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Abstract

We design and implement a novel algorithm for computing a multilevel
Monte Carlo (MLMC) estimator of the cumulative distribution function of
a quantity of interest in problems with random input parameters or initial
conditions. Our approach combines a standard MLMC method with strati-
fied sampling by replacing standard Monte Carlo at each level with stratified
Monte Carlo with proportional allocation. We show that the resulting strati-
fied MLMC algorithm is more efficient than its standard MLMC counterpart,
due to the reduction in variance at each level provided by the stratification
of the random parameter’s domain. A smoothing approximation for the in-
dicator function based on kernel density estimation yields a more efficient
algorithm compared to the typically used polynomial smoothing. The dif-
ference in computational cost between the smoothing methods depends on
the required error tolerance.

1 Introduction and Motivation

Simulation of many complex systems, such as subsurface flows in porous me-
dia [} 2]] or reaction initiation in heterogeneous explosives [3]], is complicated by
a lack of information about key properties such as permeability or initial porosity.
Uncertainty in the medium’s properties or initial state propagates into uncertainty
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in predicted quantities of interest (Qols), such as mass flow rate or the material’s
temperature.

Probabilistic methods, which treat an uncertain input or initial state of the
system as a random variable, provide a natural venue to quantify predictive uncer-
tainty in a Qol. These techniques render the Qol random as well, i.e., it takes on
values that are distributed according to some probability density function (PDF).
Such approaches include stochastic finite element methods (FEMs), which char-
acterize the random parameter fields in terms of a finite set of random variables,
e.g., via a spectral representation or a Karhunen-Lo¢ve expansion. This finite
set of random variables defines a finite-dimensional outcome space on which the
solution to the resulting stochastic partial differential equation (PDE) is defined.
Examples of stochastic FEMs include stochastic Galerkin, which expands the so-
lution of a stochastic PDE in terms of orthogonal basis functions, and stochastic
collocation, which samples the random parameters at predetermined values or
“nodes” [4]. While such methods perform well when the number of stochastic pa-
rameters (aka “stochastic dimension”) is low and these parameters exhibit a long
correlation length, for many stochastic degrees of freedom and short correlation
lengths their performance decreases dramatically [5]. In addition, since nonlinear-
ity degrades the solution’s regularity in the outcome space, stochastic FEMs also
struggle with solving highly nonlinear problems [6]]. Another class of probabilis-
tic techniques involves the derivation of deterministic equations for the statistical
moments [7, [8] or PDF [9, [10] of the Qol. While these methods do not suffer
from the “curse of dimensionality”, they require a closure approximation for the
derived moment or PDF equations. Such closures often involve perturbation ex-
pansions of relevant quantities into series in the powers of the random parameters’
variances, which limits the applicability of such methods to parameters with low
coefficients of variation.

Monte Carlo simulations (MC) [11] remain the most robust and straightfor-
ward way to solve PDEs with random parameters/initial conditions. The method
samples the random variables from their distribution, solves the deterministic PDE
for each realization, and computes the resulting statistics of the Qol. While com-
bining a nonintrusive character with a convergence that is independent of the
stochastic dimension, MC converges very slowly: the standard deviation of the
MC estimator for the Qol’s expectation value is inversely proportional to v/N
where N is the number of realizations [11]. While this drawback spurred the
development of alternative probabilistic methods such as those listed above, ef-
forts to combine MC with the multigrid concept by Heinrich [12,|13]] and later by
Giles [14] have sparked renewed interest in MC under the form of the multilevel
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Monte Carlo (MLMC) method. MLMC aims to achieve the same solution error as
MC but at a lower computational cost by correcting realizations on a coarse spatial
grid with sampling at finer levels of discretization. By sampling predominantly
at the coarsest levels where samples are cheaper to compute, it aims to outper-
form MC which only performs realizations on the finest spatial grid. The related
technique of multifidelity Monte Carlo (also referred to as solver-based MLMC
as a opposed to traditional grid-based MLMC) generalizes this approach by using
models of varying fidelities and speeds on the different levels [15} 16, 17].

Most work on MLMC has been aimed at computing estimators for expectation
values and variances of Qols (see, e.g., [18} 19, 20, 21]]). However, the informa-
tion contained in these first two moments is insufficient to understand, e.g., the
probability of rare events. This task requires knowledge of the Qol’s full PDF,
or equivalently, its cumulative distribution function (CDF) [22, 23, [24]. Assum-
ing the Qol @ to be a function of a continuous random input variable W, i.e.,
Q = Q(W), where W : Q — R is a measurable function with {2 the sample
space, the CDF F' of () at a point ¢ € R is given by

[e.o]

Flg) = BT (Q)) = [

— 00

T oo () f(s) ds = / fs)ds, (D)

where the indicator function Z_ () is defined as

T (s) 1 fors € (—oo,q] 2
ool (8) =
(ood 0 fors € (q,+00).

Application of MLMC to the estimation of distributions only started a few years
ago. Giles et al. [25] developed an algorithm to estimate PDFs and CDFs us-
ing the indicator function approach, while Bierig et al. [26] approximated PDFs
via a truncated moment sequence and the method of maximum entropy. Both
approaches were used to approximate CDFs of molecular species in biochemical
reaction networks [27]]. Elfverson et al. [28] used MLMC to estimate failure prob-
abilities, which are single-point evaluations of the CDF. Lu et al. [29] obtained a
more efficient MLMC algorithm by calibrating the polynomial smoothing of the
indicator function in [25] to optimize the smoothing bandwidth for a given value
of the error tolerance, thereby achieving a faster variance decay with level, and by
enabling an a posteriori switch to MC if the latter turned out to have a lower com-
putational cost. Krumscheid et al. [30] developed an algorithm for approximating
general parametric expectations, including CDFs and characteristic functions, and



simultaneously deriving robustness indicators such as quantiles and conditional
values-at-risk.

To reduce the computational cost of MLMC further, the multigrid approach
can be combined with a sampling strategy at each level that is more efficient than
standard MC. For example, quasi-Monte Carlo uses quasi-random, rather than
random or pseudo-random, sequences to achieve faster convergence than MC, and
has been used to speed up the MLMC computation of the mean system state [31].
Furthermore, a number of so-called “variance reduction” techniques have been de-
veloped to obtain estimators with a lower variance than MC for the same number
of realizations. These include stratification, antithetic sampling, importance sam-
pling, and control variates [11]. Recently, importance sampling was incorporated
into MLMC for a more efficient computation of expectation values of Qols [32].
Ullman et al. [33]] estimated failure probabilities for rare events by combining sub-
set simulation using Markov chain Monte Carlo [34] with multilevel failure do-
mains defined on a hierarchy of discrete spatial grids with decreasing mesh sizes.
We propose to divide the domain of a random input parameter or initial condition
using stratified Monte Carlo to achieve variance reduction at each discretization
level, and to estimate the CDF of an output Qol via the resulting “stratified” Mul-
tilevel Monte Carlo approach.

Section 2| provides a mathematical formulation of MLMC and sMLMC es-
timators of CDFs and the cost and error associated with computing them. Sec-
tion |3| discusses two testbed problems for assessing the performance of MLMC
and sSMLMC compared to standard MC. Conclusions and future research direc-
tions are reserved for Section 4l

2 Multilevel Monte Carlo for CDFs

Usually the Qol () cannot be simulated directly. Instead, one discretizes () on a
spatial grid 7, and introduces a sequence of random variables, (), where M is
the number of cells in 7;, which converges to () as M increases. We assume that
(s converges both in the mean and in the sense of distribution to () as M — oo,
ie.,

ElQu —Ql=0M™), E[L(-0q(Qum) = Li-0q(Q)] = O(M™*), (3)

as M — oo for ay, as € R independent of M and q. We approximate the statistics
of (), rather than of (), i.e., our goal is to estimate the CDF F); of ()5, on some



compact interval [a, b] C R. At each point ¢ € [a, b], Fis(q) is given by

FM(C]) = E[I(*OOH](QM)]' 4)

We assume the PDF f;; of ), to be at least d-times continuously differentiable
on [a—&p, b+&| for some d € Ny and &, > 0. Then, given the values of F); at a set
of S + 1 equidistant points S, = {a = qo < ¢1 < -+ < gg = b} with separation
distance h, we estimate F);(q) at any point ¢ € [a, b] via a piecewise polynomial
interpolation of degree max(d, 1). The resulting approximation F}, 5/(q) of Fis(q)
is given by

S S
Fini(@) = D) Bl -0 qu)(@u)]én(a) = Y EIL(Qu)] dula),  (5)

n=0 n=0
where ¢, (n = 0,...,95) are, e.g., Lagrange basis polynomials or, in the case

of cubic spline interpolation, third-degree polynomials. The goal is to find an
unbiased estimator Z, s of E[Z,(Q )], so that an estimator F}, y(q) of Fj, a(q)
is computed as

s
Fyun(q) = Z@,M%(Q)' (6)
n=0

The estimator Fh, a converges to the CDF F of the original Qol ) as M — oo (to
reduce the discretization error) and its variance decreases (to reduce the sampling
error).

2.1 Standard Monte Carlo (MC)

The MC estimator for E[Z,,(Q )] based on Nyc independent samples of @y, is
defined by

. 1 .
T = oo 2 Ta(@), (7
j=1

where Q) is the j™ sample of ;. Let FMS denote the MC estimator of Fj, y,

and Fy,(q) = Zizo E[Z,.(Q)] ¢, be a piecewise polynomial interpolation of F'(q)
given its value at a set of points {¢,} = {a = ¢ < @1 < -+ < g5 = b} with



n =0,...,S. The error between the two, e(FG) = FMS — F, consists of a
sampling part related to estimating E[Z,,(Q)] and a discretization part related to
approximating () by (),,. Specifically, the mean squared error (MSE) of F hAr 1S
bounded by

Ele(AYS) 2] < ENIEYS — ELEYSIIE + | s — Bl ®)
< onax, NMCV[ 2 (Qur)] + ax. E[Z.(Qwm) — Zn(Q)],
where || - || denotes the L> norm and V|| refers to the variance operator. Here

MC and eMI€ are, respectively, the sampling and discretization error, in the mean
squared sense. For the root mean squared error (RMSE) to be lower than a pre-
scribed tolerance e, it is sufficient to limit both €)' and e} to, at most, €2 /2.

For F}LV[]E[ and all other CDF estimators Cons1dered in this work, we assume
that the number of interpolation points S + 1 is large enough for the interpolation
error to be negligible and for e to represent the error between the estimator and
the true CDF F of ().

2.2 Standard Multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) without smooth-
ing

Rather than sampling (),; on a single spatial mesh, one considers a sequence
of approximations s, (I = 0, ..., Lya) of @) associated with discrete meshes
{Ta;, 1 = 0,..., Lmna}. Here M, the number of cells in mesh 7, and M, ; =
2-9)M;, where d is the spatial dimension. The idea behind this approach is to start
by performing cheap-to-compute samples on a coarse mesh, and then gradually
correct the resulting estimate of '}, 5, by sampling on finer grids, where generating
a realization is more computationally expensive. One rewrites E[Z,(Q/)] as a
telescopic sum

Lmax Lmax
E[Z,(Qwm)] = E[Z,(Qo)] + ZE (Qnr) — Zn(Qmry ) ZE
(9a)
where Z,,(Y;) (I =0, ..., Ly.x) are given by
In(Q]V[l) - In(QMl,l) 1 S l S Lmax
7,Y) = 9
3) {In(QMl) 1 =0. O



The MLMC estimator for E[Z,,(Qy/)] is defined as

Lmﬂx Lmax

N,
A A 1 .
IMLMC — IMC Y)) = _ I’n Y(J) ) 10
n,M ;:O n ( l) ;:0 Nl ;:1: ( l ) ( )

While V[Z,,(Q»s,)] remains approximately constant with [, V[Z,(Y;)] decreases

with [, allowing the estimator i;}%MC to have the same overall sampling error as

its MC counterpart i,%cw using a decreasing number of samples NN; as [ increases.
The MSE of the MLMC estimator F}MC for F}, 5 is bounded by

E[lle(FpO)I%) < E[IFAMC — ]E[in\fszC]HZo]fr 1 Fhpe — Fill® (11)
ML ML
ey )
LmaX
-1 B 2
< xS NI (09 + g (B (Qu,,.) ~ T(@)F,

where e} and e} are, respectively, the sampling and discretization error, in the
mean squared sense. From the triangle inequality it follows that

ax (B[, (V)| ~ max |E{Z,(Quy,, ) —Zn(@)]] (12)
Hence, to determine the maximum level L,,x of an MLMC simulation with given
tolerance ¢, we check if maxo<,<s |E[Z,(Yz)| < €/v/2 is satisfied for the current
level L. Once the value of L, is found, we can compare the performance of
MLMC to MC by performing the latter on this finest level, i.e., for M in Sec-
tion equal to My, , re-using the samples already computed with MLMC at
this level. Since M = M, this strategy ensures that the bound for X in (TT)
is the same as the bound for e} in (). To achieve an RSME error of at most ¢, it
is sufficient that e} < ¢2/2 and e} < ¢2/2.

2.3 Standard Multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) with smooth-
ing

The jump discontinuity in the indicator function may lead to a slow decay of
VIZ,(Y;)] and make MLMC slower than MC for sufficiently large values of the
error tolerance € [29]. To accelerate the variance decay and to improve the com-
putational efficiency of MLMC, a sigmoid-type smoothing function g can be used
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to remove the singularity in the indicator function. We consider two different
smoothing functions, namely a polynomial proposed by Giles et al. [25] (which
we will refer to as gg) and the CDF of a Gaussian kernel in the context of kernel
density estimation [33] (denoted by gx).

2.3.1 Smoothing via Giles’ polynomial

Under the assumption, made in Section [2| that the PDF f,; of (), is at least d-
times continuously differentiable on [a — &, b + &] for some d € Ny and &, > 0,
we define a smoothing function gg : R — R that satisfies [25]

1. cost of computing gg(s) < C Vs € R for some constant C'
2. gg is Lipschitz continuous
3. go(s) =1fors < —1and gg(s) =0fors > 1

4. [ ST )(s — go(s))ds = 0 for k= 0,...,d — 1.

The function g can be constructed as the uniquely determined polynomial of
degree (at most) d+1, such that [, s*gg(s)ds = (—1)*/(k+1) fork = 0,...,d—
1, g6(1) = 0 and gg(—1) = 1. To obtain an appropriate smoothing function, gg is
extended with

1 s< -1

ga(s) = { (13)

0 s>1.

The indicator function Z,(Qsy,) at each level [ (I = 0,..., Ly,y) is replaced
by 96((Qng, — gn)/d:,), where the bandwidth 0 is a measure of the width over
which the discontinuity in Z,(Qy,) is smoothed out. The MLMC estimator with
smoothing for E[Z,(Qy,)] is given by

L max

Arl\L/II]{/l}/IC Z "MC (14)

where gM°(Y) = N Z] 1gn( 7Y with

Q(J) —gn Q(]) an
g L — 9gc (Ml—l 1 S l S Lmax

. 0G.1 36,1
Y(J) _ o ’ 1
In( ! ) ngj/z)l—qn (15)

dG,1

(¢} [ =0.



The MLMC estimator with smoothing F; }ZVI(;LM]E[ for F), 5 is given by a piecewise
polynomial interpolation with degree rnax(d 1)

S S LmaX
EYE (@) = on(@) = DD v (Y nla): (16)
n=0 n=0 1=0
The MSE of FMLMC is bounded by
Efle(Fp it lIZ] <E[| Eet — ELERG11% [+ 1B = Fal® - (7)

+ [E[EMEE] - B2,

ML
€3

Compared to (T1)), (T7) contains an additional term e}, which is the (mean
squared) smoothlng error. To achieve an RSME error of at most ¢, it is sufficient
that ey < €2/4, el < €2/2 and )™ < €2 /4.

Finding the optimal value for the bandwidth dg ; at each levell (I =0,..., Lyjax)
is crucial to the performance of MLMC. The error e} should be as close as pos-
sible to €2 /4 in order to maximize the smoothing and, hence, the variance decay
with increasing level. A possible strategy consists of the following steps.

1. Given the error tolerance ¢, at level | = 0 estimate dg  ,, for each interpola-
tion point ¢, in S, = {q,,n =0, ..., S} by solving

0
Nl

G) _ }
=) [90 (QM—Q> —%(Q%)] =3 (18)

0,
l j=1 G,ln

- (7)) NP
based on a set of initial samples {Q}; },

2. Define the smoothing parameter for level [ = 0, dg, as

5G,z = Orél%XS 5G,z,n- (19)

3. Repeat steps 1 and 2 for each new level.



We follow the numerical algorithm in [A|to compute F} ViMy; and to measure

the associated computational cost (see Section [2.5]). This algorlthm is inspired by
the approaches [[18} 29]. To compare the performance of the MLMC simulation
with that of the corresponding MC simulation at the highest level L, (which
ensures that e} < €2/2), we also compute the number of MC samples of Q.
required to satisfy eM© < €2/2 and the resulting computational cost of the MC
estimator FS; (see|A.1).

2.3.2 Smoothing based on kernel density estimation (KDE)

We propose an alternative way of smoothing the indicator function. It is grounded
in Kernel Density Estimation (KDE), a nonparametric estimation of the PDF of a

random variable. Let ¢, ..., g, be independent and identically distributed sam-
ples drawn from the distribution of a Qol () with unknown PDF f. Then the KDE
of f is given by

1 < q—4q
fala ZicaK a) @;d K) (20)

where K is a kernel and 0 is the bandwidth. We refer to K, (z) = (1/0x)K(z/0k)
for z € R as a scaled kernel. For a Gaussian kernel, the KDE of f is

1q_qi2
g e 0)]

A corresponding estimate of the CDF F' is then obtained by considering the CDF
of the Gaussian kernel, which yields

. 1 — —q
Filq) =~ @ (qéKq ) (22)

=1

Here @ is the CDF of the standard normal distribution and plays the role of indi-
cator smoothing function. The bandwidth Jk is the counterpart of dg defined in
Section[2.3.1] Based on (22), ateach level [ (I = 0, ..., Lya) we replace Z,,(Qny,)
with (¢, — Qn,)/0xi] = 9x[(¢n — Qu,) /0, and define an MLMC estimator
with smoothing for Fj, 5, similar to the one given by (16) but with the smoothing
function gx. The methodology of Section[2.3.1]is then used to bound its MSE and
find the optimal value of the bandwidth dx ; at each level I (I = 0, ..., Lyax). The
algorithm in is deployed to compute FMLMC and to measure its Computatlonal
cost.
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2.4 Stratified Multilevel Monte Carlo (sMLMC)

In stratified Monte Carlo (sMC), one divides the domain D of the uncertain input
parameter W into r mutually exclusive and exhaustive regions D; (z = 1,...,7)
called strata. Let p; = P(WW € D;) be the probability of IV being in stratum D;.
The expectation value of /(W) is

)] = szfu (23)
i=1

where ¢; (i = 1,...,7) is the i'" stratum mean given by

/ Quilw - / Qui(w) dFiy (w). (24)

Here Flfé) is the conditional CDF of W given that W € D;. The sMC estimator
for E[Q(WW)] is given by

sMC Z Di Z QJ\{/)’ (25)

where n; is the number of independent samples generated in the ¢th stratum for
eachi=1,...,rwith) | ,n, = N, and Qg\jj) is the jth sample of (), that has
a corresponding input parameter (1) in stratum 7. The variance of this estimator
is

. "L o2p? :
QNI =2, o= [ (@Quiw)-GPaRYw) o

n.
i=1 v

with o7 being the variance of (), within stratum i.
Two common choices for n; are proportional and optimal allocations [[11]]. For
proportional allocation, n; = Np; and

*MCP——iZQ“ 27)

11]1

As 1 ¢
VI ] ng, Q= 7 L p(G-EQu, @9
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which shows that stratification produces an estimator with a lower variance than its
MC counterpart. For optimal allocation, n; = oy N with o; = oyp; /(> _, okDk)
fori =1,...,r, yielding

2
A 1 (<
V[OMCo] = ~ (Z o'ipi> : (29)
i=1

It can be shown [11] that this is the smallest variance possible for an sSMC estima-
tor, which, given (28), is also smaller than the variance of the corresponding MC
estimator.

Replacing Qs with Z,,(Qy/) in leads to
:stC _ & - Z, (4 ) 30
e ;m; (@) (30)

To combine the benefits of stratification with those of the multigrid approach,
we replace MC at each level of the MLMC algorithm with sMC and refer to the
resulting algorithm as “stratified Multilevel Monte Carlo” (SMLMC). In analogy
to (10)), the SMLMC estimator for E[Z,,(Q /)] is defined as

Lmax
LM =) M) (31)
1=0
Lmax 7 ) Uz o
SIS T
1=0 i=1 o j=1

where Z,,(Y;) with [ = 0, ..., Ly are defined in (Ob). The MSE of the sMLMC
estimator F;" /M for F), 5 is bounded by

Ellle(FAMON) < EIEAM — BN + | Faas — Bl (32)
e{ﬁL egﬁL
Lmax
7sMC - 2
< jnax 2 VIZ™ (V)] + max [E[T,(@,,) — Tn(Q)]]
sML MC

where the bound for e}"" is the same as the bound for e3 in (8), provided
M;y,... = M. To reduce the computational cost further, we again smooth the
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indicator function, yielding an additional error term in similar to e} in (T7).
The resulting SMLMC estimator with smoothing for E[Z,,(Q /)] is defined as

Lmax
ammMe =" gMe(my), (33)
=0

where GMC(Y)) = S0 (pi/nig) S0 (YY) and

Q<] 7') qn Q(] %) _
gc 2 — 3G (Ml—l 1 S l S Lmax

> dG,1 dG,1
() =1 Do (34)
L [=0
gG 56,1
for polynomial-based smoothing, or
an—QY" an-Q5;"
(5:%) 9K OK,1 S )k 6K,ll : 1 =1 Linax
IO S (35)
n M, l — 0
9x 0K,

for KDE-based smoothing. The SMLMC estimator with smoothing for Fj, s is
then given by

S ;
FRNSIC() = o™ onle) = D v (M)én(g). (36)

with § given by dg or dx. To compute FSMU\]’\If and thglfl\ff and measure the

associated computational cost, we deploy the algorithm in[A.2]

2.5 Relative cost of MLMC and sMLMC versus MC

We estimate the total cost of computing the MLMC estimator without smoothing
of I}, as an average over [V, independent realizations of the corresponding
algorithm,

wM N®, (37)



where wl(’“) is the average computational cost of computing a sample of ());, on

level [ for realization k, and L) -\" denotes the finest discretization level at which
the sampling is performed for this realization.

For sMLMC without smoothing,

sMLMC
1 Nreal “max,k T

C(EMPMC) = wfynfy) (38)

(k)
il
stratum ¢ on level [ for realization &, and
level for this realization.

To compare the performance of MLMC and sMLMC with or without smooth-
ing with that of MC, we consider V., realizations of the MC algorithm and per-
form the k™ realization on level L} ;"¢ of the corresponding realization of MLMC
without smoothing. This provides a single average cost,

where w,,’ is the average computational cost for computing a sample of ), in

LMLNC refers to the finest discretization

Nieal
~ 1
CIEYST) = 3 D Ty N (39)
real k=1

against which to compare C(FMEMC), C(EMENC), C(FMEMC) and C(FMEMC) (with
0 = dg for polynomial-based smoothing or 6 = dx for KDE-based smoothing).
Here N&C) is the number of samples computed in the k" realization of the MC
algorithm.

3 Numerical results

We consider two testbed problems: linear diffusion with a random diffusion co-
efficient, and inviscid Burgers’ equation with a random initial condition. In both
cases, the random input variable W is drawn from a truncated lognormal PDF
fw (w; p, o, wy, w,) defined on [w;, w,] with mean  and variance o2, i.e.,

(Inw—p)?
exp(— et
p(= o) for w € [w;, w,]

V2
fw = Jrow erf (—ln\’%;“ > —erf (—ln\%;” ) (40)

0 otherwise.

We assume the PDF f of the Qol (W) to be at least 3 times continuously dif-
ferentiable such that we can use a cubic-spline interpolation to approximate its
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CDF F'. To compare the performance of MC, MLMC and sMLMC, we measure
their average computational cost over N,y = 50 independent runs for error toler-
ances ¢ = (0.01, 0.008 and 0.005. The highest possible maximum level L}, for
MLMC/sMLMC we consider is L}, = 7. Ateach level we use proportional allo-
cation for the sMC algorithm. We choose an identical number of warmup samples
NP (I =0,..., L%, for all independent runs of the MLMC algorithm, but use
different values for MLMC with and without smoothing to eliminate as much as
possible any oversampling (NN} is lower when smoothing is applied). For sMLMC,
we define the number of warmup samples "21 in each stratum ¢ = 1, ..., r, based
on NP with [ = 0,..., L%, and the chosen allocation strategy (identical for all
independent SMLMC runs). The values of N} for sMLMC is typically lower than
those for MLMC and different between the cases with and without smoothing,
again to avoid oversampling.

For each value of ¢, the k™ run involves the following steps.

LMLMC

1. Perform non-smoothed MLMC, yielding a maximum level L,/ %~

2. Perform MC with M = M e, re-using already computed samples from
the MLMC run. ’

3. Perform smoothed MLMC using Giles’ polynomial with a computed smooth-
ing parameter dg at each level /.

4. Perform smoothed MLMC using KDE with a computed smoothing param-
eter Ok ; at each level [.

5. Perform non-smoothed sMLMC.

6. Perform smoothed sMLMC using KDE.

3.1 Linear diffusion equation

Consider
ou 0%u
w(0,t) =—1, w(4,t)=1 (41b)
2—x
u(z,0) = tanh < 005 ) (41c)
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Here D € Qp = [1, 4] is a lognormal random variable with PDF fp(w; 3,3, 1,4).
Our goal is to compute the CDF of a Qol

4
Q= 10/ dz u*(x,0.2). (42)
0

We discretize in space using a central finite difference scheme, and then ap-
ply the Crank-Nicholson method to the resulting system of initial value problems.
The matrix associated with this linear system is tridiagonal Toeplitz, hence we ap-
ply the Thomas algorithm to solve it at reduced computational complexity. This
numerical scheme is second-order accurate in both space and time. We approx-
imate the CDF F' of Q on the interval [14,28], which contains the support of F/,
and use S + 1 = 29 interpolation points, i.e., set b = 0.5.

5
10°E e

- MLMC without smoothing
- MLMC with dg = 1
MLMC with §x = 0.3

+MLMC without smoothing

|+ MLMC with 8k = 0.3

o +sMLMC without smoothing using 8 strata
SMLMC with 6 = 0.3 using 8 strata
[+sMLMC without smoothing using 16 strata
<=0 2 4oppL " MEMC with 6 — 03 wing 16 strata

Computational cost C

Figure 1: Computational cost of MC, MLMC without smoothing and with
polynomial-based or KDE-based smoothing (left), and of sMLMC without

smoothing and with KDE-based smoothing (right) using 8 or 16 strata for the
linear diffusion problem.

We first compare the computational cost of MC, C(ﬁ }LV[]%), to that of non-
smoothed MLMC, C(FMMC), and MLMC with the polynomial-based, C(FMMS),
and KDE-based, C(F; nsiir)» smoothing of the indicator function. Figure (1| (left)
shows that even without smoothing the cost of MLMC is about an order of magni-
tude lower than that of MC, at the lowest error tolerance considered (e = 0.005).
Applying the smoothing further reduces the computational cost by almost an or-
der of magnitude at this tolerance (Fig.|l} right). We find that KDE-based smooth-
ing yields a lower computational cost than its polynomial-based counterpart, and

hence only consider KDE for smoothing the indicator function in the sMLMC
algorithm.
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Figure(left) illustrates the evolution of V' [Z,,(Qaz,)], V[Z,.(Y:)] and V[g,, ()]
(using KDE-based smoothing) with level [ for a single run and ¢ = 0.005. Here
V denotes a sample estimate of V. While V[Z,(Qy;,)] remains approximately
constant as the spatial resolution increases, V[Z,(Y;)] and V[g,(Y;)] decay as the
spatial mesh is refined, so that fewer samples are needed at higher levels of dis-
cretization (Fig. 2] right).
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Figure 2: Evolution of the variance (a) and number of samples (b) with level for
a single run of the linear diffusion problem and ¢ = 0.005. For the SMLMC runs
we use 8 strata.

Next, we stratify the sample space of D, ()p, into 8 or 16 strata of equal width
and compare the computational cost of the (non-stratified) MLMC algorithm with-
out smoothing, C (F}ZV,[A%MC), to that of sSMLMC without smoothing, C(F,j%{}MC) and

with KDE-based smoothing, C( Ag?g{f}\f\f), for 8 and 16 strata and the error toler-
ances considered. Figure[I| (right) demonstrates that stratifying the non-smoothed
MLMC algorithm yields similar computational cost savings as applying smooth-
ing to the indicator function. Combining KDE-based smoothing with stratifica-
tion further reduces the computational cost by almost an order of magnitude for
e = 0.005, yielding between one and two orders of magnitude cost savings com-
pared to the non-smoothed MLMC method at this tolerance. We note that for
16 strata and € = 0.01, smoothing increases, rather than decreases, the overall
computational cost of the sSMLMC algorithm. In this case, the number of sam-
ples on each level is already quite low for non-smoothed sSMLMC and smooth-
ing the indicator function is not beneficial. As predicted by (28)), Figure 2] (left)
demonstrates that stratification yields an additional variance reduction. Here and
for the smoothed case, we compare the quantity N;-maxo<,<g V[ZMCP(Y;)] with
V[IH(Y})] Combining stratification with smoothing yields further variance reduc-
tion. This is translated into a decrease in the required number of samples (Fig.

17



right).

3.2 Inviscid Burgers’ equation

Consider

ou 10u?

gu Zow 2 4

5 =0 we(0.2), t>0 (432)

w(0,8) =2, w(2,t)=0 (43b)

<1

(@, 0)= U1 0<T= (43¢)

0 l<x<?.

The initial state U; € Qy, = [0,2] is a lognormal random variable with PDF
fu, (w; 1.5,1,0,2). Our goal is to compute the CDF of a Qol

2
Q= 10/ dx u*(x,0.5). (44)
0

We discretize (43) using the Godunov method, which is first-order accurate in
both space and time. This is a conservative finite volume scheme which solves a
Riemann problem at each inter-cell boundary. We approximate the CDF F' of Q
over the interval [15,65], which contains the support of F', and use S + 1 = 101
interpolation points, i.e., set h = 0.5.

We compare the computational cost of MC, C( F}Z\%), to that of non-smoothed
MLMC, C(FMMC), and MLMC with polynomial-based, C(F}tMC), and KDE-
based, C (F }LV[;;(M]\%), smoothing of the indicator function. Figure [3|(left) illustrates
that, as in the linear diffusion problem, MLMC is more efficient than MC even
without smoothing. However, the computational cost savings are much lower in
this case. The KDE-based smoothing is more efficient than the polynomial-based
smoothing, especially at the lowest error tolerance ¢ = 0.005. However, the gain
in computational efficiency from smoothing is relatively modest.

Next, we stratify the sample space of Uy, {2y, , into 8 or 16 strata of equal width
and compare the computational cost of the (non-stratified) MLMC algorithm with-
out smoothing, C (F,?’%MC), to that of sSMLMC without smoothing, C (FE%MC), and
with KDE-based smoothing, C (thgggf), for 8 and 16 strata and the error toler-
ances considered. Figure [3] (right) shows that the computational saving from ap-
plying stratification are much more substantial than those originating from smooth-
ing the indicator function, unlike for the linear diffusion problem where the non-
smoothed SMLMC and smoothed MLMC algorithm had a similar computational
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Figure 3: Computational cost of MC, MLMC without smoothing and with
polynomial-based or KDE-based smoothing (left), and of MLMC without
smoothing/with KDE-based smoothing, and sSsMLMC without smoothing/with

KDE-based smoothing (right), using 8 or 16 strata for the inviscid Burgers’ prob-
lem.

cost. Combining KDE-based smoothing with stratification again yields the most
efficient result, saving about an order of magnitude in computational cost com-
pared to standard MLMC with or without smoothing.

4 Conclusions

We constructed a stratified Multilevel Monte Carlo (sMLMC) algorithm for esti-
mating the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of a quantify of interest (Qol)
in a problem with random input parameters or a random initial state. Our method
combines the benefits of multigrid from standard MLMC with variance reduction
from stratified sampling in each of the discretization levels. We also explored

the use of Gaussian kernel density estimator (KDE) in lieu of the currently used
polynomial-based smothers.

Our study yields the following major conclusions:

1. For all test problems and error tolerances considered, the computational cost
of non-smoothed sSsMLMC is smaller than that of non-smoothed MLMC.
This can be attributed to the fact that, as spatial resolution increases, the
variance decays faster for SMLMC than for MLMC due to the additional
variance reduction from the stratification at each level.

2. Stratifying MLMC can yield either similar or substantially higher computa-
tional cost savings compared to smoothing the indicator function, depend-
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ing on the considered problem.

3. Smoothing the indicator function in the sSMLMC algorithm yields noticeable
additional computational cost savings, with a few exceptions at high toler-
ances where smoothing either produces a negligible improvement or even
a reduction in the algorithm’s efficiency. Like in the non-smoothed case,
smoothed sMLMC is more efficient than its smoothed MLMC counterpart.

4. For the same level of smoothing error, KDE-based smoothing yields a more
efficient algorithm than its polynomial-based counterpart. The gain in effi-
ciency depends on the required error tolerance and the problem considered.
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A Numerical algorithms for computing /M-MC and

FsMLMC
b6, M

A.1 MLMC with smoothing

Algorithm 1: Standard Multilevel Monte Carlo with smoothing

Input : The RMSE accuracy ¢, S + 1 interpolation points a = qo < ¢q1 < - -+ < ¢g = b with separation
h = (b — a)/S; a sequence of discrete meshes {7z, =0, ..., Lmax }; and the initial number of
samples NN, LO at each level [;

Output : An estimate of the CDF F'(q);

Procedure: :

Initialize L = —1;

while L < Lyax do

Set L=L+1;

Draw N 2 samples of the random input parameter (IP)/initial condition (IC) (x);

if L = 0 then

‘ Compute Né) samples of @ pz,, based on (x);
else
‘ Compute NE samples of Qps, and Qpy, , based on (x);

end
Compute 67, ;
forn =0,...,Sdo
forj=1,...,N9 do
Compute gy, (YL(J>);
end
end
Compute the computational cost at level L, wry,;
forn=0,...,Sdo
Compute ZMC (Y7 ) and gMC(Y7):

Compute V(g (V1)) = S3E (9 (V) — GMC(v1))2 /N?

end
See next page

end

21



L
Set Ny, = ceil <Or§n7?%<5 472/ Vgn(Y1)] /0L, <;;) 1/ V[gn(Yk)}wk> >;

Draw max(Np, — Ng ,0) samples of the random IP/IC (1);
if L = 0 then
‘ Compute max(Ng — Ng, 0) samples of Q s, based on (});
else
‘ Compute max(Ny, — Ng, 0) samples of Q s, and Qps, , based on (1);
end
forn =0,...,Sdo
forj=N2+1,...,Npdo
‘ Compute gn(YL(J ));
end
end
Compute the computational cost at level L, wy,;
forn =0,...,Sdo
Compute ZMC(Y7) and gMC (Y7 );
Compute V[gn (YL)] = S04 (gn (Y,) — gMC(Y1))?/NL:
end
Set N = Np;
for!=0,...,L —1do

L
Set N = ceil <Ognnags 4672\ Vg (VD)) /1 <Z % V[gn(ykﬂwk));

k=0
Draw max(No — Ng, 0) samples of the random IP/IC (});
if = 0 then
‘ Compute max(No — Ng, 0) samples of Q pz, based on (1);
else

‘ Compute max(N; — N}, 0) samples of Qpy, and Qpy, , based on (1);

end
forn=0,...,Sdo

forj =N/ +1,...,N;do

‘ Compute gn(Yl(J));

end
end
Compute the computational cost at level [, w;;
forn =0,...,Sdo

Compute ZNC(Y;) and gMC(V7);

Compute V[gn (Y)] = SN, (gn (V7)) — gNC(Y1))? /N2
end
Set Nl* = Ng;

end
if (L>1and max |ZMC(YL)| < €/v2)or (L = Liax) then
0<n<S

Compute the cost of MLMC, C(F}:’Hg%);

Compute the MLMC estimator of F'(q), F}:’Hgl\ﬁ (9);
Set Nyic = 262 maxg<n<g V[I”(QMLmax )}»
Compute the cost of MC, C(F}:’lij);

Compute max(Nmc — N, 0) samples of Q My,

Compute the MC estimator of F'(q), I:_'}YKI:M (9);

end
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A.2 sMLMC with smoothing

Algorithm 2: Stratified MLMC with smoothing

Input : Input parameters of Algorithm in Section[AT} the strata D; with¢ = 1, ..., 7; and their

probabilities p;;
Output : An estimate of the CDF F'(q);
Procedure:
Initialize L = —1;
while L < Lax do
Set L =L+1;
Fori=1,...,r, define initial number of samples in stratum ¢ at level L, n?’ 1,» based on Ng and chosen
allocation strategy, and draw n?’ 1, samples of random IP/IC from stratum ¢ (x);
if L = 0 then
fori=1,...,rdo
‘ Compute ng’o samples of @ pz,, based on (x);
end
else
fori=1,...,rdo
‘ Compute ”?,L samples of Qps, and Qpy, , based on (x);
end
end
Compute ¢, with the combined samples from all strata;
fori=1,...,7do
for j = 1,.A.,n?7L do
forn =0,...,S do
Compute gn, (YLU’” );
end
end
Compute sample variance estimate V g, (YL('L) )] of V(gn, (YL(l) I
end
fori=1,...,7do
\ Compute the average computational cost per sample in stratum 7 at level L, w;, 1.
end
See next page
end
Setn;L =n;foralli=1,...,r;
forn=20,...,Sdo
fori=1,...,7do
. L T .
Compute n; g, ., = 4672\/V[gn(Y£l))]p,?/wiﬁL Z Z 1/ V[gn(Yk(l))]pfwi,k;
k=0i=1
end
end
fori=1,...,rdo

Set n;, 1, = ceil (oénnai(s ni,Lm);
end

”

Set N, = Zni,L;
i=1

See next page
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Draw n; 1, — n? I samples of random IP/IC from stratum ¢;

if L = 0 then
fori=1,...,rdo
L Draw n; 0 — n?,o samples of Q 7, based on (f);

else
fori=1,...,rdo
L Draw n; 1, — n?L samples of Q 7, and Qps, , based on ();
fori=1,...,7do
forj=nd, +1,...,n;7 do

forn =0,...,S do
L Compute gn(YL(“));

Compute improved estimate V [gy, (YLm )] of V(gn (YL(” NE

fori=1,...,rdo
‘ Compute the average computational cost per sample in stratum ¢ at level L, w; r.;
end
forn=0,...,5do
| Compute Z3MC(Y7,) and giMC(Y7);
end
Setn;L =n;pforalli=1,...,n;
fori=0,...,L —1do
forn =0,...,Sdo

fori=1,...,rdo
— - L r —~ -
Compute 15,15, = 4e=2\/ Vgn ;02 /w30 > S\ Vign (V) b2 1
k=0i=1

end
end
fori=1,...,rdo

Set n;,; = ceil (o?f%s ni,l,n)§
end

»
Set N; = Z ng1;
i=1

Draw n; 1, — n} ; samples of random IP/IC from stratum i;

if [ = 0 then
fori=1,...,rdo
‘ Compute n; g — nf’o samples of @ pz, based on (});
end
else
fori=1,...,rdo
‘ Compute n; ; — ”f,l samples of @z, and Qpy, , based on ();
end
end

See next page (part (a))
end

See next page (part (b))
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(@)
fori=1,...,7do

for j = n;f,l +1,...,n;,;do

forn=0,...,5do
‘ Compute gn(Yl(J’Z));
end

end

Compute improved estimate V[gn(YL(l))} of V[gn(Yl(‘” )]s
end
fori =1,...,rdo

‘ Compute the average computational cost per sample in stratum s at level [, @; ;:
end
forn =0,...,Sdo
| Compute ZZMC(Y;) and giMC(V));
end
Set n;l =n; foralli=1,...,n;
(b) A
it (L>1and max |Z3MC(Y1)| < €/V2) or (L = Liax) then
0<n<sS
Compute the cost of SMLMC, C(Fz%%%lc);

Compute the SMLMC estimator of F'(gq), F;LI\%LXIIC (9)s

end
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