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Abstract

The nonlinear Poisson-Boltzmann equation (NPBE) is an elliptic partial differential equation used in
applications such as protein interactions and biophysical chemistry (among many others). It describes the
nonlinear electrostatic potential of charged bodies submerged in an ionic solution. The kinetic presence
of the solvent molecules introduces randomness to the shape of a protein, and thus a more accurate
model that incorporates these random perturbations of the domain is analyzed to compute the statistics
of quantities of interest of the solution. When the parameterization of the random perturbations is high-
dimensional, this calculation is intractable as it is subject to the curse of dimensionality. However, if the
solution of the NPBE varies analytically with respect to the random parameters, the problem becomes
amenable to techniques such as sparse grids and deep neural networks. In this paper, we show analyticity
of the solution of the NPBE with respect to analytic perturbations of the domain by using the analytic
implicit function theorem and the domain mapping method. Previous works have shown analyticity of
solutions to linear elliptic equations but not for nonlinear problems. We further show how to derive a
priori bounds on the size of the region of analyticity. This method is applied to the trypsin molecule
to demonstrate that the convergence rates of the quantity of interest are consistent with the analyticity
result. Furthermore, the approach developed here is sufficiently general enough to be applied to other
nonlinear problems in uncertainty quantification.

Keywords. Non-linear PDEs, Uncertainty Quantification, Sparse Grids, non-linear solvers, Interface prob-
lem
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1 Introduction

Nonlinear elliptic partial differential equations (PDEs) are frequently used as models for applications in
electrostatics. In particular, a salient problem in the field is the modeling of potential fields generated by
molecules in solvents. The nonlinear Poisson-Boltzmann Equation (NPBE) serves as an accurate represen-
tation of the molecule-solvent interactions and is employed in molecular dynamics simulations and chemical
applications [36, 74]. It has been used in the modeling of electrode-electrolyte interfaces [60, 75, 76] and in
solvers such as the Adaptive Poisson–Boltzmann Solver (APBS) in determining the electrostatic potential
for biomolecular processes [6, 48].

The NPBE also finds applications in other various scientific disciplines. It has been studied in many
fields such as applied mathematics [17, 53, 67], biophysical chemistry [29, 64], biochemistry [10], chemical
physics [32, 49], colloids [16, 30, 44, 46, 54, 78], condensed matter physics [23], electrochemistry [14, 70, 73],
electrolyte solutions [7, 33], liquid state theory [31, 38, 55], many-body theory [15, 34], materials science [25],
medical physics [40], molecular biology [72], physiology [9, 41], physical chemistry [4, 12], plasma physics
[45, 77], polymer physics [59], soft matter [27, 28, 42, 66], solid-state physics [3, 50, 56], statistical mechanics
[13, 51, 58], surface science [16, 46], thermodynamics [35, 52], among others.

The NPBE can be written as

−∇ · (ϵ(x)∇u(x)) + κ2(x) sinh(u(x)) = f(x), for x ∈ D,

u(x) = g(x), for x ∈ ∂D,
(1)
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where D ⊂ R3 is the domain, ϵ(x) > 0 is a dimensionless dielectric function, κ(x) ≥ 0 is the modified
Debye-Hückel parameter, and f(x) gives the charge of the particles in the region. The desired solution u
represents the (dimensionless) potential function. One typically assumes the domain is separated into three
parts: the solvent, the molecular region, and the ion-exclusion layer. From this assumption, ϵ(x) becomes
discontinuous at the interfaces between these regions, and so this PDE is sometimes referred to as an elliptic
interface problem. Variational methods can be used to show that a unique weak solution (i.e. a function
u ∈ H1) exists under certain conditions [43].

When computing molecular dynamics (MD), the presence of thermal fluctuations and solvent interactions
(among other factors) can lead to random conformations of the molecules, and more accurate models incor-
porate this stochasticity. For instance, stochastic initial velocities are used in [2, 61] when computing MD.
Other approaches to MD which factor in stochasticity include Langevin dynamics [22, 37, 47] and Markov
random models [80]. In this paper we assume that the random domain conformations are represented using
a finite dimensional model with N random variables such as Karhunen-Loève expansions or similar random
field stochastic representations.

Quadrature methods can compute stochastic measures for the Quantity of Interest (QoI) of the potential
field under random configurations of the molecules. However, for each quadrature point we must compute
the solution of the NPBE. As the number of dimensions, N , increases the calculation quickly becomes
intractable.

One strategy to reducing the cost of the calculations is to show that the QoI varies analytically with
respect to the stochastic parameters. In this case, one can compute the N -dimensional quadrature using a
sparse grid [63], which gives sub-exponential or algebraic decay in the error as a function of the number of
interpolation points. Thus the “curse of dimensionality” from the N can be ameliorated, and the problem
becomes tractable. If the QoI depends analytically on the solution u, then it is sufficient to prove that the
solution varies analytically with respect to the stochastic parameters.

Previous studies in uncertainty quantification (UQ) have explored the analyticity of solutions to linear
partial differential equations with random domains [18, 21]. The authors in [39] explore the utilization of
stochastic collocation and Galerkin methods for the NPBE. The NPBE is treated as a semi-linear stochastic
boundary valued problem and the existence of a unique solution is proved. This approach extends the
existence and uniqueness result found in the deterministic case [43] and follows a similar proof strategy.
However, due to the absence of analytic regularity results, convergence rates for implementing the stochastic
collocation method are not derived. For the case of elliptic interface problems, the regularity of point
evaluations of solutions and how to approximate them with Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) have been studied
[68]. Furthermore, in [65] the authors show that given a holomorphic map, such as an analytic extension of
the solution of a PDE, there exists a DNN with exponential accuracy with respect to the dimensionality of
the DNN.

In the case of the NPBE, our objective is to demonstrate that analytical deformations of the domain
result in the analytic variation of the solution u. This particular investigation introduces two challenges that
were not addressed in previous research:

(1) Nonlinearity. Previous results have been proved by showing that the solutions satisfy the Cauchy
equations and are thus analytic. This becomes difficult to do with the nonlinearity introduced by
sinh(u). A more subtle complication due to the nonlinearity is that outputs of the function might not
end up in the desired space. That is, for potential weak solutions u ∈ H1, it is not guaranteed that
sinh(u) ∈ L2.

(2) Interfaces. In [26] the analyticity properties of the NPBE are studied where ϵ exhibits some degree of
regularity. However in our case, the assumption that ϵ is Lipschitz continuous on the entire domain is
relaxed to account for the interface problem.

The main strategy of this paper is to use the implicit function theorem and the domain mapping method
(introduced in [19]) to show that u is analytic with respect to the stochastic parameters. This avoids trying
to show the Cauchy equations hold, and it is a general strategy that can be applied to other nonlinear PDEs.
In order to apply the implicit function theorem, we have to specify a function domain for our solution. As
noted above, we cannot take u ∈ H1 since this does not imply sinh(u) is in L2. If u were in H2 then the
fact that the Sobolev space is a Banach algebra (see [1, Thm. 4.39] for a proof) would let us conclude the
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nonlinearity is in L2, but the discontinuity of ϵ in the problem means that u is not (weakly) differentiable
across the interfaces. However, we can instead define a “piecewise H2” space, in which u naturally lies.
Thus we can then apply the implicit function theorem to get analyticity. From there, estimates of the rate of
convergence of the sparse grid method can be obtained by getting a priori bounds on the region of analyticity
of the solution. The results here are also notable in that they can easily be generalized to other UQ problems
that come from nonlinear PDEs with interfaces.

The paper will be structured as follows. In section 2, we introduce the problem of a linear elliptic
PDE with interfaces. We introduce a suitable Banach space in which a strong solution naturally exists: a
“piecewise H2” space denote by H(U). It is then shown that linear problem has unique strong solutions that
induces an isomorphism betweenH(U) and the Banach space of the forcing functions. In section 3, the NPBE
is reformulated onto a reference domain with solutions in H(U). From there, the implicit function theorem
is used to get an analytic mapping from the parameter space to the solutions of the NPBE. Furthermore,
we give details on how to get a priori bounds on the size of the region of analyticity after applying the
implicit function theorem. Section 4 gives an overview of applying sparse grids to the efficient computation
of integrals of analytic functions. Finally, numerical experiments are performed in section 5 to demonstrate
the convergence results.

2 The Linear Elliptic PDE with Interfaces

2.1 Definitions and notations

We first consider a linear elliptic PDE with possibly discontinuous coefficients at interfaces. For our problem,
the domain is split up into three subdomains. The coefficients of the PDE are sufficiently regular on each
subdomain, and the subdomains are nested within each other. The boundary between the subdomains form
the interfaces in our problem. It is straightforward to generalize this to an arbitrary number of nested
subdomains.

Definition 1. We say that a connected, bounded open set U ⊂ R3 is properly decomposed into l subdo-
mains U1, U2, . . . , Ul if the following holds: There is a sequence of compactly embedded subsets

U (l−1) ⊂⊂ U (l−2) ⊂⊂ · · · ⊂⊂ U (1) ⊂⊂ U

where

Ul = U \ U (1)

Ul−1 = U (1) \ U (2)

...

U2 = U (l−2) \ U (l−1)

U1 = U (l−1).

We define the interfaces I1, . . . , Il−1 to be Ii = ∂Ui ∩ ∂Ui+1 for i = 1, . . . , l − 1.

Remark 1. The results for this section could also be generalized to the case where subdomains are no longer
strictly nested within each other. However, we will use the above definition since it is sufficient for our
application and it keeps the notation simple.

For convenience, we shall refer to ∂U by Il. We now assume that U ⊂ R3 is properly decomposed into
l subdomains U1, . . . , Ul where the interfaces and the boundary of U are all of class C1,1. We choose our
domain to be in R3 for our application; other dimensions are possible, but the choices of Sobolev spaces will
be affected. Denote by νk the outward facing normal for the surface Ik. On each of these surfaces we can
define trace operators. For 1 ≤ k ≤ l− 1, there are two trace operators depending on if we take the domain
to be H1(Uk) or H

1(Uk+1). Let
γ+
k : H1(Uk) → H1/2(Ik)

3



U3

U2

U1

I3 = ∂U

I2
I1

Figure 1: Here a set U is properly decomposed into the three subdomains U1, U2, and U3. The interface I1
is where the boundaries of U1 and U2 meet, and the interface I2 is where the boundaries of U2 and U3 meet.
The boundary ∂U is also referred to as I3.

be the trace operator from the domain Uk to its outer boundary (for 1 ≤ k ≤ l), and similarly let

γ−
k : H1(Uk+1) → H1/2(Ik)

be the trace operator from the domain Uk+1 to its inner boundary (for 1 ≤ k ≤ l − 1).
Define a second-order elliptic operator Pk on each Uk by

Pku := −
3∑

i=1

3∑
j=1

∂i(aij∂ju) + cu (2)

where aij ∈ C0,1(Uk) for each i, j = 1, 2, 3 and k = 1, 2, . . . , l and c ∈ L∞(U). We assume that aij = aji for
all i and j. We further assume that each Pk satisfies a uniform ellipticity condition on Uk, i.e., there exists
a constant θ > 0 such that

3∑
i,j=1

aij(x)ξiξj ≥ θ|ξ|2

for a.e. x ∈ Uk and all ξ ∈ R3. We can choose θ independently of k. The operator Pk is naturally associated
with the bilinear map Φk given by

Φk(u, v) =

∫
Uk

 3∑
i=1

3∑
j=1

aij∂ju∂iv + cuv

 dx

The operators Pk define co-normal derivatives on the interfaces and boundary. We define B±
k by

B±
k u :=

3∑
i=1

(νk)iγ
±
k

 3∑
j=1

aij∂ju

 ,

where (νk)i denotes the ith component of the normal vector νk. This gives maps B+
k : H2(Uk) → H1/2(Ik)

and B−
k : H2(Uk+1) → H1/2(Ik). By specifying the value f ∈ H−1(Uk) of Pku, the conormal derivative
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can be extended to H1(Uk) functions. If the choice of f ∈ H−1(Uk) is clear, then we will simply say the
distribution B±

k u ∈ H−1/2(Ik) is the conormal derivative of u.
These definitions allow us to use the following Green’s identity for 2 ≤ k ≤ l:

Φk(u, v) = (Pku, v)Uk
+ (B+

k u, γ
+
k v)Ik − (B−

k−1u, γ
−
k−1v)Ik−1

, for all u ∈ H2(Uk), v ∈ H1(Uk). (3)

And in the case of k = 1 we have

Φ1(u, v) = (P1u, v)U1 + (B+
1 u, γ

+
1 v)I1 , for all u ∈ H2(U1), v ∈ H1(U1). (4)

2.2 Weak and strong forms of elliptic problem with interfaces

Similar to standard elliptic PDE theory, the existence and uniqueness of the weak solution for the discontin-
uous interface problem will first be established. Consequently, this result will be used to show existence and
uniqueness of the strong solution. However, to motivate the weak formulation, we first start off by defining
the strong form of the problem.

Normally, the strong solution of an elliptic PDE would lie in the space H2(U), but this cannot be the case
for our problem since we can lose regularity at the interfaces. The next best option is to require a “piecewise
H2 regularity” for the strong solution, where the function is H2 when restricting to the subdomains.

Definition 2. Let

H(U ;U1, U2, . . . , Ul) := {u ∈ H1(U) | u|Uk
∈ H2(Uk) for k = 1, 2, . . . , l}.

This is a Banach space with a norm given by

∥u∥H = ∥u∥H1(U) +

l∑
k=1

∥u|Uk
∥H2(Uk)

.

This Banach space depends on our decomposition of U , but when this decomposition is clear we will
simply write H(U) instead of H(U ;U1, U2, . . . , Ul). Throughout the paper, we will denote u|Uk

or f |Uk
by

uk or fk, respectively, to cut down on notation.
Requiring the strong solution u to lie in H(U) is insufficient to define a unique strong solution for the

elliptic problem. If the strong solution were only required to satisfy Pkuk = fk on each Uk along with a
Dirichlet boundary condition, then infinitely many solutions would be possible; for instance, in the case
where c ≡ 0 adding a constant value to u1 on U1 would give another solution to the problem. Unique
solutions exist if certain jump conditions are satisfied at the interfaces.

For u ∈ H(U ;U1, U2, . . . , Ul), define

[Bku]Ik = B+
k uk − B−

k uk+1 ∈ H1/2(Ik).

Then the strong form of the elliptic PDE with interfaces is stated as follows:

Problem 1 (Strong form of elliptic PDE with interfaces). Suppose U is properly decomposed into subdomains
U1, U2, . . . , Ul, where the interfaces and boundary are of class C1,1. Let Pk be defined as in eq. (2). Fix
f ∈ L2(U), gk ∈ H1/2(Ik) for k = 1, 2, . . . , l− 1, and gl ∈ H3/2(∂U). A function u ∈ H(U ;U1, U2, . . . , Ul) is
a strong solution of the elliptic PDE with interfaces if

Pkuk = fk for k = 1, 2, . . . , l, (5)

[Bku]Ik = gk for k = 1, 2, . . . , l − 1, (6)

γ+
l ul = gl. (7)

The boundary condition can be set to zero by setting w ∈ H2(U) to be such that γ+
l wl = gl. Then we

can break up u into u = ũ + w where ũ ∈ H1
0 (U) ∩ H(U). The weak formulation of the problem is derived

by taking
Pũ = f − Pw
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(where P is the differential operator that is locally Pk on each Uk), multiplying each side of the equation by
v ∈ H1

0 (U), and integrating over U . Applying eqs. (3) and (4) and summing up the terms gives us

l∑
k=1

Φk(ũk, vk) =

(
l∑

k=1

(fk, vk)Uk
− (Pkwk, vk)Uk

)
+

(
l−1∑
k=1

(gk, γ
+
k vk)Ik − ([Bkw]Ik , γ

+
k vk)Ik

)
. (8)

Note that since v ∈ H1
0 (U), the functions γ+

k vk and γ−
k+1vk+1 will be equal, which allowed us to combine

terms in the equation above. Equation (8) makes sense even in the case where ũ is not in H(U), so we use
this equation to define a weak solution in H1

0 (U).

Problem 2 (Weak form of elliptic PDE with interfaces). Suppose U is properly decomposed into subdomains
U1, U2, . . . , Ul, where all interfaces and the boundary are of class C1,1. Let Pk be defined as in eq. (2), and
let Φk be the bilinear maps associated with Pk. Fix f ∈ L2(U), gk ∈ H1/2(Ik) for k = 1, 2, . . . , l − 1, and
gl ∈ H3/2(∂U). Take w ∈ H2(U) so that γ+

l w = gl. A function u = ũ+w with ũ ∈ H1
0 (U) is a weak solution

to the elliptic PDE with interfaces if

l∑
k=1

Φk(ũk, vk) =

(
l∑

k=1

(fk, vk)Uk
− (Pkwk, vk)Uk

)
+

(
l−1∑
k=1

(gk, γ
+
k vk)Ik − ([Bkw]Ik , γ

+
k vk)Ik

)
, ∀v ∈ H1

0 (U).

(9)

Remark 2. The formulation of problem 2 agrees with the weak form of the linear Poisson Bolztmann equation
in the case where g1, g2, . . . , gl−1 are set to zero (c.f. [43]), which suggests that this is the appropriate
formulation of the weak problem for our application. Although in practice there will be no forcing terms on
the interfaces, allowing the possibility of non-zero gk’s is of theoretical importance when we later apply the
implicit function theorem.

Showing that problem 2 has unique solutions follows from applying the Lax-Milgram theorem in a similar
way to how it is applied in standard linear elliptic theory.

Proposition 1. Suppose c ∈ L∞(U) is non-negative. Then we have a unique solution to problem 2.

Remark 3. The regularity of the data can be loosened in proposition 1; for instance, we can let f ∈ H−1(U)
and still have unique weak solutions. However, for our purposes we do not need these low regularity results.

The uniqueness of weak solutions can now be used to show the existence and uniqueness of strong
solutions.

Theorem 1. Suppose that c ∈ L∞(U) is non-negative. Then there exists a unique solution u ∈ H(U) to

problem 1. Moreover, problem 1 defines an isomorphism between H(U) and L2(U)×
∏l−1

k=1 H
1/2(Ik)×H3/2(Il)

by associating solutions u with data (f, g1, g2, . . . , gl−1, gl).

Proof. From proposition 1, it follows that the weak solution u ∈ H1(U). To show that u ∈ H(U), we can
appeal to [57, Thm. 4.20]. Namely we have that

uk ∈ H1(Uk), for k = 1, 2, . . . , l,

[Bku]Ik ∈ H1/2(Ik), for k = 1, 2, . . . , l − 1, and

γ+
l ul ∈ H3/2(Il),

which implies that uk ∈ H2(Uk) for each k = 1, 2, . . . , l and thus u ∈ H(U). Applying the Green’s identities
in eqs. (3) and (4) demonstrates that u is a solution of problem 1. Since solutions of problem 1 are also
solutions of problem 2, the strong solution u is unique. The isomorphism result follows immediately from
existence and uniqueness of the strong solution and the continuity of the solution map with respect to the
boundary and forcing data.
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3 The Nonlinear Poisson Bolztmann Equation on a Reference Do-
main

3.1 Existence of Region of Analyticity

We now return to our main focus of the paper: solutions for the NPBE. The NPBE given in eq. (1) is a
nonlinear elliptic PDE. For our applications, we will have the main domain properly decomposed into three
subdomains. We also allow for the possibility of random perturbations of the boundary and interfaces.

Let Ω be the sample space. Each outcome ω ∈ Ω designates a random domain D(ω) on which the NPBE
will evaluated. The domain D(ω) is properly decomposed into three subdomains D1(ω), D2(ω), and D3(ω)
with interfaces I1(ω) and I2(ω). The parameters ϵ, κ2, g, and f will also depend on ω. From here one
can define strong and weak solutions of the NPBE on the stochastic domain in a similar way to that in
[19]. In practice, one usually assumes that the value of each parameter is given as a function of the random
vector Y(ω) = (Y1(ω), Y2(ω), . . . , YN (ω)) taking values on the compact set Γ ⊂ RN and with known density
ρ : Γ → R≥0. Typically Γ = [−1, 1]N with ρ a truncated normal distribution, although the distribution can
be more general. Often the parameters will vary analytically with respect to the value of Y and are usually
polynomials in Y. Thus the NPBE can be stated as a problem with parameters y ∈ Γ ⊂ RN .

To parameterize the random domain, we assume that the random domain has a pullback onto some fixed
open set for each ω. In particular, take U ⊂ R3 to be a bounded, open set that is properly decomposed into
three subdomains U1, U2, and U3 with interfaces I1 = ∂U1 ∩ ∂U2 and I2 = ∂U2 ∩ ∂U3. The interfaces and
boundary are taken to have C1,1 regularity. We assume for each y ∈ Γ that there is F (·;y) ∈ C2

diff(R3,R3)
such that

F (Uk;y) = Dk(y) for k = 1, 2, 3

and
F (Ik;y) = Ik(y) for k = 1, 2.

The Jacobian matrix of F (·;y) will be denoted by J(·;y). Note that since F is a C2 diffeomorphism, the
regularity of the interfaces and the boundary are preserved under the mapping. To distinguish between the
coordinates in each domain, we will denote by r elements of U and by x elements of D(y). Similarly ∇r

and ∇x will be used to distinguish between the derivatives in U and D(y), respectively.
Hence, we can define the strong form of the NPBE on the random domain. Again, we will use subscripts

to denote restrictions to the subdomains (e.g. uk = u|Dk
). The trace operators γ±

k are defined similar
to those in section 2.2. Also, we have the conormal derivative Bk using the elliptic operator defined by
aij(x;y) = ϵ(x;y)δij , where δij is the Kronecker delta.

Problem 3. The function Γ ∋ y 7→ u(·;y) ∈ H(D(y);D1(y),D2(y),D3(y)) is a strong solution for the
NPBE on the random domain if for each y ∈ Γ we have u(·;y) satisfies

−∇x · (ϵk(x;y)∇xuk(x;y)) + κ2
k(x;y) sinh(uk(x;y)) = fk(x;y), for k = 1, 2, 3 (10)

[Bku(·;y)]Ik(y) = 0 for k = 1, 2 (11)

γ+
3 (u3(·;y)) = g(·;y). (12)

From the strong form, we can derive a weak version of the NPBE by integrating against a test function
and using integration by parts. Here we define w(·;y) ∈ H2(D(y)) to be the inverse trace of g(·;y) so that
γ+
3 (w) = g.

Problem 4. The function Γ ∋ y 7→ u(·;y) = ũ(·;y)+w(·;y) is a weak solution for the NPBE on the random
domain if for each y ∈ Γ we have ũ(·;y) ∈ H1

0 (D(y)) and∫
D(y)

ϵ(x;y)∇xũ(x;y) · ∇xv(x) + κ2(x;y) sinh(ũ(x;y) + w(x;y)) dx

=

∫
U

f(x;y)v(x) dx−
∫
D(y)

ϵ(x;y)∇xw(x;y) · ∇xv(x) dx, ∀v ∈ H1
0 (D(y)). (13)
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The weak form of the NPBE given above agrees with the standard definition of the weak form for this
equation (c.f. [43, §2.1.5]). To pull back onto the reference domain, we construct an equivalent weak form of
the NPBE for the pullback of u onto U given by u∗(·;y) = u(F (·;y);y). Following results given in [19–21],
we can write the weak form of the pullback onto the reference domain.

Problem 5. The function Γ ∋ y 7→ u∗(·;y) = ũ∗(·;y) + w∗(·;y) is a weak solution for the NPBE on the
reference domain if for each y ∈ Γ we have ũ∗(·;y) ∈ H1

0 (U) and∫
U

ϵ∗(r;y)
(
J−1(r;y)J−T(r;y) detJ(r;y)∇rũ

∗(r;y)
)
· ∇rv(r)

+ (κ2)∗(r;y) sinh(ũ∗(r;y) + w∗(r;y))v(r) detJ(r;y) dr

=

∫
U

f∗(r;y)v(r) detJ(r;y) dr

−
∫
U

ϵ∗(r;y)
(
J−1(r;y)J−T(r;y) detJ(r;y)∇rw

∗(r;y)
)
· ∇rv(r) dr, ∀v ∈ H1

0 (U). (14)

The strong form of the NPBE on the reference domain is defined in an analogous way to problem 1. This
also corresponds to the weak problem given in problem 5 in that assuming sufficient regularity of the weak
solution and integrating by parts gives the strong formulation.

Problem 6. The function Γ ∋ y 7→ u∗(·;y) ∈ H(U ;U1, U2, U3) is a strong solution for the NPBE on the
random domain if for each y ∈ Γ we have u∗(·;y) satisfies

[Lk(y))]
(
u∗
k(·;y)

)
+ (κ2)∗k(·;y) sinh(u∗

k(·;y)) detJk(·;y) = f∗
k (·;y), for k = 1, 2, 3,

[Bku
∗]Ik = 0, for k = 1, 2,

γ+
3 u∗

3 = g∗,

where
[Lk(y)]

(
v
)
:= −∇r ·

(
ϵ∗k(·;y)J−1

k (·;y)J−T
k (·;y) detJk(·;y)∇rv

)
, for v ∈ H2(Uk). (15)

To summarize, we have four problems that we can consider for the NPBE depending on whether we want
the weak or strong solution and whether the domain is random or fixed. We can move from the the random
domain problems to the reference domain problems by using the pullback F ∗. Transitioning between weak
and strong forms is done by integrating-by-parts or having increased regularity of the solution. Figure 2
illustrates the relationship between these problems. We will be working with the reference domain moving
forward: first showing that a weak solution exists, and then applying that result for the strong solution.
We can recapture results on the random domain by composing solutions on the reference domain with the
diffeomorphism F .

To get solutions for the NPBE, we must make some assumptions on the parameters. The assumptions
that ϵ∗ and (κ2)∗ are positive and non-negative, respectively, come from the physics of the simulation and
are generally satisfied. The function f∗ is used to model the point charges, and ideally would be made to
be a sum of Dirac deltas. However, there are few results for the nonlinear version of the Poisson-Boltzmann
equation with forcing functions in H−2(U). Thus in practice, one approximates the point charges with L2

functions (e.g. Gaussian functions centered at the location of the charge), and so we take f∗ ∈ L2. The
Dirichlet boundary condition is typically taken to be the long-distance approximation of the potential from
the point charges and is smooth on ∂U = I3, but simply requiring g∗ ∈ H3/2(I3) gives sufficient regularity.
Finally, we assume all the parameters vary analytically with respect to y ∈ Γ, which is reasonable to assume
when computing numerical solutions.

Thus we make the following assumptions:

Assumption 1. For y ∈ Γ, we have that

• ϵ∗k(·;y) ∈ C0,1(Uk) for k = 1, 2, 3

• (κ2)∗(·;y) ∈ L∞(U)

8



F ∗(y)
F ∗(y)

D(y)

Int-byparts

Reg. results

U

Int-byparts

Reg. results

StrongNPBE WeakNPBE

WeakNPBE

StrongNPBE

Figure 2: Moving from the random domain to the reference domain is done by using the pullback F ∗(y).
Using integration-by-parts with tests functions allows us to get the weak formulation of the NPBE from the
strong formulation. If the solution of the weak problem is sufficiently regular, then it will also be a strong
solution.

• f∗(·;y) ∈ L2(U)

• g∗(·;y) ∈ H3/2(I3)

• F (·;y) ∈ C2
diff(R3,R3) ⊂ C2(R3,R3)

and the maps from Γ into the respective Banach spaces are analytic. Since the inverse trace operator is
linear, we also have y 7→ w∗(·;y) ∈ H2(U) is analytic.

Assumption 2. There exists c1 > 0 such that for any y ∈ Γ

ϵ∗(r;y) ≥ c1, ∀r ∈ U.

Assumption 3. For any y ∈ Γ, we have that

(κ2)∗(r;y) ≥ 0, for a.e. r ∈ U.

We will also need to assume that det J(r;y) is bounded away from 0 for y ∈ Γ and r ∈ U . This is
essentially assuming that the map F is non-singular and preserves the orientation of the domain, both of
which are reasonable when considering small perturbations of the interface.

Assumption 4. There exists c2 > 0 such that for any y ∈ Γ we have

det J(r;y) ≥ c2, ∀r ∈ U.

Hence, we can prove the existence and uniqueness of weak solutions.

Proposition 2. If assumptions 1 to 4 hold, then problem 5 has a unique solution y 7→ u∗(·,y). Furthermore,
sinh(u∗(·;y)) is in L2(U) for each y ∈ Γ.

Proof. By assumption 4, we have that det J ≥ c2 > 0 and so the matrix

J−1(r;y)J−T(r;y) detJ(r;y)

is symmetric positive definite for each r ∈ U and y ∈ [−1, 1]N . The proof of weak solutions to the NPBE given
in [43, Thm. 2.14] can easily be adjusted to the case where the matrix a := J−1(r;y)J−T(r;y) detJ(r;y) is
symmetric positive definite. That argument gives unique solutions to problem 5. The fact that sinh(u∗(·;y))
is an L2 function also follows from the proof in [43].

Remark 4. The same assumptions also imply that there is a unique solution for problem 4 which also satisfies
sinh(u(·;y)) ∈ L2(D(y)) for each y ∈ Γ.

9



Remark 5. The next result follows from the analytic version of the Implicit Function Theorem on Banach
spaces. The statement of this theorem is analogous to the finite-dimensional version, and an exact statement
of it can be found in [79]. One key change from the finite-dimensional version to the infinite-dimensional
version is that we now use Fréchet derivatives and require that the derivative is an isomorphism between
Banach spaces.

Theorem 2. Suppose assumptions 1 to 4 hold. Then there exists a unique solution to problem 6. Further-
more, there exists a complex neighborhood of Γ given by N ⊂ CN such that there is a function

y 7→ u∗(·,y) ∈ H(U), for y ∈ N

where

(i) the map is analytic from N into H(U), and

(ii) the map agrees with the strong solution on Γ.

Proof. From proposition 2, there are unique weak solutions u∗(·,y) ∈ H1(U) for each y ∈ [−1, 1]N and that
sinh(u∗(·;y)) ∈ L2(U). Setting

f̃(r;y) = f∗(r;y) detJ(r;y)− (κ2)∗(r;y) sinh(ũ∗(r;y) + w∗(r;y)) detJ(r;y),

we get that f̃(·;y) ∈ L2(U) and eq. (14) can be written as∫
U

ϵ∗(r;y)
(
J−1(r;y)J−T(r;y) detJ(r;y)∇rũ

∗(r;y)
)
· ∇rv(r)

=

∫
U

f̃(r;y)v(r), dr−
∫
U

ϵ∗(r;y)
(
J−1(r;y)J−T(r;y) detJ(r;y)∇rw

∗(r;y)
)
·∇rv(r) dr, ∀v ∈ H1

0 (U),

(16)

which is in the same form as eq. (9). Then applying theorem 1 gives that u∗(·;y) ∈ H(U). To show
analyticity, we apply the analytic version of the implicit function theorem. We define a mapping

F : Γ×H(U ;U1, U2) → L2(U)×H1/2(I1)×H1/2(I2)×H3/2(I3) =: Z (17)

such that F(y, u∗) = (0, 0, 0, 0) if and only if u∗ is a strong solution on the reference domain for that fixed
y. The first component of F is defined on each Uk by

[Lk(y)](u
∗
k) + (κ2)∗k(·;y) sinh(u∗

k) det Jk(·;y)− f∗
k (·;y) detJk(·;y)

for k = 1, 2, 3. This defines L2 function on each Uk (since sinh(u∗
k) ∈ H2(Uk)) and thus can be used to

define an L2 function on all of U . The second and third component of F(y, u∗) is defined to be [Bku
∗]Ik for

k = 1 and k = 2, respectively. The final component of F(y, u∗) is given by γ+
3 u∗

3 − g∗. The second and third
components define linear maps, and the first and fourth component are easily verified to be analytic. Thus
F is an analytic map between Banach spaces. Fix y0 ∈ Γ. Then since u∗(·;y) is a strong solution we have

F(y0, u
∗(·;y0)) = (0, 0, 0, 0). (18)

We want to apply the implicit function theorem to eq. (18) to get u∗ as an analytic function of y in
a neighborhood around y0. To do this, we must check that the derivative of F with respect to u∗ at
(y0, u

∗(·;y0)) is an isomorphism between H(U) and Z. (To apply the Implicit Function Theorem to eq. (18)
to get u∗ as an analytic function of y in a neighborhood around y0, it must checked that the derivative of
F with respect to u∗ at (y0, u

∗(·;y0)) is an isomorphism between H(U) and Z.) One can compute that

[Du∗F(y0, u
∗(·;y0)](v) = ([L(y0)](v) + (κ2)∗(·;y0) cosh(u

∗(·;y0)) detJ(·;y0)v, [B1v]I1 , [B2v]I2 , γ
+
3 v3),

where L is defined locally in eq. (15). This linear operator is of the same form of problem 1, and so
proposition 1 implies that Du∗F(y0, u

∗(·;y0)) is in fact an isomorphism. Therefore the map y 7→ u∗(·;y) is
analytic in a neighborhood of y0 ∈ RN . This map can be extended to a complex neighborhood of y0 ∈ CN .
Applying this argument to every point in Γ gives the complex neighborhood N for which N ∋ y 7→ u∗(·;y)
is analytic.
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3.2 Estimates on the Region of Analyticity

Theorem 2 shows that there exists a region of analyticity for the strong solution of the NPBE. This will
be used to prove convergence results relating to the quantity of interest by using sparse grids [63]. In this
section, a quantitative bound on the size of the region of analyticity is derived, which is applied to obtain
the aforementioned convergence rates; see Figure 3 and the discussion that follows. However, the rate of
convergence we depend on the size of the region of analyticity.

The typical application of the implicit function theorem does not give a priori bounds on the size of the
region of analyticity. For the finite-dimensional case, an application of Rouché’s theorem can give estimates
of this region. The results in [24] give simple bounds on the radius of the region of analyticity. We will show
a similar result holds for Banach spaces.

Theorem 3. Let F : Cn × X → Y be an analytic function with X and Y Banach spaces. Suppose that
F(0, 0) = 0 and DxF(0, 0) : X → Y is an isomorphism. Let ∥DxF(0, 0)−1∥L(Y,X) ≤ a and suppose that
∥F(z, x)∥Y ≤ M on B where B = {(z, x) : |z|, ∥x∥X ≤ R}. Also, suppose that DxF(z, x)−1 exists and is a
bounded operator for each (z, x) ∈ B. Then the analytic function z 7→ x(z) is defined in a region containing
the ball

|z| < Θ(M,a,R;F) :=

(
aMR−

√
aMR2(aM +R)

)(
aMR+R2 −

√
aMR2(aM +R)

)
2a2M2R−R

√
aMR2(aM +R) + aM

(
2R2 − 3

√
aMR2(aM +R)

)
where

∥x(z)∥X < Ξ(M,a,R;F) :=
aMR+R2 −

√
a2M2R2 + aMR3

aM +R
for |z| < Θ.

Proof. The proof follows in the spirit of arguments from degree theory. We find r > 0 such that F(z, x) ̸= 0
for z ̸= 0 sufficiently small and ∥x∥X = r. This – along with the assumption on the inverse of DxF
– guarantees the zero from the implicit function theorem does not leave the ball, bifurcate, or vanish.
Obviously, z 7→ x(z) is continuous and so if ∥x(z1)∥X > r for some z1 then there must be some point z0
where ∥x(z0)∥X = r and F(z0, x(z0)) = 0, which contradicts our assumed bound. By repeatedly applying
the implicit function theorem, one can show that we cannot have the function lose analyticity if the function
x(z) does not leave the ball of radius r. Thus we can increase |z| up to the point where the zero can leave
the ball of radius r and this becomes our estimate for the region of analyticity.

We first find an r > 0 such that ∥F(0, x)∥Y > 0 for all 0 < ∥x∥X ≤ r. Because F is analytic, we can
write F(0, x) as a power series centered at (0, 0):

F(0, x) = DxF(0, 0)x+

∞∑
k=2

ak(x, . . . , x︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

) (19)

where ak are k-linear maps. Using a Cauchy estimate we have that

∥ak(x, . . . , x)∥Y = M

(
∥x∥X
R

)k

.

Then rearranging eq. (19), applying DxF(0, 0)−1 to both sides, and taking norms gives

∥x∥X = ∥DxF(0, 0)−1[F(0, x)−
∞∑
k=2

ak(x, · · · , x)]∥X

≤ a

(
∥F(0, x)∥Y +

∞∑
k=2

M

(
∥x∥X
R

)k
)

= a

(
∥F(0, x)∥Y +

M∥x∥2X
R2 − ∥x∥XR

)
.
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Thus we have that

∥F (0, x)∥Y ≥ ∥x∥X
a

− M∥x∥2X
R2 − ∥x∥XR

.

To guarantee the right-hand side is strictly greater than zero we need that

0 < ∥x∥X <
R2

R+ aM
.

Thus we can choose any r such that

0 < r <
R2

R+ aM
.

Now we want to find θ > 0 such that if |z| < θ then F(z, x) ̸= 0 when ∥x∥X = r. It will be sufficient to
find a θ where for any |z| < θ

∥F(0, x)−F(z, x)∥Y < ∥F(0, x)∥Y , for x where ∥x∥ = r. (20)

By using a power series expansion around (0, x) with respect to z and the Cauchy estimate we get that

∥F(0, x)−F(z, x)∥Y ≤ M |z|
R− |z|

.

Then eq. (20) holds if
M |z|
R− |z|

<
r

a
− Mr2

R2 − rR
,

which holds if

|z| < rR3 − r2R2 −Mr2aR

aMR2 + rR2 − aMR− r2R−Mr2a
.

Setting θ equal to the right-hand side gives the desired result. Furthermore, the value on the right-hand side
is maximized for fixed values of a, M , and R when

r = Ξ(M,a,R;F) :=
aMR+R2 −

√
a2M2R2 + aMR3

aM +R
.

Thus the optimal radius can be given by plugging in this value for r, from which we get

Θ(M,a,R;F) :=

(
aMR−

√
aMR2(aM +R)

)(
aMR+R2 −

√
aMR2(aM +R)

)
2a2M2R−R

√
aMR2(aM +R) + aM

(
2R2 − 3

√
aMR2(aM +R)

) .

For the purposes of showing sub-exponential convergence of the sparse grid, we want to find the largest
polyellipse in the region of analyticity. For one dimension, a Bernstein ellipse Eσ is given by

Eσ =

{
z ∈ C : Re z =

eσ̂ + e−σ̂

2
cos(θ), Im z =

eσ̂ − e−σ̂

2
sin(θ), θ ∈ [0, 2π), 0 ≤ σ̂ ≤ σ

}
.

For multiple dimensions, we define a polyellipse to be a direct product of Bernstein ellipses:

Eσ1,σ2,...,σn :=

n∏
k=1

Eσk
⊂ Cn.

Applying theorem 3 directly using uniform estimates for each point in Γ gives the analytic domain

GΘ :=
⋃
y∈Γ

BΘ(y),

where BΘ(y) is a ball of radius Θ = Θ(M,a,R;F) centered at y. Thus we want to fit the largest Bernstein
ellipse into GΘ, as shown in fig. 3.

The following is a simple result following from theorem 3.
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GΘ

Eσ1,...,σn

1−1 R

iR

Figure 3: Embedding of the Bernstein polyellipse Eσ1,...,σn
:= Πn

k=1Eσk
in GΘ.

Corollary 1. Take F to be the function designated in eq. (17). Set the positive constants R, M , and a such
that the following hold:

(i) R > 0 is small enough so that [Du∗F(y, u∗)]−1 exists whenever dist(y,Γ) ≤ R and ∥ Imu∗∥H(U) ≤ R.

(ii) M > 0 is large enough so that ∥F(y0+y, u∗(·,y0)+u∗)∥Z ≤ M whenever y0 ∈ Γ and |y|, ∥u∗∥H(U) ≤ R.

(iii) a > 0 is large enough so that ∥[Du∗F(y0, u∗(·;y0))]−1∥L(Z,H(U)) ≤ a for all y0 ∈ Γ.

Then defining

σ∗ := log
(√

Θ2 + 1 + Θ
)

(21)

where Θ = Θ(M,a,R;F), we have that the polyellipse Eσ1,σ2,...,σN
is inside the region of analyticity for the

solution y 7→ u∗(·;y) if σ1 = σ2 = · · · = σN = σ∗.

Proof. By applying theorem 3 to each point y0 ∈ Γ, we get that there is a region of analyticity for the
solution y 7→ u∗(·;y), where a ball of radius Θ centered at any y0 ∈ Γ is contained in the region. The largest
polyellipse Eσ1,σ2,...,σN

with σ1 = σ2 = · · · = σN in the region of analyticity can be computed. From [19, 21],
we know the largest polyellipse occurs when σ∗ is defined as in eq. (21).

Remark 6. Conditions (ii) and (iii) of corollary 1 are straightforwardly made to satisfy the conditions of
theorem 3. The condition (i) follows from the specific form of the PDE in question. A sufficient condition
for the inverse [Du∗F(y, u∗)]−1 to exist is ϵ∗(·;y) > 0, det J(·;y) > 0, κ2(·;y) ≥ 0, and Re cosh(u∗) ≥ 0.
The first three inequalities can be satisified by choosing y to be sufficiently close to Γ. The term Re cosh(u∗)
will be strictly positive when u∗ is real-valued, and only becomes negative when Imu∗ is sufficiently large.

Remark 7. The estimate for the size of the polyellipse takes each σk for k = 1, 2, . . . , N to be equal to σ∗.
This will only give the optimal estimate of the decay rate when using an isotropic sparse grid. For anisotropic
sparse grids, we would need to choose different values for each σk.

Theorem 3 show how we can obtain a priori bounds on the region of analyticity after applying the implicit
function theorem. To apply these bounds, one needs to find the values for the constants a and M (for a
fixed R). For our problem, there must be some choice of constants that work, but computing them is tricky.
The constant a can be difficult to estimate because it involves getting bounds on the solution of a backward
problem. That is, we ultimately want to find a bound on the norm of [DxF(0, 0)]−1, which typically means
solving a linear PDE. For simple linear operators and domains – for example, a Helmholtz operator −∆+k2

on the sphere– this norm is possible to calculate explicitly. However, our domain has interfaces, which makes
estimation difficult. For the moment, we set aside the problem of bounding the constant a and leave the
task of optimizing the bounds for that value to future work. The constant M can be more easily estimated
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since we are now solving a forward problem. That is, given some inputs to our (known) function F we want
to determine the size of the outputs. The remainder of this section is devoted to showing how the estimate
for M can be obtained.

To get the explicit bounds needed to apply corollary 1, we will need to make assumptions on the param-
eters in the NPBE. Suppose that Γ = [−1, 1]N . To simplify the arguments, we will assume that ϵ∗k and (κ2)∗

are piecewise constant and that g∗ = 0. Suppose that F has the form

F (r;y) = r +

N∑
k=1

√
µkbk(r)yk

where bk ∈ C2. Assume that the bk’s are normalized so that

∥bk∥L∞(U) = 1 for k = 1, 2, . . . N,

and that the µk’s are decreasing in value. Then the Jacobian, J(r;y) has the form

J(r;y) = I +

N∑
k=1

√
µkBk(r)yk

where Bk(r) = ∂bk(r). Denote

By :=

N∑
k=1

√
µkBk(·)yk (22)

so that J(·;y) = I + By. Note that we can treat B as a linear map from CN into C1(U,C3×3).
We will also assume that f∗ has the form

f∗(r;y) =

Nf∑
k=1

ξ(F (r;y)− F (ηk;y))

where ξ is a Gaussian function and each ηk ∈ U is a fixed point.
Suppose that F(y0, u0) = 0 for some y0 ∈ Γ and u0 ∈ H(U). To apply corollary 1, we want an estimate

on
∥F(y0 + y, u0 + u)−F(y0, u0)∥Z . (23)

Note that the norm on the last three coordinates of F (see eq. (17)) can be estimated by finding bounds for
the trace operators and co-normal derivatives. Let us focus on the first coordinate of eq. (23), which is given
by

[Lk(y
0 + y)](u0

k + uk) + (κ2)∗k sinh(u
0
k + uk) detJk(·;y0 + y)− f∗

k (·;y0 + y) detJk(·;y0 + y)

− [Lk(y
0)](u0

k) + (κ2)∗k sinh(u
0
k) detJk(·;y0)− f∗

k (·;y0) detJk(·;y0)

for k = 1, 2, 3.
Estimating the above term in the L2(U) requires us to define the norms of several other spaces in order

for the calculation to be tractable. Norms in finite-dimensional vector spaces (e.g. Rn) will be denoted with
single bars, | · |, while norms in infinite-dimensional function spaces will be denoted with double bars, ∥ · ∥.
Similar notation will be used for the norms induced on linear operators on normed spaces. In particular,
| · |p for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ will be used to denote the typical ℓp norms in Rn or Cn as well as the associated matrix
norms. So if v ∈ Cn and A ∈ Cn×n, then |v|2 will be the standard Euclidean norm of v and

|A|2 = sup
x∈Cn\{0}

|Ax|2
|x|2

.

We will assume L2(U ;Cn) to have the norm

∥v(·)∥L2(U ;Cn) = ∥ |v(·)|2 ∥L2(U ;R) =

(∫
U

|v(r)|22 dr
)1/2

.
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We will also assume that H1(U ;Cn) has the norm

∥v(·)∥H1(U ;Cn) = ∥v(·)∥L2(U ;Cn) +

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥ ∂v∂ri (·)
∥∥∥∥
L2(U ;Cn)

.

For the space C1(U ;C3×3), we introduce the norm

∥B(·)∥C1(U ;C3×3) := max
k=0,1
i=1,2,3

sup
r∈U

∣∣∣∣ ∂k

∂rki
B(r)

∣∣∣∣
2

.

Note that for any B ∈ C1(U ;C3×3) and v ∈ H1(U ;C3), we have

∥Bv∥H1(U ;C3) ≤ 4∥B∥C1(U ;C3×3)∥v∥H1(U ;C3),

which implies the continuous imbedding C1(U ;C3×3) ↪→ L(H1(U ;C3)).
Recall that B as defined in eq. (22) is a linear map from CN into C1(U ;C3×3), and so inherits a natural

norm from being a bounded linear operator between two Banach spaces. We introduce a different norm for
these maps that will be easier to estimate and be an upper bound for the linear operator norm. Let

∥B∥p :=

(
N∑

k=1

|µk|p/2∥Bk∥pC1(U,C3×3)

)1/p

for 1 ≤ p < ∞ and
∥B∥∞ := max

k=1,2,...,N

√
µk∥Bk∥C1(U,C3×3).

Then for 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞ with 1
p + 1

q = 1, we have that

∥By∥C1(U,C3×3) ≤ ∥B∥p|y|q. (24)

For the following estimates on various parameters, the hypothesis

∥B∥1 <
1

4
. (25)

is assumed, which defines J−1(y0 + y) in L(H1(U ;C3)).

Proposition 3. Let L = L(H1(U ;C3)) denote the space of bounded linear operators from H1(U ;C3) to
itself. Suppose that y0 ∈ Γ and

|y|∞ <
1

4∥B∥1
− |y0|∞.

Then we have the following bounds:

∥J−1(y0)∥L ≤ 1

1− 4∥B∥1|y0|∞
, (26)

∥J−1(y0 + y)∥L ≤ 1

1− 4∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)
, (27)

∥(I + J−1(y0)By)−1 − I∥L ≤ 4∥B∥1|y|∞
1− 4∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

, (28)

|det J(y0)| ≤ 1

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3
, (29)

|det J(y0 + y)| ≤ 1

(1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞))3
, (30)

∥ det J(y0)∥L ≤ 4

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3
(31)

∥ det J(y0 + y)∥L ≤ 4

(1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞))3
(32)

∥ det(I + J−1(y0)By)− 1∥L ≤ 4

[(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

]
. (33)
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Proof. See appendix A for the proof.

Hence we have that

∥[Lk(y
0 + y)](u0

k + uk)− [Lk(y
0)](u0

k)∥L2(Uk)

≤ |ϵ∗k| ∥J−1(y0 + y)J(y0 + y)−T det J(y0 + y)∇(u0
k + uk)

− J−1(y0)J(y0)−T det J(y0)∇u0
k∥H1(Uk;C3)

≤ |ϵ∗k|
(
a(y0,y)∥uk∥H2(Uk) + b(y0,y)∥u0

k∥H2(Uk)

) (34)

where

a(y0,y) :=

(
1

1− 4∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)2

× 4

(1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞))3

and

b(y0,y) :=

[(
4∥B∥1|y|∞

1− 4∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)2

× 4

((
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

)

+ 2× 4∥B∥1|y|∞
1− 4∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

× 4

((
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

)

+

(
4∥B∥1|y|∞

1− 4∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)2

+ 2× 4∥B∥1|y|∞
1− 4∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

+ 4

((
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

)]
×
(

1

1− 4∥B∥1|y0|∞

)2

× 4

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3
.

It can then be shown that the norm in L2(U) is bounded by

√
3 ϵmax

(
a(y0,y)∥u∥H + b(y0,y)∥u0∥H

)
,

where ϵmax := max{ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3}.
Let Ck > 0 denote the constant associated with the Banach algebra H2(Uk). That is, Ck > 0 is a

constant such that
∥uv∥H2(Uk) ≤ Ck∥u∥H2(Uk) × ∥v∥H2(Uk) ∀u, v ∈ H2(Uk).

Then we have

∥κ2
k sinh(u

0
k + uk) detJ(y

0 + y)− κ2
k sinh(u

0
k) detJ(y

0)∥L2(Uk)

≤
2|κ2

k| cosh(Ck(∥u0
k∥H2(Uk) +

1
2∥uk∥H2(Uk))) sinh(Ck

1
2∥uk∥H2(Uk))

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3

(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

+
|κ2

k|C
−1
k sinh(Ck∥uk∥H2(Uk))

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3

[(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

]
.

Thus the L2(U) norm is bounded by

√
3κ2

max

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3

[
2 cosh(Cmax(∥u0

k∥H +
1

2
∥uk∥H)) sinh(Cmax

1

2
∥uk∥H)

(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

+ C−1
max sinh(Cmax∥uk∥H)

[(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

]]
(35)

where Cmax := max{C1, C2, C3}.
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Finally the forcing term can be dealt with by finding the derivatives with respect to yk for k = 1, 2, . . . , N .
We have that

∂

∂yi
ξ(F (r;y)− F (ηk;y)) detJ(r;y)

=

3∑
j=1

∂ξ

∂xj
(F (r;y)− F (ηk;y))[

√
µi(b

j
i (r)− bji (ηk))] detJ(r;y) + ξ(F (r;y)− F (ηk;y))

+ ξ(F (r;y)− F (ηk;y)) detJ(r;y)tr
(
J−1(r;y)

√
µiBi(r)

)
and so∥∥∥∥ ∂

∂yi
ξ(F (·;y)− F (ηk;y)) det J(·;y)

∥∥∥∥
L2(U)

≤ 6
√
µi max

j=1,2,3

∥∥∥∥ ∂ξ

∂xj

∥∥∥∥
L2(R3)

+ ∥ξ∥L2(R3) ×
3

1− ∥B∥1|y|
× ∥B∥∞

Thus we get that
∥f∗(·;y0 + y) detJ(·;y0 + y)− f∗(·;y0) detJ(·;y0)∥L2(U)

≤ Nf · |y| ·

(
6
√
µi max

j=1,2,3

∥∥∥∥ ∂ξ

∂xj

∥∥∥∥
L2(R3)

+
3∥ξ∥L2(R3)∥B∥∞
1− ∥B∥1|y|

)
.

(36)

Combining the estimates in eqs. (34) to (36) gives a bound on the L2(U) part of F(y0 + y, u0 + u) −
F(y0, u0). We still have constants that have not been explicitly given (such as Cmax and the norm of the
solution u0), but estimating these would be difficult to do in the space of this paper.

4 Sparse Grids

Sparse grids are a mathematical technique used to efficiently approximate functions and solve problems
in high-dimensional spaces. They provide a way to reduce the computational cost associated with high-
dimensional problems by exploiting the sparsity of the underlying function. In many real-world applications,
such as optimization, machine learning, and scientific simulations, the dimensionality of the problem can
be quite large. Traditional numerical methods often struggle to handle these high-dimensional scenarios
due to the exponential growth of computational requirements with increasing dimensions. Sparse grids offer
a solution to this problem by selectively evaluating the function only at a subset of points in the high-
dimensional space. The idea is to concentrate computational effort on regions that contribute the most to
the overall approximation accuracy, while ignoring or approximating the function in less significant regions.

Sparse grids are constructed from tensor products of Lagrange iterpolation. Given a set of data points
(ζ0, z0), (ζ1, z1), . . . , (ζp, zp) ∈ Γ̃ × R, where we define Γ̃ := [−1, 1] and the ζi values are distinct, Lagrange
interpolation constructs a polynomial P (ζ) of degree at most n that satisfies:

P (ζi) = zi, for i = 0, 1, . . . , p

The polynomial P (ζ) is defined as the linear combination of Lagrange basis polynomials li(ζ), which are
constructed to ensure that P (ζi) = zi for each data point:

P (ζ) =

p∑
i=0

zili(ζ)

The Lagrange basis polynomials are defined as:

li(ζ) =

n∏
j=0
j ̸=i

ζ − ζj
ζi − ζj

These basis polynomials have the property that li(ζi) = 1 and li(ζj) = 0 for j ̸= i, ensuring that the

polynomial P (ζ) passes through the corresponding data point (ζi, zi). It is clear that P (ζ) ∈ Pp(Γ̃) :=
span{ζm : m = 0, . . . , p}.
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We can now extend Lagrange interpolation to using tensor products of 1D interpolants. Let

C0(Γ) := {v : Γ → V is continuous on Γ and max
y∈Γ

|v(y)| < ∞},

p = (p1, . . . , pN ), and Ppn(Γ̃) := span(ymn , m = 0, . . . , pn), for each dimension n = 1, . . . , N . Let Im(i) :

C0(Γ̃) → Pm(i)−1(Γ̃) be the Lagrange interpolation operator where i ∈ N0, m(0) = 0, m(1) = 1 and in
general m(i) ∈ N0 is the number of evaluation points at level i. Note that if m(i) = 0 then let P−1(Γ) := ∅.

Consider the vector of approximations i = (i1, i2, . . . , iN ) ∈ NN
0 , and form the space Pp(Γ) =

⊗N
n=1 Ppn

(Γ̃)
then the Lagrange interpolation for N dimensions operator IN

i : C0(Γ) → Pp(Γ) can now be built as

IN
i = Im(i1)

1 ⊗ Im(i2)
2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ Im(iN )

N .

More explicitly for each dimension n = 1, . . . , N let {yn1 , . . . , ynm(i)} ⊂ Γ̃ be a sequence of abcissas for the

Lagrange interpolation operator Im(in)
n . Thus for any ν ∈ C0(Γ)

IN
i ν(y) =

m(i1)∑
k1=1

m(i2)∑
k2=1

· · ·
m(iN )∑
kN=1

ν(yi1k1
, yi2k2

, . . . , yiNkN
)li1k1

⊗ li2k2
⊗ · · · ⊗ liNkN

,

where

lij(y) =

N∏
k=0
j ̸=k

y − yik
yik − yjk

.

However, the dimensionality of Pp explodes as
∏N

n=1 (pn+1) making Lagrange interpolation intractable for
even a number of moderate dimensions. In contrast, if there exists a complex analytic extension of ν(y) with
respect to y then sparse grids are a better choice [5, 8, 63, 71]. They provide almost the same convergence
accuracy of full tensor product grids, but with significant reductions in dimensionality. This is achieved by
judiciously selecting a reduced set of monomials from the full tensor product.

Letm(i) = (m(i1), . . . ,m(iN )) ∈ ZN be the vector of the number of evaluations points for each dimension.
For a given non-negative integer w, we define the index set Λm,g(w) as follows:

Λm,g(w) = {p ∈ NN
0 , g(m−1(p+ 1)) ≤ w}.

In this context, the function g : ZN → Z acts as a restriction function along each dimension of the complete
tensor grid.

The indices in Λm,g(w) constitute the set of permissible polynomial moments PΛm,g(w)(Γ), subject to the
restrictions imposed by (m, g, w). Specifically, this polynomial set is defined as:

PΛm,g(w)(Γ) := span

{
N∏

n=1

ypn
n , with p ∈ Λm,g(w)

}
.

Let’s consider the difference operator along the nth dimension of Γ, denoted as

∆m(i)
n :=Im(i)

n − Im(i−1)
n .

By taking the tensor product of these difference operators across all dimensions, we can construct a sparse
grid. In this context, w ∈ N0 represents the desired approximation level. The sparse grid approximation of
ν is then obtained as follows:

Sm,g
w [ν] =

∑
i∈ZN :g(i)≤w

N⊗
n=1

∆m(in)
n (ν(y)).

We have the flexibility to choose different values for the parameters m and g. Our main objective is to
achieve accurate results while controlling the increase in dimensionality of the space PΛm,g(w)(Γ). To address
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this, we can utilize the well-known Smolyak sparse grid method introduced by Nobile et al. (2008), which
can be constructed using the following formulas:

m(i) =

{
1, for i = 1

2i−1 + 1, for i > 1
and g(i) =

N∑
n=1

(in − 1).

For this particular choice, the index set Λm,g(w) is defined as follows: Λm,g(w) := {p ∈ NN
0 :

∑
n f(pn) ≤ w}

where

f(p) =


0, p = 0

1, p = 1

⌈log2(p)⌉, p ≥ 2

.

Alternative choices, such as the Total Degree (TD) and Hyperbolic Cross (HC) grids, are described in [19].
The last component of the sparse grid is the selection of the abcissas {yn1 , . . . , ynm(i)} ⊂ [−1, 1] along each

dimension. One option is the extrema of Chebyshev polynomials:

ynj = − cos

(
π(j − 1)

m(i)− 1

)
.

This popular choice are denoted as Clenshaw-Curtis abscissas. It is worth noting that not all stochastic
dimensions need to be treated equally. Some dimensions may contribute more to the sparse grid approxima-
tion than others. By customizing the restriction function g according to the input random variables yn for
n = 1, . . . , N , a more accurate anisotropic sparse grid can be obtained [62, 69]. In this paper, for the sake
of simplicity, we focus on isotropic sparse grids. However, extending the approach to an anisotropic setting
is a straightforward.

Our current focus is on establishing error bounds for the sparse grid, specifically the norm ∥ν − Sm,g[ν]
∥L∞(Γ). This bound can be controlled by three key factors. Firstly, the number of dimensions, denoted as N ,
influences the bound. Secondly, the number of knots, denoted as η, in the sparse grid plays a role. However,
the most crucial factor is the size of the complex region in the analytic extension of ν(y) onto CN and the
following bound on the polyellipse

M̃(ν) := sup
z∈Eσ1,...,σN

|ν(z)|.

With the parameters analytic extension parameters (σ∗, M̃(ν)), the number of dimensions N and the
level of the sparse grid w the error of the sparse grid ∥ν − Sm,g[ν] ∥L∞(Γ) can be bounded. Define the
following constants

σ = σ∗/2, C̃2(σ) = 1 +
1

log 2

√
π

2σ
, δ∗(σ) =

e log (2)− 1

C̃2(σ)
,

µ1 =
σ

1 + log(2N)
, µ2(N) =

log(2)

N(1 + log(2N))
, µ3 =

σδ∗C̃2(σ)

1 + 2 log(2N)
,

a(δ, σ) = exp

(
δσ

{
1

σ log2 (2)
+

1

log (2)
√
2σ

+ 2

(
1 +

1

log (2)

√
π

2σ

)})
,

C1(σ, δ, M̃(ν)) =
4M̃(ν)C(σ)a(δ, σ)

eδσ
,

Q(σ, δ∗(σ), N, M̃(ν)) =
C1(σ, δ

∗(σ), M̃(ν))

exp(σδ∗(σ)C̃2(σ))

max{1, C1(σ, δ
∗(σ), M̃(ν))}N

|1− C1(σ, δ∗(σ), M̃(ν))|
.

Theorem 4. Suppose that ν ∈ C0(Γ;R) admits an analytic extension on Eσ1,...,σN
. Let Sm,g

w [ν] be the sparse
grid approximation of the function ν with Clenshaw-Curtis abcissas. If w > N/ log 2 then

∥ν − Sm,g
w [ν]∥L∞(Γ) ≤ Q(σ, δ∗(σ), N, M̃(ν))ηµ3(σ,δ

∗(σ),N) exp

(
− Nσ

21/N
ηµ2(N)

)
,
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Furthermore, if w ≤ N/ log 2 then the following algebraic convergence bound holds:

∥ν − Sm,g
w [ν]∥L∞(Γ) ≤

C1(σ, δ
∗(σ), M̃(ν))max {1, C1(σ, δ

∗(σ), M̃(ν))}N

|1− C1(σ, δ∗(σ), M̃(ν))|
η−µ1 .

Proof. Theorem 3.10 and 3.11 in [63].

5 Numerical Results

We now test the complex analyticity result for the NPBE by computing the potential field of the Trypsin
protein (PDB:1ppe [11], n = 1,852 atoms) submerged in a solvent. In Figure 4 (a) the secondary structure
of the Trypsin molecule is rendered with a meshed surface of the molecular boundary. This corresponds to
the molecular boundary obtained by rolling a solvent atom around the molecule. This boundary corresponds
to the interface I1. Inside the molecule the dielectric is set to ϵ = 70 and outside the boundary it is set to
ϵ = 1 (e.g. solvent dielectric). Note that these dielectric values are unit-less. The second boundary I2 (not
rendered) corresponds to the ion-accessible surface. The Debye-Hückel parameter, κ, is set to zero inside the
surface and non-zero outside. The entire protein is contained in a cubic domain D measuring 70× 70× 70 Å
and the Dirichlet boundary conditions are set to zero, i.e., u ≡ 0 on ∂D. The temperature of the solvent is
set to T = 310 Kelvin. Let C := {x1, . . . ,xn} correspond to set of the location of the molecular atoms. This
information is contained in the PDB file. In theory and in practice these locations represent point charges
that are replaced with functions L2(Ω) as this guarantee the existence of a unique solution for the NPBE
[43]. The potential field, which corresponds to the solution of the NPBE, is then solved using APBS.

I1

10 1 10 2

10 2

10 3

10 4

|E
[Q

(û
)]
−
E
[S

m
,g

w
[Q

(û
)]
]|

N = 2

N = 3

knots

(a) (b)

Figure 4: Trypin protein NPBE test. (a) Visual representation of the Trypsin molecule’s secondary structure,
rendered as a meshed surface that outlines the molecular boundary. This boundary is obtained by rolling the
molecule with a solvent atom and is referred to as interface I1. The potential field is computed with the APBS
software for each knot in the sparse grid. (b) Convergence graphs of the error |E [Q(û)] − E [Sm,g

w [Q(û)]] |
giving stochastic shifts of the molecular domain. We notice that the error decays algebraically.

The protein will be now shifted using a stochastic model inside the domain D. Since boundary conditions
are set to zero the solution will not be a simple translation, but will depend nonlinearly on the shift of the
atom locations given by C. For each shift, the domain of the Trypsin molecule is discretized and the potential
field is solved using APBS. Let C(ω) correspond to the set of atom locations shifted by the event outcome
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ω ∈ Ω, i.e.

C(ω) = {x = x0 +

N∑
k=1

αkekYk(ω) |x0 ∈ C},

where
e1 = [1, 0, 0]T , e2 = [0, 1, 0]T , e3 = [0, 0, 1]T , α1 = α2 = α3 = 10,

N ≤ 3, and Y1(ω), Y2(ω), Y3(ω) are uniformly distributed over the domain [−
√
3,
√
3] and independent of

each other. Thus for each event ω ∈ Ω each element of C are shifted as follows:

xk → xk +

N∑
k=1

αkekYk(ω),

for k = 1, . . . , N . Suppose û(x, Y1, . . . , YN ) is the solution of the APBS with respect to Y1, . . . , YN and let

Q(û) :=

∫
D
û(x, Y1, . . . , YN ) dx (37)

with respect to stochastic domain shifts Y1, . . . , YN . Using the sparse grid the error |E [Q(û)]−E [Sm,g
w [Q(û)]] |

is computed.
In Figure 4 (b) the convergence graphs are plotted for w = 2, 3, 4, 5 for N = 2. We assume that w = 7 is

the actual value for E [Q(û)]. Notice that the convergence rate decays algebraically. This is consistent with
theorem 4. We observe the similar algebraic decay for N = 3.

6 Conclusion

In this paper we show the existence of complex analytic extension of the solution of the NPBE with respect
to the random perturbations of the domain, and its application to UQ is explored. This is a difficult problem
due to the exponentially-growing nonlinear term and the discontinuity of the interface. The analyticity of
solutions holds significant practical implications for efficiently computing quantities of interest. Any bounded
linear map Q : H(U) → R can be computed at an algebraic or sub-exponential rate, since they are analytic
with respect to solutions ũ ∈ H(U). Notably, the linearity of surface integrals allows for the direct application
of these results in such cases.

We have also given estimates on the region of analyticity for the solution of the NPBE, which would
allow for explicit calculations of the convergence rate of the sparse grid quadrature. However the estimate
of the region relies on constants, whose exact values are difficult to determine, a topic of interest that are
left for future work.

More generally, the framework developed here is applicable to other problems in UQ. The strategy to
applying these results to other problems is roughly as follows:

1. Rewrite the problem as a functional equation, F(y, u) = 0, where y are the stochastic parameters in
RN or CN and u represents the solution to the nonlinear PDE or equation in an appropriate Banach
space. If the problem involves an interface, then a space similar to H(U) may be useful.

2. Applying the implicit function theorem (similar to how it was done for theorem 2) gives a region of
analyticity for the solution y 7→ u(y). It is important that the Banach space for u is appropriately
chosen so that the Fréchet derivative DuF is an isomorphism.

3. Theorem 3 can be applied to estimate the region of analyticity. This gives useful convergence results
for numerical methods (e.g. sparse grid quadratures). To get explicit bounds, one needs to estimate
the norm of the linear operator [DuF ]−1, which for simple domains and operators can be computed.

Thus the results in this paper can be more broadly implemented in other nonlinear UQ problems in order
to demonstrate the analyticity of solutions and observables as well as determine estimates on the region of
analyticity.
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A Computations for estimates

Proof of proposition 3. The space L is nice to work with since it is a Banach algebra, i.e., for A1, A2 ∈ L we
have

∥A1A2∥L ≤ ∥A1∥L∥A2∥L.

We will use this fact frequently in the proof.
From eq. (24), we have that

σmax(By(r)) = |By(r)|2 ≤ ∥B∥1|y|∞ for any r ∈ U

where σmax(·) denotes the largest singular value of a matrix. Thus (suppressing the r ∈ U term)

σmax(J(y)) = |J(y)|2 ≤ 1 + ∥B∥1|y|∞
σmin(J(y)) ≥ 1− σmax(By) ≥ 1− ∥B∥1|y|∞,

where σmin(·) represents the smallest singular value of a matrix.
We will need estimates on the norms J−1(y0 + y) and det J(y0 + y), and so the following identity will

be useful:
J(y0 + y) = J(y0)[I + J−1(y0)By].

By the assumption eq. (25), we have that J(y0) is invertible, and the inverse is given by the Neumann series

J−1(y0) = I +

∞∑
k=1

(−1)k(By0)k.

Thus

∥J−1(y0)∥L ≤ 1 +

∞∑
k=1

(∥By0∥L)k

≤ 1 +

∞∑
k=1

(4∥By0∥C1)k

=
1

1− 4∥B∥1|y0|∞
,

which give eq. (26). Equation (27) is shown similarly. Also,

∥(I + J(y0)By)−1 − I∥L ≤
∞∑
k=1

∥J−1(y0)By∥kL

≤
∞∑
k=1

(
1

1− 4∥B∥1|y0|∞

)k

(4∥B∥1|y|∞)k

=
4∥B∥1|y|∞

1− 4∥B∥1(|y|∞ + |y0|∞)
,

which gives eq. (28). To estimate ∥ det J(y)∥L, we will need to bound both |det J(y)| and | ∂
∂ri

det J(y)| over
U . For a matrix A with σmax(A) < 1, we have

det(I +A) = 1 +

∞∑
k=1

1

k!

−
∞∑
j=1

(−1)j

j
tr(Aj)

k

.
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Therefore,

|det J(y0)| = |det(I + By0)|

≤ 1 +

∞∑
k=1

1

k!

 ∞∑
j=1

1

j
tr((By0)j)

k

≤ 1 +

∞∑
k=1

1

k!

 ∞∑
j=1

3

j
σmax(By0)j

k

≤ 1 +

∞∑
k=1

1

k!

 ∞∑
j=1

3

j
∥B∥j1|y0|j∞

k

= 1 +

∞∑
k=1

1

k!
(−3 ln(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞))k

=
1

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|)3
,

which gives eq. (29). The inequality in eq. (30) is similarly shown.
Using Jacobi’s formula, we have that∣∣∣∣ ∂

∂ri
det J(y0)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ |det J(y0)| ×
∣∣∣∣tr(J−1(y0)

∂J

∂ri
(y0))

∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|)3
× 3σmin(J(y

0))−1 × σmax

(
∂

∂ri
By0

)
≤ 1

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|)3
× 3

1− ∥B∥1|y0|
× ∥B∥1|y0|∞

=
3∥B∥1|y0|∞

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|)4

Therefore,

∥ det J(y0)∥L ≤ 4∥det J(y0)∥C1

≤ 4max

{
1

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3
,

3∥B∥1|y0|∞
(1− ∥B∥1|y0|)4

}
=

4

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)3

where the last line follows from our assumptions eq. (25) and y0 ∈ Γ = [−1, 1]N . This gives eq. (31), and
eq. (32) is proved similarly.

Lastly, we want to get the estimate eq. (33). We have that

|det(I + J−1(y0)By)− 1| ≤
∞∑
k=1

1

k!

(
1

j
|tr
(
(J−1(y0)By

)j
)|
)k

≤
∞∑
k=1

1

k!

 ∞∑
j=1

3

j

(
∥B∥1|y|∞

1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

)j
k

=

(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1.
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Using Jacobi’s formula, we have that the corresponding derivative can be bounded as follows:∣∣∣∣ ∂

∂ri
det(I + J−1(y0)By)

∣∣∣∣
≤ |det(I + J−1(y0)By)| ×

∣∣∣∣tr((I + J−1(y0)By)−1

(
∂J−1(y0)

∂ri
By + J−1(y0)

∂By
∂ri

))∣∣∣∣ .
Note that

σmin(I + J−1(y0)By) = σmin(J
−1(y0)(I + By0 + By))

≥ σmin(J
−1(y0))σmin(I + By0 + By)

≥ 1− ∥B∥1(|y0|+ |y|∞)

1 + ∥B∥1|y0|∞
.

We also have that
∂J−1(y0)

∂ri
= −J−1(y0)

∂By0

∂ri
J−1(y0)

so that

σmax

(
∂J−1(y0)

∂ri

)
≤ ∥B∥1|y0|∞

(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)2
.

Therefore, ∣∣∣∣ ∂

∂ri
det(I + J−1(y0)By)

∣∣∣∣
≤

[(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

]
× 3× 1 + ∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|+ |y|∞)

×
[

∥B∥1|y0|∞
(1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞)2

∥B∥1|y0|∞ +
∥B∥1|y0|∞

1− ∥B∥1|y0|∞

]
It is possible to show that∣∣∣∣ ∂

∂ri
det(I + J−1(y0)By)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ( 1− ∥B∥1|y0|
1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

using the assumptions of the norms of y, y0, and B. Thus

∥ det(I + J−1(y0)By)∥L ≤ ∥det(I + J−1(y0)By)∥C1

≤ 4

[(
1− ∥B∥1|y0|

1− ∥B∥1(|y0|∞ + |y|∞)

)3

− 1

]
.
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