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We elaborate on results obtained in [1] for controlling the numerical posterior error for
Bayesian UQ problems, now considering forward maps arising from the solution of a semilinear
evolution partial differential equation. Results in [1] demand an estimate for the absolute global
error (AGE) of the numeric forward map. Our contribution is a numerical method for computing
the AGE for semilinear evolution PDEs and shows the potential applicability of [1] in this
important wide range family of PDEs. Numerical examples are given to illustrate the efficiency
of the proposed method, obtaining numerical posterior distributions for unknown parameters
that are nearly identical to the corresponding theoretical posterior, by keeping their Bayes factor
close to 1.

1 Introduction

A wide range of applications are concerned with the solution of an inverse problem (IP) [2,
3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8]: given some observations of the output, y = (y1, . . . , yn), to determine the
corresponding inputs θ such that

yi = F(θ) + error.

We refer to the evaluation of F as solving the forward problem, and consequently, F is called
the Forward Map (FM). In general, the FM is a complex non-linear map, with input parameters
θ, defined by an initial/boundary value problem for a system of ordinary differential equations
(ODEs) or partial differential equations (PDEs). Then, to evaluate F(θ), we must solve an
initial/boundary value problem for a system of (O, P)DEs.

IPs are typically ill-posed: there may be no solution, or the solution may not be unique and
may depend sensitively on yi [9]. A way to approach these difficulties is to formulate the IP in
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the Bayesian framework. Stuart [10] studied conditions for the well-posedness of the Bayesian
formulation of IPs. In this scheme, a noise model is assumed for the observations, e.g.,

yi = F(θ) + εi; εi ∼ N (0, σ2).

This observational model generates a probability density given the parameter Φ = (θ, σ), namely
PY|Φ (y|θ, σ), for fixed data y, obtaining the likelihood function. Based on the available infor-
mation, a prior model PΦ(·) is stated for Φ, and a posterior distribution is obtained,

PΦ|Y (θ, σ|y) =
PY|Φ (y|θ, σ)PΦ (θ, σ)

PY (y)
.

Explicit analytic forms are usually not available for the posterior distributions, so sampling
approaches such as the Monte Carlo Markov Chain (MCMC) are required to characterize it.
These methods involve repeated FM solutions used to define the likelihood function.

Usually, we do not have an analytical or computationally precise and straightforward imple-
mentation of the FM. This necessarily involves a numerical approximation, Fα(n), where α(n)

represents a discretization used to approximate the FM, leading to a numerical/approximate
posterior distribution. Thus, the numerical solution of the FM will introduce some numerical
error in the posterior distribution. At least theoretically, numerical errors in the FM can be
controlled and reduced to an arbitrarily low level, through the use of finer discretizations, but
what numerical error must be tolerated in the FM to obtain a correct and acceptable numerical
posterior distribution?

Several approaches start by building cheap computationally approximations of the FM and
using these approximations as surrogates in the sampling procedure [11, 12, 13, 14]. Although
such approaches can be quite effective at reducing computation cost, there has been little analysis
of posterior inference approximation. Recently, adaptive multi-fidelity techniques have been
developed to control the numerical posterior error for Bayesian UQ [15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. In
[19] proposed an adaptive multi-fidelity polynomial chaos (PC) MCMC algorithm to find a
distribution that is “close” to the posterior in the sense of Kullback-Leibler divergence. Similar
approaches were proposed in [18, 19] using an adaptive multi-fidelity PC based ensemble Kalman
inversion technique.

Close in spirit to the works mentioned, in [20] proposes the use of Bayes Factors (BF; the
odds in favor) of the numerical model vs the theoretical model. In an ODE framework, they
show that the BF converge to 1, that is, both models would be equal, in the same order as the
numerical solver used.

Later, this idea was generalized in [1] to consider also PDEs and, more importantly, the
use of the expected value of the BFs, before observing data. This results in more practical and
workable guidelines in a more realistic multidimensional setting. The main result in [1] is a
bound for the expected BF. This bound allows deciding what precision to run the solver, which
could require less computational effort. Indeed, a reliable estimate of the error for the numerical
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method used is the central point in the calculation of this bound.
Current efforts to estimate the discretization error focus on after-the-fact methods (i.e. a-

posteriori methods, we prefer to call then after-the-fact to avoid the obvious confusion with the
Bayesian jargon). These methods provide an error estimate only after the numerical solution
has been computed. They use the computed solution to the discrete equations, possibly with
additional information supplied by the equations, to estimate the error relative to the exact
solution of the mathematical model [21]. Most of the previous works are based on higher
error bounds with asymptotic convergence when the mesh size tends to zero [22, 23, 24, 25].
Unfortunately, these estimates imply “constants of stability” generally unknown and difficult to
calculate. The resulting error estimation techniques, in practice, do not provide mathematically
proven bounds that, in general, can be computed efficiently [26].

In this paper, we derive an after-the-fact error estimate for a numerical approximation of
the physical models involving a semi-linear evolution differential equation of the form:

∂u

∂t
= D

∂2u

∂x2
+ F

(
u,
∂u

∂x
, θ

)
, (1)

defined on the region t ∈ [0, τ ], x ∈ [a, b], with left and right boundary conditions

u(a, t) = g(t) and u(b, t) = h(t), 0 ≤ t ≤ τ, (2)

and initial condition
u(x, 0) = f(x), a ≤ x ≤ b. (3)

In Eq. (1), D is the diffusion coefficient, θ is a parameter (possibly a vector) of interest, and F
is a non-linear operator.

This physical model arises in several fields of science and engineering [27, 28]. It is used to
describe many complex nonlinear settings in applications such as vibration and wave propaga-
tion, fluid mechanics, plasma physics, quantum mechanics, nonlinear optics, solid-state physics,
chemical kinematics, physical chemistry, population dynamics, and many other areas of mathe-
matical modeling.

The numerical solution for Eq. (1) is obtained by discretizing first in the space with the
finite difference (FD) method and solving the resulting system in time with the Runge-Kutta
Cash-Karp (RKCK) method [29]. This scheme is widely used to solve numerically evolution
partial differential equations [30, 31, 32]. However, numerical after-the-fact error estimates for
these methods have not yet been derived.

The idea behind our construction of the error estimates for the PDE in Eq. (1) is the available
error estimates for the RKCK method. Our numerical method uses these error estimates, in
time, for the resulting ODE system. The truncation error introduced for the approximation
with finite differences is computed using the solutions in two different mesh sizes. In modern
computers, the added computational effort can be reduced to result equivalent to solving the
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PDE conventionally (on a single mesh) since evaluating the solution in two different meshes may
be easily parallelized.

We will incorporate this after-the-fact error estimate in the result of [1], for the solution of
the Bayesian Inverse Problem (BIP) associated with the PDE given in Eq. (1), to control the
error in the posterior distribution. Numerical examples are given to illustrate the efficiency of
the proposed method. We obtain numerical posterior distributions, for unknown parameters,
that are nearly identical to the corresponding theoretical posterior, keeping their expected Bayes
factor close to 1.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present a numerical method used for
solving evolution partial differential equations numerically. In Section 3, we derive our after-the-
fact error estimate for semi-linear evolution differential equations. The accuracy of our error
estimate is evaluated for some classic examples. In Section 4, we propose an algorithm that
incorporates the after-the-fact error estimate to control the error in the posterior distribution.
Numerical examples are given in Section 5 to illustrate the efficiency of the proposed Algorithm.
Finally, a conclusion is given in Section 6.

2 Numerical Solution

Here, we introduce a common numerical procedure for the solution of semilinear evolution
partial differential equations. This procedure has been widely used for solving evolution partial
differential equations [30, 31, 32]. The basic idea of the method is to replace the spatial derivation
in the PDE with an algebraic approximation in order to obtain an ODE system. The resulting
system is then solved with a standard ODE solver. We discretize in the space with the FD
method and solving the ODE system with the RKCK method. We called this method FD-
RKCK.

For simplicity, we denote u̇ := ∂u
∂t , u

′ := ∂u
∂x , and F (u, u′) instead of F (u, u′, θ). Moreover,

without losing generality, we can set D = 1 in Eq. (1). We consider a one-dimensional uniform
mesh, Ωh, on the region [a, b], with nodes xi, for i = 0, 1, . . . , N , where

Ωh : a = x0 < x1 < · · · < xN = b, (4)

and a constant step size h between any two successive nodes (i.e., h = xi − xi−1).
To solve the PDE in Eq. (1), we start by linearizing F using the quasi-linearization method

that was introduced in [30] for solving nonlinear evolution partial differential equations. This
method consists of separating the function F into a linear (L) and a nonlinear (N) component,
and rewriting Eq. (1) in the form

u̇ = u′′ + L[u, u′] + N[u, u′]. (5)

For example, in Section 3 we use the Fisher equation where F = ru(1 − u), thus L = ru and
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N = −ru2. Afterwards, the nonlinear operator N is approximated with a Taylor series, assuming
that the difference ui+1,· − ui,· and all its spatial derivatives are small. Hence

N[ui+1,·, u
′
i+1,·] ≈ N[ui,·, u

′
i,·] + φ0,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·] · (ui+1,· − ui,·) + φ1,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·] · (u′i+1,· − u′i,·), (6)

where ui,· := u(xi, t) is the solution of Eq. (1) evaluated in (xi, t), and

φk,i[ui,·, u
′
i,·] :=

∂N[ui,·, u
′
i,·]

∂u(k)
, k = 0, 1.

For simplicity, u(i) denotes the i-th derivative. Substituting Eq. (6) into Eq. (5), we get

u̇i+1,· ≈ u′′i+1,·+L[ui+1,·, u
′
i+1,·]+N[ui,·, u

′
i,·]+φ0,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·]·(ui+1,·−ui,·)+φ1,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·]·(u′i+1,·−u′i,·),

(7)
for i = 1, ..., N − 2. Now, the spatial partial derivatives are approximated using the central
difference formula. For simplicity, we use the simplest spatial derivative approximations here,
while the analysis can be extended for other (e.g., five-point stencil) approximations as well,

u′i,· ≈
ui+1,· − ui−1,·

2h
, u′′i ≈

ui+1,· − 2ui,· + ui−1,·

h2
, (8)

for i = 1, . . . , N − 1, and

u′0,· ≈
u1,· − u0,·

h
. (9)

Substituting Eqs. (8)–(9) in to Eq. (7), joint with the boundary condions (2) and initial
condition (3), we get the following semi-discrete differential equation:

V̇h(t) =
1

h2
AxxVh(t) + F(t,Vh(t)) (10)

Vh(0) = U(0) (11)

where Vh(t) = (v1,·, v2,·, . . . , vN−1,·)
T approximates

U(t) = (u1,·, u2,·, . . . , uN−1,·)
T , (12)

U is the exact solution of the PDE (1) on the mesh Ωh, and F is the approximate operator F
in matrix form, see A for details.

Remark 1. The semi-discrete differential equation (10) have a truncation error O(hp):

(i) If F does not have a nonlinear component, the quasi-linear approximation (6) is not neces-
sary. Thus, the truncation error for the central difference formula is not affected (p = 2).
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(ii) If N is non-linear in u′, the quasi-linear approximation (6) introduces a truncation error
of first-order, which is propagated when u′ is approximated using the central difference
formula. Thus, the order of the truncation error for (10) is less than 2 (p < 2).

(iii) If N is non-linear in u and linear in u′, the truncation error introduced for the quasi-linear
approximation (6) is not propagated as in case (ii). Then, the truncation error in (10) is
slightly affected (p ≈ 2).

In order to solve the resulting ODE system (10)-(11), with N−2 equations, we use the RKCK
method. This method uses six function evaluations to calculate fourth and fifth-order accurate
solutions. The difference between these solutions is then taken to be the error (fourth-order) of
the solution; see [33] for details. The available error estimate is the reason to solve the resulting
ODE’s system with this Runge-Kutta (RK) method, and it will be used in turn, in Section 3,
for computing the after-the-fact error of the numerical solution of Eq. (1).

Setting G(t,Vh(t)) = 1
h2 AxxVh(t) + F(t,Vh(t)), a RK scheme applied to the ODE sys-

tem (10), at a uniform time grid

0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tn < · · · < tM−1 < tM = τ ; tn+1 = tn + k, (13)

is given by

K1,n = G (tn,W·,n) , (14)

Kl,n = G

tn + clk,W·,n + k

l−1∑
j=1

aljKj,n

 , l = 2, 3, . . . , 6, (15)

W·,n+1 = W·,n + k

6∑
l=1

blKl,n, n = 1, . . . ,M − 1,

where W·,n+1 is the approximation for Vh(tn+1), (alj) are the Runge-Kutta coefficients, b =

(b1, b2, . . . , b6) are the quadrature nodes, and c = (c1, c2, . . . , c6) are the quadrature weights of
the RK scheme. k = ∆t > 0 is the step size in time and define a uniform grid.

In order to have stable solutions in explicit schemes, the step size in time is related to the
discretization through the Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) condition [34], which restricts the
step size in time based on the eigenspectrum of the discretized spatial operator. The CFL
condition for the FD-RKCK scheme considering only the pure diffusion is

∆t

∆x2
≤ 1

4
bmax,

where bmax = maxi bi, and b1, b2, . . . , b6 are the quadrature nodes for the RK method used, see
B for details.

6



3 After-the-fact error estimates

In this section, we propose a numerical procedure to obtain an after-the-fact error estimate of
the AGE, for the numerical solution of Eq. (1). For them, we use the error estimation in the
time-stepping given for the RKCK method and estimate the leading term of the truncation
error in space stepping. This scheme can be extended for differential equations of non-linear
evolution, but some additional considerations about the stability of the solution must be taken
into account.

In Section 2, we obtained the semi-discrete differential equation (10)–(11), with a unique
solution vector, Vh(t), being a grid function on Ωh. This initial value problem solved with the
RKCK method yields approximations W.,n to Vh(tn). The global error at the spatial mesh
points at knot tn is defined by

Eh(tn) := W.,n −U(tn), (16)

where U is the exact solution of the PDE (1) on the mesh Ωh defined in (12). The vector Eh
may also be written as a combination of the ODE global error, this is defined as the error made
by the solver, i.e.,

eh(tn) = W.,n −Vh(tn), (17)

and the spatial discretization error defined by

ηh(tn) = Vh(tn)−U(tn). (18)

The function η(t) represents the accumulation of the spatial truncation error (TE) when we
solve (10)-(11),

TEh(t) = G(t,U)− U̇(t). (19)

From Eqs. (17)–(18), the global error Eh(tn) may be written as the sum of the global time
and spatial error, i.e.,

Eh(tn) = eh(tn) + ηh(tn). (20)

We assume that u(t, x) is p-times differentiable with respect to x and fourth-times contin-
uously differentiable with respect to t. Then, it holds for the global space and time error that
||ηh|| = O(hp) and ||eh(tn)|| = O(k4), n = 1, . . . ,M, respectively.

The ODE global error (17) is calculated using the error estimation of RKCK [30]. The spatial
discretization error implementation based on (21)-(22) requires an estimation for the truncation
error. The Richardson extrapolation [21] provides a suitable estimate of the truncation error.
The idea is to calculate the solution using a one-step size h and then compute them again with
half the space step (h/2). The result obtained using two steps size is more accurate than using
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the single-step size h. Their difference can be used as an estimate of the truncation error, which
is proportional to the power of h.

3.1 Spatial discretization error

We can obtained an equation for the evolution of η(t) by adding terms to both sides of (10):

V̇h(t)− U̇(tn) = G(t,Vh)−G(t,U) + G(t,U)− U̇(tn).

From the initial condition (11) and using the definition η(t) in the above equation, the accumu-
lation of the spatial discretization error is the solution to the initial value problem:

η̇(t) = G(t,Vh)−G(t,U) + TEh(t), t ∈ (0, τ ] (21)

η(0) = 0. (22)

Assuming G to be twice continuously differentiable, we use the approximation:

∂G

∂Vh
≈ G(t, Vh)−G(t,U)

Vh −U
. (23)

Finally, we rewrite (21)-(22) to get

η̇(t) =
∂G

∂Vh
η(t) + TEh(t), t ∈ (0, τ ] (24)

η(0) = 0. (25)

The integration of (24)–(25) is performed using M steps of size k of the RKCK method, as
in the solution of the semi-discrete differential equation (10)–(11). In each RKCK step, ∂G

∂Vh
is

approximated using the approximations W.,n and W.,n+1 to Vh at time tn+1, i.e.,

∂G

∂Vh
≈ G(tn+1,W.,n+1)−G(tn+1,W.,n)

W.,n+1 −W.,n
. (26)

3.2 Spatial and time error

The ODE global error (17) is computed by the error estimation given by the RKCK method.
This scheme uses an RK method with a fifth-order local truncation error to estimate the local
error in an RK method of fourth-order. Both with the same number of stages s = 6, Runge
Kutta matrix A, and weights c, while their nodes b̂ and b, respectively, are different; see [30]
for details.

Let W·,n+1 the n+1 approximation of Vh(tn+1) of fourth-order, and let Y·,n+1 be obtained
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by the fifth-order method starting at W·,n, namely

W·,n+1 = W·,n + k

s∑
i=1

biKi,n and Y·,n+1 = W·,n + k

s∑
i=1

b̂iKi,n, (27)

The local truncation error τ̂·,n+1 at node tn+1 of the RK method is defined as the error made
in step n + 1 of the solver if starting at the exact value W·,n. The estimation of τ̂·,n+1 for the
RKCK method is given by

τ̂·,n+1 = Y·,n+1 −W·,n+1 = k

s∑
i=1

(b̂i − bi)Ki,n,

and the global error at knot tn+1 is

ê.,n+1 =

n+1∑
j=1

τ̃·,j . (28)

In each RK iteration, we solve the equation for the spatial discretization error (24)–(25),

η̂n+1 = η̂n + k

s∑
i=1

biK̂i,n, (29)

where

K̂1,n = H(tn, η̂n)

K̂l,n = H

tn + clk, ηn + k

l−1∑
j=1

aljK̂j,n

 , l = 2, 3, . . . , 6.

H is the right side of (24). From (28)–(29), an estimation for the global error Eh (20) at knot
tn is given by,

Ê.,n+1 ≈ ê.,n+1 + η̂n+1. (30)

Note that to solve fully (24)–(25), we need an estimate for the truncation error. This
estimation is done in parallel to be used in (29). Below we give details for computing the
truncation error.

3.3 Spatial truncation error

The truncation error is the difference between the discretized equations and the original partial
differential equations. It contains the errors due to the discretization of the PDE and the errors
due to the grid. For the finite difference scheme used to approximate the spatial operator, we
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have that the truncation error at time t has rate order O(hp),

TEh(t) ≈ O(hp).

An efficient strategy to estimate the spatial truncation error by Richardson extrapolation is
proposed in [21]. We will adopt this approach to our setting. The actual mesh used to compute
the numerical solution to the PDE is used as the fine mesh in the Richardson extrapolation
process. Suppose we are given a second semi-discretization of the PDE system (1), now with
doubled local mesh sizes defined as follows,

Ω2h := a = z0 < z1 < z2 < . . . < zN/2 = b, zi = x2i, i = 0, . . . , N.

This mesh is called the coarse mesh. We assume that the solution V2h(t) to the discretized
PDE, on the coarse mesh 2h, exists and is unique. The Richardson extrapolation gives an
estimation of the truncation error for the fine mesh at time t,

T̂E(t) ≈ V2h −R2h(Vh)

2p − 1
, (31)

where R2h is the usual restriction operator defined by

R2h(Vh) =
(
v1,., v2,., . . . , v(N−1)/2,.

)T
, vi,. = v(zi, t), zi ∈ Ω2h.

Remark 2. In the compute of (31), we have found in computational experiment that this term
could be approximate (on Ωh × (0, τ ]) at time t as

T̂Eh(t) =
hp

τ
.

This estimation is valid for our settings, but is not applicable if another scheme for solving (1)
is used.

Remark 3. The after-the-fact error estimate of the AGE for the FD-RKCK solution of (1),
on Ωh × (0, τ ], is given by

K̂ = ||Ê.,M ||∞,

where Ωh is defined in (4), the discretization grid for (0, τ ] is defined in (13), and Ê.,M is an
estimate for the global error (20).

In Algorithm 1, we describe the steps necessary to compute the numerical solution of Eq. (1),
with the after-the-fact error estimation. We call this algorithm DF-RKCK.

To test our algorithm, we consider three classical semi-linear PDEs, of the form (1): Example
1 (Fisher equation), Example 2 (Fitzhugh-Nagumo equation), and Example 3 (Burgers-Fisher
equation). The three examples used also have analytic solutions, allowing us to compute the
actual numerical error and compare it with our estimates. In Figure 1, a graphical comparison
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is shown between our numerical implementation approximations and the exact solution for the
three examples. Table 1 shows the convergences order of the solution obtained with the DF-
RKCK Algorithm. It can be seen that the method achieves full convergence for the error (order
2) for Examples 1 and 2, but the order of convergence for Example 3 is 1, and this is due to the
non-linearity of F in u′, as was mentioned before.

Remark 4. To compute the numerical convergence rate, we use

p = log2

(
||u4h − u2h||∞
||u2h − uh||∞

)
.
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(c)
Figure (1) The analytical and approximate solution in x = 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, with step sizes in
space h = 0.0125 and in time k = 0.0001, for (a) the Fisher’s equation, (b) the Fitzhugh-Nagumo
equation, and (c) the Burgers-Fisher equation.

In Figure 2, we show the maximum error between the exact solution and the numerical
solution for the three examples considered, comparing it to our error estimates. We can see
that the estimation proposed for the absolute global error is an upper bound for the exact error.
The numerical implementation has been performed in Python, using the scipy, numpy, and
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Table (1) Convergence Order
h Example 1 Example 2 Example 3

0.0125 1.999092 1.992578 1.075049
0.0083 1.999617 1.995410 1.052625
0.00625 1.999789 1.996692 1.040450
0.005 1.999866 1.997418 1.032826

matplotlib packages. For the sake of reproducibility, all code is available in a Github repository
[35].

10−26 × 10−3 2 × 10−2 4 × 10−2

h

10−4

10−3
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E
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Example 3

Example 1

|u− uh|l∞
Est. Error

10−26 × 10−3 2 × 10−2 4 × 10−2

h

10−5

10−4

10−3

E
rr
or

|u− uh|l∞
Est. Error

(a) (b)
Figure (2) The maximum error between the exact solution and our DF-RKCK method against
the error estimation: (a) the Fisher and the Burgers-Fisher equation, (b) the Fitzhugh-Nagumo
equation. Different step sizes (h) in space are taken and for time we let k = αh2, with α = 3/4.

Example 1 (Fisher equation). Fisher’s equation belongs to the class of reaction-diffusion equation
and is encountered in chemical kinetics and population dynamics applications. The equation is
given by

∂u

∂t
=
∂2u

∂2x
+ ru (1− u) , (32)

with boundary and initial conditions

u(0, t) =
1

(1 + e−5t)2
, 0 ≤ t ≤ τ,

u(1, t) =
1

(1 + e1−5t)2
, 0 ≤ t ≤ τ,

u(x, 0) =
1

(1 + ex)2
, 0 ≤ x ≤ 1.

This PDE has the following analytic close form solution

u (x, t) =
1[

1 + exp
(√

r
6x−

5r
6 t
)]2 , x ∈ [0, 1] , and t ∈ [0, τ ] ,
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where r is a parameter. The non-linear operator is F (u, u′, r) = ru(1−u); hence the appropriate
linear component is L = ru, and the non-linear component is N = −ru2; we see that the operator
F does not depend on u′ so the method achieves order 2, as can be seen in Table 1. For the
examples in Figs. (1)–(2) and Table 1, we use r = 4, and this parameter will be tried to identify
using synthetic data in section 5.

Example 2 (Fitzhugh-Nagumo equation). The Fitzhugh-Nagumo equation is given by

∂u

∂t
=
∂2u

∂2x
+ u (1− u) (u− a) , 0 < a < 1, (33)

with boundary and initial conditions

u(0, t) =
1

2
(1 + a) +

1

2
(1− a) tanh

((
1− a2

)
4

t

)
, 0 ≤ t ≤ τ,

u(1, t) =
1

2
(1 + a) +

1

2
(1− a) tanh

(
√

2 (1− a)
1

4
+

(
1− a2

)
4

t

)
, 0 ≤ t ≤ τ,

u(x, 0) =
1

2
(1 + a) +

1

2
(1− a) tanh

(√
2 (1− a)

x

4

)
, 0 ≤ x ≤ 1.

The analytic solution for this PDE is given by

u (x, t) =
1

2
(1 + a)+

1

2
(1− a) tanh

(
√

2 (1− a)
x

4
+

(
1− a2

)
4

t

)
, x ∈ [0, 1] , and t ∈ [0, τ ] ,

where a is a parameter. The non-linear operator is F (u, u′, a) = u (1− u) (u− a); hence the
appropriate linear component is L = −au, and the non-linear component is N = u2 (1− u+ a);
we see that the operator F does not depend on u′, so the method achieves order 2, as can be seen
in Table 1. For the examples in Figs. (1)–(2) and Table 1, we use a = 0.3 and this parameter
will be tried to identify using synthetic data in section 5.

Example 3 (Burgers-Fisher equation). The Burgers-Fisher equation is given by

∂u

∂t
=
∂2u

∂2x
− ruu′ + su (1− u) , (34)

with the initial condition

u (x, 0) =
1

2
+

1

2
tanh

(
−r

4
x
)
, 0 ≤ x ≤ 1,
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and with boundary and initial conditions

u(0, t) =
1

2
+

1

2
tanh

((
r2

8
+
s

2

)
t

)
, 0 ≤ t ≤ τ,

u(1, t) =
1

2
+

1

2
tanh

(
−r

4

[
1−

(
r

2
+

2s

r

)
t

])
, 0 ≤ t ≤ τ,

u(x, 0) =
1

2
+

1

2
tanh

(
−r

4
x
)
, 0 ≤ x ≤ 1.

This problem also has an analytic solution given by

u (x, t) =
1

2
+

1

2
tanh

(
−r

4

[
x−

(
r

2
+

2s

r

)
t

])
, x ∈ [0, 1] , and t ∈ [0, τ ] ,

where r and s are parameters. The non-linear operator is F (u, u′, a) = −ruu′+su (1− u); hence
the appropriate linear component is L = su, and the non-linear component is N = −ruu′ − su2.
Of note is that the order of convergence for the error is 1 because F is nonlinear in u′. For the
examples in Figs. (1)–(2) and Table 1, we use r = 4.5 and s = 5.5, and these parameters will
be tried to identify using synthetic data in the next section.

4 Error Control in Bayesian UQ

In this section, we discuss how to incorporate the after-the-fact error estimate, proposed in
Section 3, in the results of [1], to control the error in the posterior distribution.

We follow the general setting of [1] for the statistical IP. Let Θ and V be separable Banach
spaces. Let F : Θ→ V be the FM (typically F(θ), for all θ ∈ Θ, is the solution of a system of
PDE’s) and H : V → A ⊆ Rm the observation operator (e.g., H (F(θ)) is one particular state
variable, for which we have observations). The composition H ◦ F defines a mapping from the
parameter space Θ to the data sample space in Rm. Also, assume that f(y|θ) is a density for
data y:

f(y|θ) := fo(y|H(F(θ))); θ ∈ Θ,

where fo(y|η(θ)) is a density function that interacts with θ only through η(θ) ∈ Rm.
Let Fα(n) be a discretized version of the FM F , for some discretization α that depends

on an integer refinement n, e.g., a spatial step size in FD discretization. And, let fn(y|θ) :=

fo(y|H(Fα(n)(θ))) be the resulting discretized numerical likelihood.
To find reasonable guidelines, to choose a discretization level, in [20] compare the numeric

posterior with the theoretical posterior using Bayesian model selection, namely Bayes Factors
(BF). Assuming an equal prior probability π for both models, the BF is the ratio of the nor-
malization constants Zn(y)

Z(y) , where

Z(y) =

∫
f(y|θ)π(θ)dθ,
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and Zn(y) is the corresponding numeric normalization constant.
Later, in [1] try to control the BF between the discretized model and the theoretical model,

through the use of the Absolute BF (ABF),

ABF :=
1

2

∣∣∣∣Znk (y)

Z(y)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ .
To do that, they bound the expected ABF (the EABF),

EABF =

∫
1

2

∣∣∣∣Znk (y)

Z(y)
− 1

∣∣∣∣Z(y)dy,

in terms of estimates on the error in the numeric FM. In Theorem 6, we state the main result
of [1], and the following are the assumptions required.

Assume that we observe a process y = (y1, . . . , ym) at locations z1, . . . , zm ∈ D. This is
a general setting, to include PDEs and other IPs, in which the domain D may include, for
example, space and time: zi = (xi, ti). That is, zi is an observation at coordinates xi and at
time ti.

Assumption 4. Assume that, for all y ∈ Rm, the observation model fo(y|η) is uniformly
Lipschitz continuous on η, and for y ∈ Rm, fo(y|η) is bounded. Moreover, the FMs H ◦ F and
H ◦ Fα(n) are continuous.

Assumption 5. Assume a global error control of the numeric FM as

||H(F(θ))−H(Fα(n)(θ))||∞ < Kα(n). (35)

Note that this is a global bound, valid for all θ ∈ Θ, and includes already the observational
operator. That is, it is a global bound, but is only a statement at the locations Hi’s where each
yi is observed.

Theorem 6. (Capistrán et al. [1]) With assumptions 4–5, and assuming independent data,
y, arising from a location-scale family, with scale parameter σ2 and location parameter η =

H(F(θ)) = (H1(F(θ)), . . . ,Hm(F(θ)))T , namely

fo(y|η) =

m∏
i=1

σ−1ρ

(
yi − ηi
σ

)
, (36)

with ρ a bounded C1 symmetric Lebesgue density in R, with
∫∞
−∞ x2ρ(x)dx = 1, then

EABF < ρ(0)
Kα(n)

σ
m. (37)

Note that model (36) can be written as

yi = Hi(F(θ)) + σεi, i = 1, . . . ,m, (38)
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where each εi has zero mean and unit variance, and its probability distribution function belongs
to the location-scale family.

4.1 Choosing a solver discretization

The bound obtained in Theorem 6 allows deciding what precision to run the solver. The idea is to
keep the EABF below a small threshold (e.g., 1

20 ) so that the BF is close to 1, and the difference
between the numeric and the theoretical model is “not worth more than a bare mention” [36, 37].
If we let the EABF < b, we need the numerical error in the FM in (35) satisfies

Kα(n) <
σ

m

b

ρ(0)
. (39)

Note that, in practice, there is no need to establish the global bound (35) theoretically, but
rather by a careful strategy for actual global error estimation. In most cases, the posterior
distribution is sampled using MCMC, which requires the approximated likelihood at each of
many iterations; an automatic process of global error estimation and control will be necessary
to comply with (35). We propose a MCMC algorithm with refinement to assure to comply the
global bound (35) for all θ in the parametric space of interst.

Assume we have an algorithm to simulate from the posterior distribution. Algorithm 2
describes a strategy for incorporating the bound (39) and the after-the-fact error estimate,
proposed in Section 3, to control the error in the posterior distribution.

The basic idea of Algorithm 2 is to start with a relatively large step size (e.g., h = 0.1), and
the step size in time is established to keep the stability condition k = 3

4h
2. At each iteration,

θi, of the MCMC, the FM, Fh(θi), is computed, including the after-the-fact error estimate K̂h
θi ,

using Algorithm 1. If the error in the FM does not comply with the bound in (39), then run the
solver again reducing the spatial step size by half. In the process, we assure (35) for all θ ∈ Θ.

5 Numerical examples

In this section, we use the three previous examples to show the performance of Algorithm 2, in
the solution of the corresponding BIP, using simulated data sets.

We simulate data as follows. The (synthetic) observations, y = (y1, . . . , ym), are generated
under an independent Gaussian model

fo(y|η) =

m∏
i=1

σ−1ρ

(
yi − ηi
σ

)
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with ρ(x) = 1√
2π
e−

x2

2 , i.e.,
yi = Hi(F(θ)) + σεi, (40)

where the εi’s are independent and identically distributed as N (0, 1), θ ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd is a vector of
unknown parameters, and F(θ) represents the FM. In all our examples, we consider the variance,
σ2, to be known.

The solution of (1) with its initial and boundary conditions defines our FM, and we take
H(x) = x as the observation operator. We consider the BIP to estimate the parameter θ given
observations Hi(F(θ)) = u(xi, t1, θ) at some points in space xi, for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m and at a
fixed time 0 < t1 ≤ τ . We let the system evolve until time t1 and then observe it at the spacial
locations xi’s. The resulting observations are

yi = u(xi, t1, θ) + σεi; εi ∼ N (0, 1).
The IP will be treated as a statistical inference problem under a Bayesian approach, setting

a prior distribution on the unknown parameter.
The IP will be treated as a statistical inference problem under a Bayesian approach, setting

a prior distribution, πΘ(θ), on the unknown parameter, to obtain the posterior distribution,
πΘ|Y(θ|y), from which all the required inferences are drawn [38, 10]. The implementation was
done using MCMC, through a generic MCMC algorithm, called the t-walk [39].

Note that considering independent data with a Gaussian model, the first part of assumption
4 is right, and we only require to verify that H ◦ F and H ◦ Fα(n) are continuous. Indeed, the
latter is true if the observation operator is the identity. With this scheme, all the necessary
assumptions for Theorem 6 are satisfied. And, in this case, ρ(0) = 1√

2π
and the threshold

B := σ
m

b
ρ(0) in (39), for the numerical error in the FM, is

B =
σ

m

√
2π

20
. (41)

Example 7 (Inverse Problem - Fisher’s equation). We consider the BIP to estimate θ = r in
Fisher’s equation of Example 1, given measurements of Hi(F(θ)) at time t1 = 0.4. The synthetic
data are simulated with the error model (40), using the analytical solution for the FM, and the
following parameters: θ = 4 and σ = 0.007, to maintain a 0.01 signal-to-noise ratio. The solution
of (32) with its initial and boundary conditions defines our FM. We consider n = 8 observations
at locations xi regularly spaced between 0 and 1. The data are plotted in Fig. 3 (a).

Considering a tolerance b = 1
20 in (39) and with the standard error and sample size used,

the error bound for the FM is B = 1.1 × 10−4. We require a prior distribution, π (·), for the
parameter θ; it is assumed θ ∼ Gamma(α1, β1) with all known hyperparameters. Regarding the
numerical solver, we begin with a (relatively) large step size, h = 0.05, and the step size in time
is established to keep the stability condition k = 3

4h
2. Then, we start the Algorithm 2. For

h = 0.01, the bound is achieved for all iterations.
We compare the posterior distributions using the numerical FM vs. the exact FM, with

200,000 iterations of the t-walk; the histogram is reported with 150,000 samples since the first
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(burn-in) 50,000 are discarded. The results are shown in Fig. 3 (b) and Table 2. The differences
observed in both results may be attributed to the Monte Carlo sampling.
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(a) (b)
Figure (3) (a) Fisher equation example data (blue points) and true model (black line), consid-
ering r = 4. (b) Comparison between numerical (blue) and theoretical (magenta) posterior for
parameter r. The green line represents the prior distribution.

Example 8 (Fitzhugh-Nagumo equation). For this example, the IP is to estimate θ = a in the
Fitzhugh-Nagumo equation of Example 2, given measurements Hi(F(θ)) at time t1 = 0.3. The
synthetic data are simulated with the error model (40), using the analytical solution for the FM,
and the following parameters: θ = 0.3 and σ = 0.007. The solution of (33) with its initial and
boundary conditions defines our FM. We consider n = 8 observations at locations xi regularly
spaced between 0 and 1. The data are plotted in Fig. 4 (a).

To be able to get the posterior distributions, we assume that θ ∼ Gamma(α2, β2) with all
known hyperparameters. With the standard error and sample size used, and considering a
tolerance b = 1

20 in (39), we have that the error bound for the FM is B = 1.1×10−4. Regarding
the numerical solver, we begin with a step size, h = 0.1, and the step size in time k = 3

4h
2.

Then, we start the Algorithm 2. For h = 0.0125, the bound is achieved for all iterations.
We compare the posterior distributions using the numerical FM vs. the exact FM, with

200,000 iterations of the t-walk; the histogram is reported with 150,000 samples since the first
(burn-in) 50,000 are discarded. The results are shown in Fig. 4 (b) and in Table 2. The
differences observed in both results may be attributed to the Monte Carlo sampling.

Example 9 (Burgers-Fisher equation). For this example, the IP is to estimate θ = (r, s) in the
Burgers-Fisher equation of Example 7, given measurements Hi(F(θ)) at time t1 = 0.2. The
synthetic data are simulated with the error model (40), using the analytical solution for the
FM, and the following parameters: θ = (4.5, 5.5) and σ = 0.05. The solution of (34) with its
initial and boundary conditions defines our FM. We consider n = 10 observations at locations
xi regularly spaced between 0 and 1. The data are plotted in Fig.5 (a).

To get the posterior distributions, we assume independent priors between the parameters of
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Figure (4) (a) Fitzhugh-Nagumo equation example data (blue points) and true model (black
line), considering a = 0.3. (b) Comparison between numerical (blue) and theoretical (magenta)
posterior for parameter a. The green line represents the prior distribution.

Table (2) Comparison of the posterior mean (PM) of each parameter using the exact and the
numeric FM.

Example 1 Example 2 Example 3
Parameter r a r s

True 4 0.3 4.5 5.5
PM-Exact 3.9915 0.2988 4.1813 5.5476

PM-Numeric 3.9916 0.2989 4.1859 5.5274

the model. We assume r ∼ Gamma (αr, βr) and s ∼ Gamma (αs, βs) with all known hyperpa-
rameters. With the standard error and sample size used, and considering a tolerance b = 1

20

in (39), we have that the error bound for the FM is B = 6 × 10−4. Regarding the numerical
solver, we begin with a step size h = 0.1, and the step size in time k = 3

4h
2. Then, we start the

Algorithm 2. For h = 0.0017, the bound is achieved for all iterations.
We compare the posterior distributions using the numerical FM vs. the exact FM, with

200,000 iterations of the t-walk; the histogram is reported with 150,000 samples since the first
(burn-in) 50,000 are discarded. The results are shown in Fig. 5 (b)–(c) and in Table 2. The
differences observed in both results may be attributed to the Monte Carlo sampling.

As seen in Figs. 3 (b), 4 (b), and 5 (b)–(c), and Table 2, the histograms and the posterior
means obtained with the numerical and the exact FM are practically identical. The small
differences observed in both results may be attributed to the effect of generating approximate
samples from the posterior distribution using MCMC methods.
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Figure (5) (a) Burgers-Fisher equation example data (blue points) and true model (black
line), considering θ = (4.5, 5.5). Histogram from the numerical (blue) and theoretical (magenta)
posterior distribution for: (b) parameter r and (c) parameter s. The green line represents the
prior distribution.

6 Conclusion

This paper proposed an error estimation for a class of partial differential equations motived by
its application in the uncertainty quantification area. Our error estimation allows us to apply
the results obtained in [1] for controlling the error in the respective numerical posterior for
inverse problems that the forward mapping involves a semi-linear evolution PDE.

We presented three workout examples; in all cases, the numerical error in the posterior
was successfully controlled, which led to a negligible increase in accuracy if the exact FM is
considered. This, in turn, may result in CPU time save, as cheaper/rougher solvers are used.

Although two numerical solutions are required for the error estimation, the added computa-
tional effort can be reduced to result equivalent to solving the PDE conventionally (on a single
mesh) since evaluating the solution in two different meshes may be easily parallelized.

For future work, we plan to extend the method used for computing the error estimation
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to nonlinear evolution differential equations, but some consideration about the stability of the
solution and the convergence orders needs to be added.
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A Details of the numerical solution

For the reader’s convenience, here we describe in detail the numerical method introduced in
Section 2.

To solve the PDE in Eq. (1), we start by separating the function F into a linear (L) and a
nonlinear (N) component and rewriting the Eq. (1) in the form

u̇ = u′′ + L[u, u′] + N[u, u′]. (42)

The nonlinear operator N is approximated with a Taylor series, assuming that the difference
ui+1,· − ui,· and all its spatial derivatives are small, hence

N[ui+1,·, u
′
i+1,·] ≈ N[ui,·, u

′
i,·] + φ0,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·] · (ui+1,· − ui,·) + φ1,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·] · (u′i+1,· − u′i,·), (43)

where ui,· := u(xi, t) is the solution of Eq. (1) evaluated in (xi, t) and φk,i[ui,·, u′i,·] := ∂kN
∂u(k) [ui,·, u

(k)
i,· ],

k = 0, 1.

Substituting Eq. (43) into Eq. (42), we get

u̇i+1,· = u′′i+1,·+L[ui+1,·, u
′
i+1,·]+N[ui,·, u

′
i,·]+φ0,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·]·(ui+1,·−ui,·)+φ1,i[ui,·, u

′
i,·]·(u′i+1,·−u′i,·),

(44)
for i = 1, ..., N − 2.

Now, the spatial partial derivatives are approximated using the central difference formula
(8)-(9). We write in matrix form the central differences approximations

V′h =
1

2h
AxVh + Cx, (45)

and
V′′h =

1

h2
AxxVh + Cxx, (46)

where Vh = (v1,·, v2,·, . . . , vN−1,·)
T approximates U = (u1,·, u2,·, . . . , uN−1,·)

T ,

Ax =



0 1 0 . . . 0

−1 0 1 . . . 0

0 −1 0 . . .
...

...
...

...
. . . 1

0 . . . 0 −1 0


(N−2)×(N−2)

, Cx =
1

2h



−u0,·

0
...
0

uN,·


(N−2)×1

,
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Axx =



−2 1 0 . . . 0

1 −2 1 . . .
...

0 1 −2 · · ·
...

...
...

. . . . . . 1

0 . . . 0 1 −2


(N−2)×(N−2)

, and Cxx =
1

h2



u0,·

0
...
0

uN,·


(N−2)×1

.

Now, u′0,· is approximated with the forward difference scheme (9), which leaves us

V̂′h =
1

2h
ÂxVh + Ĉx, (47)

Âx =



2 0 0 . . . 0

0 1 0 . . .
...

−1 0 1 · · ·
...

...
...

. . . . . . 1

0 . . . 0 1 0


(N−2)×(N−2)

, and Ĉx =
1

2h



−2u0,·

−u0,·
...
0

uN,·


(N−2)×1

.

where V̂h = (v0,·, v1,·, . . . , vN−2,·)
T .

Finally, substituting the approximate derivatives in Eqs. (45)–(47) into Eq. (7), joint with
the boundary conditions given in Eq. (2), we get the following semi-discrete differential equation:

V̇h =
1

h2
AxxVh + Cxx + L

(
Vh,

1

2h
AxVh + Cx

)
+ N

(
V̂h,

1

2h
ÂxVh + Ĉ

)
(48)

+Φ0

[
V̂,

1

2h
ÂxVh + Ĉ

]
·
(
Vh − V̂h

)
+Φ1

[
V̂h,

1

2h
ÂxV + Ĉ

]
·
(

1

2h
(Ax − Âx)Vh + (Cx − Ĉx)

)
,

where Φk[V̂, V̂′] = (φk,0[v0,·, v
′
0,·], φk,1[v1,·, v

′
1,·], . . . , φk,N−3[vN−3,·, v

′
N−3,·])

T .

Note that the right-hand side of equation ( 48) only depends on V and t, due v0,· and vN,·
are known (2). Thus, we can write (48) in a compact form,

V̇ =
1

h2
AxxV + F(t,V) (49)

with
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F(t,V) = Cxx + L

(
Vh,

1

2h
AxVh + Cx

)
+ N

(
V̂h,

1

2h
ÂxVh + Ĉ

)
+Φ0

[
V̂,

1

2h
ÂxVh + Ĉ

]
·
(
Vh − V̂h

)
+Φ1

[
V̂h,

1

2h
ÂxV + Ĉ

]
·
(

1

2h
(Ax − Âx)Vh + (Cx − Ĉx)

)
.

B Stability Considerations

We briefly describe stability considerations for the DFRK method introduced in Section 2.
Let

W·,n+1 = W·,n +

(
b1k

h2
AxxW·,n + kb1F (tn,W·,n)

)
+

6∑
i=2

bik

h2
Axx

W·,n + k

i−1∑
j=1

aijKj


+ k

6∑
i=2

biF

tn + cik,W·,n + k

i−1∑
j=1

aijKj


the solution of (1) using the FD-RKCKmethod (see Section 2). To determine the CFL condition,
we consider only the pure diffusion. Thus, the scheme is stable only if ρ (A) ≤ 1 [33], where

A =
bmaxk

h2
Axx bmax = max

i
bi.

The eigenvalues of A can be shown to be

µi = −4λ

(
sin

(
iπ

2N

))2

, for i = 1, 2, . . . , N − 2,

where λ = bmax
k
h2 . So, the condition for stability consequently reduces to determining if

ρ (A) = max
1≤i≤N−2

∣∣∣∣∣−4λ

(
sin

(
iπ

2N

))2
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1,

and this simplifies to

0 ≤ λ
(

sin

(
iπ

2N

))2

≤ 1

4
, ∀i = 1, 2, . . . , N − 2.

Stability requires that this inequality condition hold as h→ 0, or, equivalently, as N →∞,

lim
N→∞

[
sin

(
(N − 1)π

2N

)]2

= 1.
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Thus, stability occurs if only if 0≤ λ ≤ 1
4 . By definition λ = bmax

k
h2 , so this inequality

requires that h and k be chosen such that

bmax
k

h2
≤ 1

4
.

The method converges to the solution with a rate of convergence O
(
hp + k4

)
, provided bmax

k
h2 ≤

1
4 . For the numerical implementation, we take k = αh2, with α = 1

4bmax
.
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Algorithm 1 DF-RKCK
Step 1: Initialization:

• Spatial step size h. The step size in time is given for keeping the stability condition
k = αhp

• Initial conditions Wh
0 and W 2h

0 ; initial time t0; parameter θ; ê.,0 = 0 and T̂E = 0

• The RK matrix A = (aij), the nodes b and b̂, and the weights c

Step 2. Discretizing (1) with the FD method for h and 2h, as is described in Section 2.

Step 3. Solve (10) with the Cash-Karp method for the step size h and 2h:

For n = 1, 2, . . . ,M :

Kh
1,n = G (tn,W·,n) ; K̂1,n = H (tn, η̂n)

K2h
1,n = G (tn,W·,n)

Step 4. For i = 2, 3, . . . , 6:

Kh
i,n = G

tn + cik,W·,n + k

i−1∑
j=1

aijK
h
j,n


K̂i,n = H

tn + cik, η̂n + k

i−1∑
j=1

aljK̂j,n


K2h
i,n = G

tn + cik,W·,n + k

i−1∑
j=1

aijK
2h
j,n


Step 5. Compute

Wh
·,n+1 = Wh

·,n + k

6∑
i=1

biK
h
i ; η̂n+1 = η̂n + k

6∑
i=1

biK̂i,n

W2h
·,n+1 = W2h

·,n + k

6∑
i=1

biK
2h
i ; T̂E =

∥∥R2h(Wh
·,n+1)−W2h

·,n+1

∥∥
∞

hp (2p − 1)

ê.,n+1 = ê.,n + k

6∑
i=1

(bi − b̂i)Kh
i

Ê.,n+1 = ê.,n+1 + η̂n+1

Step 6. Compute the maximum absolute global error in the solution approximated Wh,

K̂ =
∥∥∥Ê∥∥∥

∞

Step 7: Output: Wh, K̂
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Algorithm 2 Numerical refinement for the FM in the MCMC algorithm
Step 1: Initialization:

• Spatial step size h (large)

• Standard error (σ), sample size (m), and ρ(0)

• Calculate the error bound B = σ
m

b
ρ(0) , with a tolerance b, we suggest b = 1

20

• Initial value for the parameter, θ0

• MCMC length M (number of simulations)

Step 2. For i = 1, 2, . . . ,M :
Step 3. Compute the FM, Fh(θi−1), and the error estimation K̂h

θi−1 , using Algorithm 1
Step 4. If K̂h

θi−1 > B
- Set h = h/2
- Return to Step 3

Else
- Simulate θi with some MCMC algorithm

Step 5: Output: (θ0, θ1, . . . , θM )
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