathemat-
ically across different scales and physical domains. Through structure-preserving model reduction
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and flexibility in time and space discretization of the entire system or subsystems, the desire for a
hierarchical model is fulfilled. Besides, under mild assumptions, these systems also satisfy helpful
system-theoretical properties such as passivity and stability [1, 2].

The usual modeling process involves the spatial discretization of the continua and the partial dif-
ferential equations using, for example, finite element methods that yield a high-dimensional system of
ordinary differential or differential-algebraic equations. These high-fidelity models are computation-
ally demanding, and one way of abstracting these models in a smaller subspace is projection-based
model order reduction (MOR). In order to preserve the worthwhile properties of pH systems in the
coarse models, this model reduction must be done in a structure-preserving manner [3].

By approximating the high-fidelity model in a low-dimensional subspace, MOR introduces an
error that we refer to as the reduction error. For a pervasive simulation workflow, controlling the
reduction error is essential. Firstly, a sharply bounded error creates confidence in the simulation
results. Secondly, an error bound can be leveraged to generate adaptive methods which adaptively
trade accuracy against computational resources, e.g. by adjusting the reduced dimension of the low-
dimensional subspace [4, 5]. This adaptivity may save time not only in the development process but
also computational resources and thus yields less energy-intensive simulations. A posteriori bounds
for the error which we consider in the present work are:

• the standard error bound [6],

• a hierarchical error bound motivated by a suggestion in [7] and

• the auxiliary linear problem (ALP) based error bound [8].

The standard error bound uses analysis of the residual and stability constants. The hierarchical
error bound uses an additional MOR solution for the state of a finer reduced model to bound the
error. The ALP error bound uses an additional reduced model for the error to derive an error bound.
The goal of the error estimation is to approximate the true error as closely as possible in order to
derive a sharp and meaningful bound. A measure of how sharp the reduction error is bounded is
the effectivity of the error bound. The hierarchical and ALP error bounds differ from the standard
error bound in that the size of the additional reduced model can be used to steer the effectivity of
the error bound by increasing the computational complexity of the additional reduced model used
to derive the respective error bound.

This publication shows how these error bounds can be beneficially used for high-dimensional
pH systems. Our three main contributions are:

1. We adapt and apply the existing error bounds to pH systems by exploiting certain properties
of the pH system matrices, thereby obtaining a computable and rigorous bound,

2. we prove that the hierarchical error bound and the ALP error bound are equivalent for linear
problems with a certain choice of reduced basis and assumption on the initial conditions,

3. we numerically compare the error bounds for a challenging three-dimensional pH model of a
classical guitar with fluid-structure interaction [3].

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we briefly introduce the essentials of MOR
of pH systems to fix the notation. Subsequently, we discuss error bounds of the reduction error in
MOR of pH systems in Section 3. Numerical experiments compare the error bounds for a challenging
three-dimensional pH model of a classical guitar with approximately 5000 structural and 6300 fluid
degrees of freedom in Section 4. Finally, we conclude the paper in Section 5.
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2 Model order reduction of port-Hamiltonian systems

A linear time-invariant (LTI) pH system in descriptor formulation [3] is considered

E ˙̃x(t) = (J −D)Qx̃(t) + Bu(t), x̃(t0) = x̃0,

ỹ(t) = BTQx̃(t)
(1)

with the energy-related matrices E,Q ∈ RN×N that satisfy the symmetry condition ETQ = QTE
and the pH descriptor state x̃ : [t0, T ] → RN for an initial time t0 and end time T . If E is non-
singular, the system can be reformulated via the coordinate transformation x = Ex̃ to a standard
pH system

ẋ(t) = (J −D)Hx(t) + Bu(t), x(t0) = E−1x̃0 = x0,

y(t) = BTHx(t)
(2)

where H = QE−1 defines the energy matrix with 0 ≺ H = HT ∈ RN×N , which holds if the
matrices E and Q commute. The Hamiltonian H(x) := 1

2x
THx specifies an energy function of the

system. The matrices J = −JT ∈ RN×N , 0 � D = DT ∈ RN×N and B ∈ RN×m describe the
energy routing, dissipation, and port matrix, respectively. Furthermore, the system consists of the
pH state x : [t0, T ] → RN , the input u : [t0, T ] → Rm and the initial state x0 ∈ RN . Additionally,
we equip the space RN with the energy inner product 〈·, ·〉H and its induced energy norm ‖·‖H , and
the space RN×N with the corresponding induced energy operator norm, which will also be denoted
as ‖·‖H given by

‖x‖2H := 〈x,x〉H := xTHx =
∥∥∥H1/2x

∥∥∥
2

‖A‖H :=
∥∥∥H1/2AH−1/2

∥∥∥
2

= λmax

(
H1/2AH−1/2

)
,

(3)

where H1/2 denotes a positive definite square root of H.
The unique solution of the first order initial value problem (IVP) (2) is given in closed form by

x(t) = exp((J −D)H(t− t0))x0 +

t∫
t0

exp((J −D)H(t− s))Bu(s) ds. (4)

Port-Hamiltonian systems implicitly exhibit many useful properties, some of which are briefly de-
scribed. A pH system is a generalization of a classical Hamiltonian system where the conservation
of energy is replaced by the dissipation inequality

H(x(t1))−H(x(t0)) ≤
∫ t1

t0

y(t)Tu(t) dt with t1 > t0. (5)

Together with the reasonable assumption that the Hamiltonian H(x) is strictly positive, i.e. H(x) >
0, it follows that the system is both passive and stable [9]. Furthermore, pH systems are perfectly
suitable for network-based modeling due to their modular composition. They incorporate a Dirac
structure that describes a built-in power continuity. The Dirac structure guarantees that coupling
two or more pH systems results again in a pH system [9]. This is very useful when multiple sub-
systems are connected and holds even for systems with multiple physical domains. Many further
research results exist that exploit the pH structure from different fields, e.g. control theory, error
analysis, and optimization [10]. For these reasons, it is advisable to use MOR that preserves the pH
structure throughout the reduction process resulting in a pH system of much smaller dimension [11].
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High-dimensional pH IVPs (2) often arise from a spatial semi-discretization of partial differ-
ential equations (PDE), e.g. with finite element methods (FEM). Those high-fidelity or full-order
models (FOM) are usually computationally demanding and hence, unsuitable for e.g. multi-query
simulations for optimization, real-time requirements of control tasks, or even too large to be com-
puted on usual computers due to memory restrictions. For these reasons, a modern model with
different hierarchical levels also includes a reduced model that avoids the abovementioned problems.
One popular way of reducing the FOM is the reduction via projection, where the solution x(t) is
approximated in a subspace V of dimension n� N which is described by a basis matrix V ∈ RN×n

with colspan(V ) = V. This leads to the approximation

x ≈ x̂ := V xr ∈ RN

with the approximated solution x̂ ∈ RN and the reduced state xr ∈ Rn.
The structure of the pH system can be preserved through a specific Petrov-Galerkin projection

as it has been investigated in [3, 12]. In the current work, we use the reduced pH system

V THV ẋr(t) = V TH(J −D)HV xr(t) + V THBu(t) ∈ Rn,

xr(t0) = V THx0

(6)

as it is obtained by left-multiplying the approximated system with V TH denoted as pH-preserving
reduction in [3]. The reduced matrices Er = V THV , Qr = In, Jr = V THJHV , Dr =
V THDHV still satisfy the properties Jr = −JT

r , 0 ≺Dr = DT
r and ET

rQr = QT
rEr.

3 Error estimation of port-Hamiltonian systems

To the extent that not all of the dynamics take place in the low-dimensional subspace, a deviation
of the reduced order model (ROM) compared to the FOM in the form of the error

e(t) := x(t)− x̂(t) (7)

arises. The crucial task of model reduction is to find a basis V that keeps this reduction error
as small as possible. However, this error is usually unknown, since the FOM state x can not be
calculated for reasons already mentioned, e.g. computational efficiency. Nevertheless, it is highly
important to get information about the error to make statements about the quality of the simulation
results of the reduced system or to use this information for adaptive basis generation schemes. For
this reason, methods have been developed which provide a rigorous bound on errors based only
on data in a reduced dimension. The first approaches considering a posteriori error estimation in
Reduced Basis (RB) methods have been proposed for linear stationary systems [13], which have then
been extended to nonlinear [14] and time-dependent problems [15, 16, 17]. This technique has been
transferred to MOR of dynamical systems [4] and was improved for mechanical systems [18]. For
the parametric wave equation, highly effective RB error bounds have been proposed [19]. For the
dissipative wave-equation we also refer to [20, 21]. The idea of auxiliary systems for error assessment
also has been applied in the iterated error system approach [22, 23]. In the following, we will first
outline the procedure for calculating the standard error bound, which, however, usually yields results
with high overestimations and is therefore only of limited use in terms of its informative value for
the quality of the reduced dynamical system. For this reason, two improved methods, namely (a)
a hierarchical error bound and an error bound based on (b) an auxiliary linear problem (ALP), can
reduce the overestimation of the error bounds. Both approaches rely on the calculation of a second
approximation of (a) the dynamical system and (b) the error system. Hence, improving the error
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bound comes at the cost of additional computational time but is still less effort than calculating the
FOM. The error bounds are adapted to the case of a pH system to exploit the pH structure and
thereby further enhance the bounds.

3.1 Standard error bound

The error, i.e. the difference between full state and approximated state (7), fulfills the following IVP

ė(t) = (J −D)He(t) + r(t) ∈ RN , e(t0) = 0, (8)

where the initial error e(t0) = 0 since we assume that x0 ∈ colspan(V ). Generalizations exist,
which allow more general x0 or the choice of V , which comes at the price of an additional term in
the error bound [6]. The residual of the primal system1, i.e. the difference between the left-hand
side (LHS) and right-hand side (RHS) of the approximated primal system, is given as the residual
equation

r(t) = (J −D)HV xr(t) + Bu− V ẋr(t)

= ΠI(J −D)Hx̂(t) + ΠIBu(t) ∈ RN ,
(9)

where the projection operator is defined as

ΠI := I − V
(
V THV

)−1
V TH ∈ RN×N . (10)

Note, that ΠI is the orthogonal projection onto the subspace V⊥ with respect to the energy inner
product (3), i.e.

(ΠIx)THV = 0 ∈ R1×n ∀x ∈ RN

holds. The projection ΠI is only well-defined if the matrix V THV ∈ Rn×n is invertible, which is
always satisfied for a basis with n < N .

Analogously to (4), the unique solution of (8) is expressed by

e(t) =

t∫
t0

exp((J −D)H(t− s)) r(s) ds, (11)

which gives the true error of the primal system. But since (11) is in the high-dimensional space,
the calculation of the matrix exponential is as computationally expensive as solving the FOM and
hence, not feasible.

The error can be bounded by splitting the matrix-vector product in the form

‖e(t)‖H ≤ max
s∈[t0,T ]

(‖exp((J −D)Hs)‖H)

t∫
t0

‖r(s)‖H ds. (12)

To circumvent the computationally demanding calculation of the norm of the matrix exponential,
one can make use of the logarithmic norm [24]

ν∗(A) = lim
h→0+

‖I + hA‖∗ − 1

h
,

1The primal system describes all terms that belong to the first approximation of the high-fidelity model while later
the secondary approximations are introduced.
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where A is a square matrix, ‖·‖∗ is an induced matrix norm, and h ∈ R>0. The norm of a matrix
exponential can be bounded with

‖exp(As)‖∗ ≤ exp(ν∗(As)) ∀s ≥ 0. (13)

In the specific case of the 2-norm, the logarithmic norm can be expressed as

ν2(A) = λmax

(
A + AT

2

)
,

where λmax describes the largest eigenvalue [25]. In the pH case, one needs to compute

νH((J −D)Hs) = ν2(H
1/2(J −D)HH−1/2s).

The pH structure is exploited by considering that J is skew-symmetric and therefore vanishes,
leaving only the symmetric part

νH((J −D)Hs) = λmax(−H1/2DH1/2s) ≤ 0, (14)

which can be bounded by zero due to −D � 0. Note that, if −D ≺ 0 one could precalculate the
largest eigenvalue to obtain an even better constant. Inserting (14) into (13) leads to

‖exp((J −D)Hs)‖H ≤ exp(νH((J −D)Hs)) ≤ 1. (15)

The standard error bound is therefore determined by the integral of the residual

‖e(t)‖H ≤ ∆S(t) :=

t∫
t0

‖r(s)‖H ds. (16)

Obviously, this error bound can only be monotonically increasing over time, even if the true error
should occasionally decay. This makes the standard error bound typically pessimistic.

3.2 Auxiliary linear problem (ALP) error bound

Since the standard bound often highly overestimates the error, there is a great desire for improve-
ment. One approach to generate a posteriori error estimates of arbitrary good effectivity for general
nonlinear, steady and unsteady problems, has been introduced as auxiliary linear problem (ALP)
based error bounds. The method is based on an approximation of the general nonlinear error system
by a linearization and subsequent MOR [8]. This reduction uses a second projection basis, the ALP
basis VA ∈ RN×nA with nA � N . In our present case of a linear FOM, the ALP system is directly
the linear error system (8), which is approximated in a second subspace colspan(VA) = VA. The
approximated error is described by

ê(t) = VAer(t) ≈ e(t) ∈ RN ,

with the reduced coordinates er(t) ∈ RnA . Note also that the validity criterion of [8], which is
required in the nonlinear case, is always satisfied for a linear FOM, hence can be ignored in the
following. In the linear case the error system (8) can be interpreted as a pH system with the error
as state variable and the residual as the input. Hence, one can once more use structure-preserving
MOR that leads to a reduced error system

V T
AHVAėr(t) = V T

AH(J −D)HVAer(t) + V T
AH r(t) ∈ RnA , er(t0) = 0, (17)
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which still is a pH system. The reduced initial error er(t0) vanishes due to e(t0) = 0. One can now
define a second error eA(t) ∈ RN between the true error and the approximated error as

eA(t) := e(t)− ê(t) ∈ RN . (18)

Analogously to (8), the pH IVP for the second error reads

ėA(t) = (J −D)HeA(t) + rA(t) ∈ RN , eA(t0) = 0, (19)

where the second residual rA is exclusively defined by values of the error approximation as

rA(t) = ΠA(J −D)Hê(t) + ΠA r(t) ∈ RN ,

and the projection operator ΠA ∈ RN×N is defined by

ΠA = I − VA

(
V T

AHVA

)−1
V T

AH ∈ RN×N ,

where V T
AHVA needs to be invertible which is satisfied if colrank(VA) = nA. The auxiliary error

system (19) can be uniquely solved with

eA(t) =

t∫
t0

exp((J −D)H(t− s)) rA(s) ds (20)

and hence the same bound as in (12) can be applied by making use of the logarithmic norm (15)

‖eA(t)‖H ≤ max
s∈[t0,T ]

‖exp((J −D)Hs)‖H︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤1 (cf. (15))

t∫
t0

‖rA(s)‖H ds.

From (18) we obtain the relation

e(t) = ê(t) + eA(t) ∈ RN .

Using the energy norm (3) and the triangle inequality, this converts to

‖e(t)‖H = ‖ê(t) + eA(t)‖H ≤ ‖ê(t)‖H + ‖eA(t)‖H .

Finally, we obtain a computable error bound for the primal error e(t) based on the auxiliary linear
problem (8)

‖e(t)‖H ≤ ∆A(t) := ‖ê(t)‖H +

t∫
t0

‖rA(s)‖H ds. (21)

Provided that the second approximation eA is of sufficient quality, the calculation should result in
a highly effective error bound [8].
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3.3 Hierarchical error bound

Another approach to counteracting the high overestimation of the standard error bound, motivated
by a suggestion in [7], is again using a second approximation. Only this time, the original pH system
(2) is approximated rather than the error system. The system is approximated in a second subspace
colspan(VH) with the hierarchical basis matrix VH ∈ RN×nH . The approximated solution is defined
as

x̂H(t) = VHxH,r(t) ≈ x(t) ∈ RN ,

where xH,r(t) ∈ RnH are the reduced coordinates. The second system needs to be of better accuracy
than the primal system which is ensured by nH > n and just adding additional nH−n basis vectors
to V . Using the pH-preserving projection yields the reduced hierarchical system

V T
HHVHẋH,r(t) = V T

HH(J −D)HVHxH,r(t) + V T
HHBu(t) ∈ RnH ,

xH,r(t0) = V T
HHx0.

(22)

The idea is in some sense analogous to error estimation in time discretization schemes, e.g. the
Runge-Kutta scheme of 4th order with variable step-size2, where the error is estimated from a 5th
order scheme of higher accuracy and the step-size is optimized with respect to this estimation.

The bound is then obtained by the error definition (7), adding a zero,

e(t) = x(t)− x̂(t) = x(t)−x̂H(t) + x̂H(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

−x̂(t) ∈ RN ,

and utilizing the energy norm (3) and the triangle inequality

‖e(t)‖H = ‖x(t)− x̂(t)‖H ≤ ‖x̂H(t)− x̂(t)‖H + ‖x(t)− x̂H(t)‖H .

The first term in the hierarchical error bound is the difference between the two approximated systems.
Recognizing that the second summand can be bounded by the standard error bound (16) of the more
accurate approximate x̂H(t), the hierarchical error bound can be written as

‖e(t)‖H ≤ ∆H(t) := ‖x̂H(t)− x̂(t)‖H +

t∫
t0

‖rH(s)‖H ds, (23)

where the residual is calculated as

rH(t) = ΠH(J −D)Hx̂H(t) + ΠHBu(t) ∈ RN

and the projection operator can be obtained by inserting the basis VH into (10) which leads to

ΠH := I − VH

(
V T

HHVH

)−1
V T

HH ∈ RN×N (24)

with V T
HHVH being invertible which is satisfied if colrank(VH) = nH. Note that this error bound

is analogous to the additive decomposition mentioned in [7] for general inf-sup stable parametric
PDEs. In that paper also, another structure of a hierarchical error estimator is suggested, which
is based on removing the residual summand and instead multiplying the fine-to-coarse ROM error
by a small factor determined by a saturation constant. The resulting estimator, however, only is
a rigorous bound under a so-called saturation assumption, which is hard to verify. This is why we
focus on the above additive decomposition in (23), a rigorous error bound by construction.

2in Matlab known as ode45
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3.4 Relationship between hierarchical and ALP error bound

The derivation of the equations in the previous subsections and the very similar structure of the
equation components suggests that there is a relationship between the ALP and the hierarchical
bound. The following proposition analyzes under which conditions the two bounds lead to the same
result.

Proposition 1. Consider a pH system (2) and let xr ∈ C1([t0, T ],Rn) be the solution of the reduced
pH system (6) with an induced error e ∈ C1([t0, T ],RN ) given by (7), er ∈ C1([t0, T ],RnA) the
solution of the reduced ALP problem (17) with a second error eA ∈ C1([t0, T ],RN ) given by (18)
which can be solved by (19) and xH,r ∈ C1([t0, T ],RnH) the solution of the reduced hierarchical
system (22).

If VA = VH =
[
V V+

]
, where V+ ∈ RN×n+ with n+ = nA − n = nH − n and furthermore, for

the initial conditions er(0) = xH,r(0)−
[
xr(0)
0n+×1

]
is satisfied, then it holds that

∆A(t) = ∆H(t) ∈ R≥0, ∀t ∈ [t0, T ], (25)

with the ALP bound ∆A(t) from (21) and the hierarchical bound ∆H(t) from (23).

Proof. We want to show that under the assumptions in Proposition 1

∆A(t) = ∆H(t) ∀t ∈ [t0, T ]

which is equivalent to

‖ê(t)‖H +

t∫
t0

‖rA(s)‖H ds = ‖x̂H(t)− x̂(t)‖H +

t∫
t0

‖rH(s)‖H ds

which is satisfied if we show that the respective summands ê(t) = x̂H(t) − x̂(t) and rA(t) = rH(t)
are equal. First, we want to show that ê(t) = x̂H(t)− x̂(t).

Left multiplying (9) with V T
AH yields

V T
AH r(t) = V T

AH(J −D)HV xr(t) + V T
AHBu(t)− V T

AHV ẋr(t) (26)

and from (22), it follows that

V T
HHBu(t) = V T

HHVHẋH,r(t)− V T
HH(J −D)HVHxH,r(t). (27)

Using VH = VA we can insert (27) into (26) and obtain

V T
AH r(t) =V T

AH(J −D)HV xr(t)− V T
AHV ẋr(t) + V T

AHVAẋH,r(t)

− V T
AH(J −D)HVAxH,r(t).

(28)

Furthermore, the approximated state can be reformulated as

V xr(t) = V xr(t) + V+0n+×1 = VA

[
xr(t)
0n+×1

]
,

where 0n+×1 is a zero column vector of size n+ and therefore, (28) can be rewritten as

V T
AHVA

(
ẋH,r(t)−

[
ẋr(t)
0n+×1

])
=V T

AH(J −D)HVA

(
xH,r(t)−

[
xr(t)
0n+×1

])
+ V T

AH r(t).
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Due to the assumption that

er(0) = xH,r(0)−
[
xr(0)
0n+×1

]
,

(
xH,r(t)−

[
xr(t)
0n+×1

])
solves the IVP (17) and it holds that for all t

er(t) = xH,r(t)−
[
xr(t)
0n+×1

]
.

Hence, it follows

VAer(t) = VAxH,r(t)− VA

[
xr(t)
0n+×1

]
= VHxH,r(t)−

[
V V+

] [ xr(t)
0n+×1

]
= VHxH,r(t)− V xr(t) (29)

that can be equivalently written as

ê(t) = x̂H(t)− x̂(t), (30)

which concludes the first part of the proof. It remains to show that rA(t) = rH(t). From (7) and
(18) we know that

e(t) = x(t)− V xr(t) and eA(t) = e(t)− VAer(t)

and similarly, we can define a second error for the hierarchical system

eH(t) = x(t)− VHxH,r(t)

which can be equivalently solved with the IVP

ėH(t) = (J −D)HeH(t) + rH(t), eH(t0) = 0. (31)

Subtracting the error expressions yields

e(t)− eH(t)
(18)
= V er(t) + eA(t)− eH(t) = VHxH,r(t)− V xr(t). (32)

If we subtract (29) from (32), it holds that

eA(t) = eH(t)

and hence, also their time derivatives

ėA(t) = ėH(t).

Comparing (31) and (19) shows that

rA(t) = rH(t)

which concludes the proof.
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Remark 1. Note that in the derivation of Proposition 1 no specific properties of pH system have
been used and hence, the results can also be used for more general linear dynamical system with
non-structure-preserving MOR.

The additional condition on the initial value shall be further analyzed. Therefore, some refor-
mulations are performed as

er(0) = xH,r(0)−
[
xr(0)
0n+×1

]
⇐⇒ V T

AH(x0 − V V THx0) = V T
AHx0 −

[
V THxr(0)

0n+×1

]
⇐⇒ V T

AH V V THx0︸ ︷︷ ︸
=VA

V THxr(0)
0n+×1


=

[
V THxr(0)

0n+×1

]

⇐⇒
(
V T

AHVA − I
)[V THxr(0)

0n+×1

]
= 0.

From this, one can formulate three properties that ensure the initial value condition in each case:

1. The secondary basis matrix, and secondary projection matrix are biorthogonal, which in our
case is equivalent to the secondary basis being orthogonal with respect to the energy inner
product, i.e. V T

AHVA = I

2. The initial condition is included in the primal basis x0 ∈ colspan(V ) which results in the same

reduced vectors for the primal and hierarchical system xH,r(0) =

[
xr(0)
0n+×1

]
and zero initial

conditions of the reduced error er(0) = 0

3. The system has zero initial conditions x0 = 0 which is a special case of the second item since
the zero vector is always included in the basis.

4 Results

We test the proposed improved error bounds for pH systems on a fluid-structure interaction model
of a classical guitar, see Fig. 1 that is derived from the equations of linear elasticity for the guitar
body and the wave equation for the enclosed air in the guitar body [3]. The system is of size
N = 11248 with 4908 structural and 6340 fluid degrees of freedom (DOFs). The pH matrices can be
accessed at [26]. The top plate of the guitar is excited by a time-dependent force u(t) = û sin(ωt)
at the location of the guitar bridge. The circular frequency ω = 2πf lies in the frequency range
f = [82, 320] Hz and the amplitude is û = 1 N. Throughout the paper, a pH system in the form of
(2) is used which is denoted as momentum formulation in [3].

A reasonable quality indicator for assessing the quality of error estimators or error bounds is the
effectivity which measures how close the error bound is to the true error. The effectivity is defined
as

effk(t) :=
∆k(t)

‖e(t)‖H
, k ∈ {S,A,H},

11



top plate (structure)
enclosed air (fluid)
back plate (structure)

Figure 1: Sectional view of the FEM multi-physics model of a classical guitar [3].

where k is a placeholder for the standard, ALP and hierarchical bound. Furthermore, we define the
maximum (worst) effectivity as

effmax,k := max
t∈[t0,T ]

effk(t), k ∈ {S,A,H}. (33)

A rigorous error bound satisfies effk ≥ 1 and the closer the bound is to one, the sharper the bound
is.

In the first experiment, the guitar is excited for a time interval [t0, T ] = [0, 0.01] s which
corresponds to approximately one period in the mentioned frequency interval. The data-based bases
are generated from one trajectory for f = 100 Hz with ns = 1000 time steps and the results are
conducted for a test input of f = 320 Hz. For the basis generation, we use an energy-weighted
Proper Orthogonal Decomposition (POD) using the full state snapshots Xs := (xi)

ns
i=1, denoted

as POD-State in [3]. The primal basis size is set to n = 120 while two secondary basis sizes
nA = nH ∈ {200, 400} are investigated. The hierarchical basis VH extends the primal basis V by
additional POD-modes. The ALP basis VA is obtained from error snapshots Es := (ei)

ns
i=1.

The results are illustrated in Fig. 2, where the true error and the bounds are shown in the
left axis while the effectivities are illustrated in right axis. Note that in order to better distinguish
between the different bounds close to 1, the quantity effk− 1 is shown. In general, one can observe
that all bounds satisfy the rigorous bound property of effk ≥ 1. The behavior of the standard
bound discussed in the introduction is apparent, as it overestimates the true error by several orders
of magnitude and is therefore not suitable for the typical uses of an error estimator. Additionally,
the usual monotonicity property leads to a worsening of the effectivity over time. In contrast, both
the hierarchical ∆H(t) and the ALP error bound ∆A(t) manage to improve the standard bound by
several orders of magnitude, already for nA/H = 200. ALP and hierarchical bounds describe very
similar characteristics for the same size of their bases. Differences can be seen in the effectivities for
the case of nA/H = 400, where it seems advantageous to include information about the error dynamics
into the secondary ALP basis. Even the monotonically increasing behavior can be overcome, and
the bounds follow the true error very closely over the entire time interval.

In Proposition 1, it was proven that the hierarchical and ALP error bound coincide if the

conditions VA = VH =
[
V V+

]
and er(0) = xH,r(0)−

[
xr(0)
0n+×1

]
are satisfied. The second experiment

is dedicated to show this result numerically. Therefore, three different basis generation techniques
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Figure 2: Error bounds and effectivities for a POD-State basis generation with a primal basis of n =
120, a hierarchical basis with additional POD-modes and an ALP basis from error snapshots for
secondary basis sizes nk ∈ {200, 400} for k ∈ {A,H} and a simulation time T = 0.01 s.

were used, namely the aforementioned POD-State, and additionally C-SVD and SVD-like. The
methods C-SVD [27] and SVD-like [27, 28] are variants of the Proper Symplectic Decomposition
(PSD) where the obtained bases satisfy symplectic properties. While C-SVD builds upon an adapted
complex snapshot matrix and leads to a symplectic, orthogonal basis [27], the SVD-like is constructed
by computing a special decomposition leading to symplectic, non-orthogonal basis vectors [27, 28].
Throughout all variants, we calculate a secondary basis VH = VA of size nH = nA and take the first
n basis vectors for V . Since zero initial conditions are used, the requirement on the initial values in
Proposition 1 is always valid. In the experiments, different combinations of primal and secondary
basis sizes were investigated. Furthermore, the simulation end time is increased to T = 0.1 s, which
implies a much more complex reproduction of the dynamics that now include several oscillations.

The results are illustrated in Fig. 3 where the maximum effectivities (33) of the ALP bound are
displayed on the horizontal axis and the corresponding maximum effectivities for the hierarchical
bound are on the vertical axis. In order to numerically verify Proposition 1, the square marker
with these coordinates needs to lie on the diagonal. All investigated combinations of basis gener-
ation techniques, primal and secondary basis sizes satisfy this property and hence, the theoretical
results are validated numerically. Further information is provided in the figure, firstly stating that
POD-State and SVD-like lead to very similar results, which is also in line with the results from [3]
where these basis generation techniques showed the best reduction results and this also seems to be
reflected for the effectivities of the error bounds. On the other hand, the effectivities are larger than
from the first experiment, which is due to the more complex dynamics.

The third experiment analyzes the effects of more complex dynamics on the error bounds. For
this, the bounds are subdivided into their components: The ALP bound consists of the approximated
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Figure 3: Comparison of hierarchical and ALP error bound with conditions from Proposition 1.

error ‖ê‖H and the integral over the ALP residual
t∫

t0

‖rA(s)‖H ds, while the hierarchical bound is

composed of the difference of the approximated system states ‖x̂H(t)− x̂(t)‖H and the integral over

the hierarchical residual
t∫

t0

‖rH(s)‖H ds. In Fig. 4, the parameters of the first experiment are reused.

Only that in the right axis of Fig. 4, the experiment is conducted for a longer simulation interval of
[t0, T ] = [0, 0.1] s. During this increased time, multiple oscillation periods occur, acoustic pressure
waves travel through the domain and are reflected at the boundaries, and energy is transferred
between the structure and the fluid. It is not possible to fully reproduce these trajectories in a small
number of basis vectors which is also reflected in an increased value of the true error compared to
the experiment with the short simulation time. Even though the dynamics are hard to capture, the
improved methods still outperform the standard bound by about one order of magnitude.

Looking at the subparts, we find that the residual terms of both the ALP and the hierarchical
error lead to larger overestimations of the true error. While the residuals for the short simulation
time are negligible because the dynamics can be reproduced very well, the residuals for the longer
simulation time enlarge. However, the additional terms, namely the approximated error and the
difference of the reduced states, shown in the zoomed-in axis, are very close to the true error. It
should be noted that these values are not rigorous bounds but simply error estimators, which can
also lead to effk < 1, cf. Fig. 4. Both, the first summand of the hierarchical and the ALP bounds,
would be very suitable as error indicators. Using the approximated error as an error indicator in
combination with a greedy procedure to select data samples for constructing the reduced order model
(ROM) has also been proposed in [29].

5 Conclusion and outlook

In this work, we have adapted and applied existing error bounds, namely the standard error bound,
the auxiliary linear problem error bound, and a hierarchical error bound, to pH systems. We thereby
exploited the pH system matrix properties to circumvent the computationally demanding calcula-
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Figure 4: Error bounds for a POD-State basis generation with a primal basis of n = 120 and secondary
basis size of nk = 400 for k ∈ {A,H} with a hierarchical basis from additional POD-modes and an
ALP basis from error snapshots. A short simulation time T = 0.01 s (left) and a long simulation
time T = 0.1 s (right) are shown.

tion of the matrix exponential. Theoretically and numerically, we have proven that in the linear
case, the improved error bounds, i.e. ALP and hierarchical error bounds, are equivalent under a
specific choice of basis and initial conditions. Various numerical experiments have been performed
for a three-dimensional model of a guitar with fluid-structure interaction. The results have shown
effectivities close to one for short simulation times and, compared to the standard bound, improved
error bounds for long simulation times that incorporate more complex dynamics. Finally, it was
discussed how subcomponents of the improved error bounds could be used as error estimators. Fu-
ture emphasis will focus on applying error bounds for the ROM construction via greedy procedures,
similar to what is done in [30] as a PSD-greedy procedure and in [7] for the hierarchical error bound
for inf-sup stable RB problems. Furthermore, attempts can be made to counteract the degradation
of the reduction quality for longer simulation times by using time-partitioned bases.
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