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Abstract

Numerical methods for random parametric PDEs can greatly benefit from adaptive refine-
ment schemes, in particular when functional approximations are computed as in stochastic
Galerkin and stochastic collocations methods. This work is concerned with a non-intrusive gen-
eralization of the adaptive Galerkin FEM with residual based error estimation. It combines
the non-intrusive character of a randomized least-squares method with the a posteriori error
analysis of stochastic Galerkin methods. The proposed approach uses the Variational Monte
Carlo method to obtain a quasi-optimal low-rank approximation of the Galerkin projection in a
highly efficient hierarchical tensor format. We derive an adaptive refinement algorithm which is
steered by a reliable error estimator. Opposite to stochastic Galerkin methods, the approach is
easily applicable to a wide range of problems, enabling a fully automated adjustment of all dis-
cretization parameters. Benchmark examples with affine and (unbounded) lognormal coefficient
fields illustrate the performance of the non-intrusive adaptive algorithm, showing the expected
convergence rates of single-level strategies.
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1 Introduction

High-dimensional parametric partial differential equations (PDEs) play a crucial role in modern
simulation methods used in the natural sciences and engineering. Especially when uncertainties
or variations in the data should be incorporated into the physical model, a parameter vector de-
termining the data realizations leads to a discretization complexity that easily becomes extremely
challenging to tackle due to the inherent “curse of dimensionality”. There has been very active
research activity in particular in the area of Uncertainty Quantification (UQ) to better understand
the structure of the problem and to mitigate the numerical obstacles with new methods. Apart
from sampling methods for the estimation of quantities of interest such as Monte Carlo sampling,
functional approximations allow to exploit commonly encountered structured regularity of the PDE
solutions to obtain much higher convergence rates. The central contribution of this paper is the
development of an adaptive sample-based Galerkin method in low-rank tensor format, which can
be considered a non-intrusive generalization of the adaptive stochastic Galerkin FEM (ASGFEM)
as e.g. derived in [1-3]. It combines and generalizes previous results on the residual based reliable
error estimator with the non-intrusive low-rank tensor reconstruction techniques from [4, 5] and [6].
In contrast to the frequently used intrusive ASGFEM, the presented method is a versatile general-
ization that could easily be applied to a broad range of problems with only small modifications. A



main feature it shares with stochastic collocation (SC) methods is its sole dependence on pointwise
solutions. However, opposite to SC, a hierarchical tensor compression of the solution and coeffi-
cient field usually lead to a beneficial scaling with respect to the parameter dimensions, allowing to
compute very high-dimensional problems that might otherwise only be tractable by neural network
representations.

As a model problem we consider the parameter dependent Darcy equation

—divy a(z,y) Ve u(z,y) = f(x) in D, (L1)

u(z,y) =0 on 0D, '
on some domain D < R2, where y = (y1,...,y) < R is a high or even infinite dimensional
parameter vector determining the (affine or nonlinear in y) coefficient field and hence the solution.
To counter the resulting (possibly) extensive memory complexity caused by a functional represen-
tation, the coefficient tensors of a(x,y) and u(z,y) are low-rank approximated in the Tensor Train
(TT) format via a least-squares regression technique coined the Variational Monte Carlo (VMC)
method [4]. Given a sufficient amount of training samples, which can be estimated by a heuristic
criterion, the obtained approximation is equivalent to the stochastic Galerkin projection with high
probability [5, 7]. In comparison to Monte Carlo methods, exploiting the regularity and low-rank
approximability of the solution may drastically improve the rate of convergence as shown in [4].
The resulting adaptive algorithm only requires access to samples u(y(*) (and possibly a(y(®)) gen-
erated via a black-box solver. Given an approximate solution reconstruction wy & u, contributions
of the deterministic, stochastic and algebraic errors can be evaluated, leading to a reliable upper
bound of the energy error of the form

[u —wn| < Ndet (WN) + Nsto(WN) + Natg(WN). (1.2)

These error estimates then steer the local refinements of the discrete space. It is noteworthy that no
direct interaction with the parametric solver is required besides communicating how the underlying
mesh has to be changed. The error estimators can be proven to be reliable and efficient in many
cases, see [1, 8-10] and [11] for a review of the underlying deterministic derivation.

We demonstrate the performance of the proposed algorithm for the model problem (1.1) with both
affine and lognormal diffusion coefficients a(x,y). It should be pointed out that our algorithm can
be applied with only minor modifications to any linear or (mild) nonlinear problem that permits
computable a posteriori error bounds.

Structure Section 2 introduces the model problem setting, its variational formulation as well as
the spatial and stochastic discretization. Section 3 then examines how the diffusion field and the
solution of (1.1) can be obtained efficiently and non-intrusively. In Section 4, we recall the residual
based error estimator from [1, 3] and derive a heuristic for controlling the regression error. The
resulting adaptive refinement strategy and the overall algorithm are presented in Section 5. Finally,
we test the fully adaptive scheme in several examples with affine and lognormal coefficient fields in
Section 6.

Related work Theoretical considerations about the class of parametric PDEs used in this pa-
per (1.1) can e.g. be found in the review articles [12, 13]. Moreover, the technically involved
lognormal case is analysed in detail in [14-16].

Functional representations of high-dimensional problem solutions can be obtained by spectral ap-
proximations, enabling optimal convergence rates numerically. Most prominent are SC [17-19] and



SG [20, 21] methods. SC has the advantage of being non-intrusive and thus is easy to use with al-
ready existing simulation codes, whereas SG methods can be understood as an extension of classical
finite element (FE) methods, requiring a problem-specific implementation. To make these methods
computationally feasible, different model reduction techniques can be incorporated. In the context
of this paper, two are most relevant: (i) adaptivity based on computable error estimators and (ii)
low-rank compression with hierarchical tensor formats.

Adaptive algorithms based on a posteriori estimators have been developed to increase the physical
FE space and the stochastic space automatically and problem dependent. They can be seen as an
extension of adaptive methods in deterministic FEM, see [1, 8, 22, 23] for residual based estimators
and [24-27] for hierarchical estimators. Alternative adjoint approaches for quantities of interest
can be found in [28, 29].

Refinement of the stochastic space typically incorporates enlarging the global polynomial basis
by increasing the polynomial degrees and including more stochastic modes. When using tensor
formats, an additional error contribution that has to be controlled is the algebraic (compression)
error, leading to an adjustment of the representation rank. In case of affine coefficient fields, there
are first results on the convergence of adaptive algorithms [8, 9] and even optimality [10] under
certain conditions. Recent results provide optimality in much greater generality by using wavelet
expansions [30].

To circumvent exponential growth of the stochastic discretization space, hierarchical tensor formats
can be used if the problem is low-rank representable. Some details on different tensor formats and
numerical algorithms can be found in [31-34]. Our focus lies on the TT format [34], which has been
used with tremendous success for the solution of parametric PDEs and related UQ problems such
as Bayesian inversion and random field representations, see [35-39]. ASGFEM in hierachical tensor
formats are presented in [2, 40] for affine coefficients. The first ASGFEM for lognormal coefficients
is developed in [3]. In contrast to affine fields, nonlinear expansions as in the lognormal case cannot
be represented easily in tensor formats and are in fact rather challenging to obtain. Accordingly, a
limitation of the ASGFEM in [3] is that it relies on a specifically tailored construction of the para-
metric field. Alternatively, methods based on tensor completion [36, 41] or Galerkin projection [6]
have been developed in recent years. The approach presented in [6] even allows to govern the ap-
proximation error with quantities computed during the approximation, avoiding any computational
overhead. Since this can be employed with a wide range of coefficient fields, it is very much in the
spirit of our method and is used in Section 3. The basis for the least-squares tensor regression of
parametric PDE solutions was laid with the VMC method in [4]. An alternative technique is the
tensor cross approximation of [42]. From a practical point of view, a major difference of the two
methods lies in the integration of training samples. The cross approximation evaluates the para-
metric black-box solver during runtime as the interpolation points are chosen adaptively (“active
learning” ), whereas the VMC method assumes precomputed (randomly sampled) evaluations of the
solver for random parameter realizations (“passive learning”).

2 The model problem

This section establishes the analytical foundations of the model problem (1.1). We recall some
details on the functional setting for two common types of random coefficient fields and point
to references for an in depth analysis when necessary. Throughout this work we assume D <
R? to be a polygonal bounded Lipschitz domain. Moreover, without loss of generality, we limit
ourselves to a deterministic source term f € L?(D) and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions
since modelling the right-hand side and the boundary conditions as stochastic fields independent



on the diffusion coefficient a(x,y) would not introduce significant modifications. With typical
applications in e.g. stochastic groundwater flow modelling, the diffusion coefficient is often defined
by a Karhunen-Loeve type expansion of the form

y(z,y) = vo(x) + Z Ye(x for x e D, (2.1)

and almost all y, ~ 7, with independent distributions 7y, L € N U {o0}. In many applications,
however, the far more challenging exponential diffusion field

K(x,y) = exp(y(x,y) — y0(x)) (2.2)

has to be considered. Solvability of (1.1) for a =  follows directly from the uniform boundedness
and positivity of the affine field (2.1) [12]. Well-posedness of (1.1) for & = x with unbounded
parameters y is significantly more involved and requires the introduction of adapted function spaces,
cf. [14, 16, 43-45]. We refer to [3] for a concise review of the concepts that we use for the problem
setting (1.1).

Let X := Hj(D) be equipped with the standard norm |w|x = | Vw|z2py and let F := {u €
Ng°: | supp p| < o0} be the set of finitely supported multi-indices, where supp p denotes the set of
all indices of p different from zero. For any m € Ny and n € N, let [m:n] := {m,...,n — 1}, where
[m:n]:= {0} if m = n and [n] := [0:n — 1]. Define the full tensor index set

Ag:=[dy] x - x[dp] x[1] x--- < F, for L € N and d € N (2.3)

We refer to d; > 1 as the (stochastic) dimension for the mode ¢ € L and call a mode ¢ active if
dy > 1. By {Pf}fzg we denote a set of orthogonal and normalized polynomials in L?(I'y, ), where
we assume I'y < R for £ € N. Moreover, we consider the tensor product case I' = [ [, I'¢ and 7 =
[ Lseny e and deﬁne an orthonormal product basis {P,},er of L*(T,7) by Pu(y) := [ len Pﬁé (ye) =
Hzesupp Py, ¢ (y¢). Note that the use of global polynomials is justified by the high regularity of the
solumon of (1.1) with respect to the random variables [43, 46, 47]. In our numerical experiments
we rely on (scaled) Hermite and Legendre polynomials as univariate basis functions. Details on the
normalization constants for the respective polynomials and an analytical expression for the triple
products 7, = E[PfPfP,f] are given in Supplement A. We define the bilinear form

B(w,v) := J; JD a(z,y) Vw(z,y) - Vo(z,y)dzdnr(y) (2.4)

on L*(T,m; X) and denote the induced energy norm by ||w|p := B(w,w)?. We additionally

abbreviate = ||w|z2(rx;02(p))- The variational form of (1.1) then reads

B(u,v) = F(v) forallveV, (2.5)
where F(v) = (.. {,, f(x)v(z,y) dzdn(y) is supposed to be well defined for an appropriate Hilbert
space V.

A conforming FE space X,(T) := span{cpz} ", is used as spatial discretization of the physical
space X. In particular, we assume 7T to be a regular triangulation of the domain D with edges
€ and consider for p € N the standard conforming order-p Lagrange elements such that X,(7) :=
P,(T) n C(D), where P,(T) is the space of element-wise polynomials of order p. For any element
T e T and edge E € &, let hy and hg denote the diameter of T' and E, respectively. Define the
normal jump of a function w € H'(D;R?) over the edge E = T n T» by [w]g = (w|r, —w|z,) - vE



for the edge normal vector vg = vy, = —vp, of E. Since the direction of the normal vg depends
on the enumeration of the neighbouring triangles, we assume an arbitrary but fixed choice of the
sign of vg for each E € £. This allows us to define the fully discrete approximation space by

Vn = VYn(Ag; T,p) := {UN = Z uN,u Py with vy, € X,(T) for all e Ad} c ). (2.6)
HEAg

As a consequence, the Galerkin projection uy € Vy of the solution u of (2.5) is determined uniquely
by

B(uyn,vn) = F(vn) for all vy € Vy. (2.7)
To describe the lognormal case a = &, define the set of admissible parameters
L
D= {y e R": > el oy lyel < oo}, (2.8)
=1

which is necessary and sufficient to guarantee pointwise boundedness and positivity of x [43]. Note
that for oy > 0 the probability density function for the univariate Gaussian distribution N (0, 03)
can be written as

me(ye; 00) = CE(ye;Uz)\/;—W eXP(—;yf) with  Co(ye; 0¢) = ;GXP<(; - Q@il?)y‘?)
Moreover, for any p > 0 let o¢(p) := exp(p|ve|r=(p)y) and let
L L
G) = [y oelp))  and = [ [ melyes oelp))- (2.9)
(=1 /=1

Note that p = 0 implies (o = 1 and thus 7wy denotes the standard Gaussian density. We henceforth
investigate the following two application cases.

(A) affine case. Consider the affine coefficient field a(e,y) = v(e,y) € L*(D) m-a.e. In this
setting, we assume the univariate random variables 7, to be i.i.d. uniformly distributed on
Iy = [-1,1], i.e. 7y = 1/2. Consequently, we set V = L*(T,7;X) and employ Legendre
polynomials as basis functions. For notational convenience, we additionally set (,(y) = 1 and
Ty, =T = 2=L for any p € R for the analysis later on.

(B) lognormal case. Consider the exponential coefficient field a(e,y) = k(e,y) € L*(D) =-
a.e. Since we assume the univariate random variables y, to follow an i.i.d. standard normal
distribution, we refer to k as a lognormal coefficient field. For 9 € [0,1], p > 0 and " = T,
the solution space is defined by

V ={w: ' - X measurable with B(w,w) < oo},

where B is the bilinear form (2.4) with 7 = 7y, from (2.9). For the polynomial basis we
choose scaled Hermite polynomials {H, 3” }uer, see Supplement A and [12].

3 Discretization of solution and coefficient

This section describes the approximation of the discrete solution uy of (2.7), the right-hand side
f and the coefficient fields v and k in the TT format. A brief summary of notation and some
fundamental properties of the TT format are given in Supplement C. A general and more detailed
description of the TT format is given in [34, 48, 49] and in e.g. [3, 31, 36, 50] TT representations
have been applied to the elliptic model problem (1.1).



3.1 TT approximation of the solution

In the following we recall the notion of nonlinear least-squares approximation and show that a
sample-based quasi-best approximation of u can be obtained with high probability given suffi-
ciently many samples. For this, recall that the discrete solution uy of (2.7) satisfies the Galerkin
orthogonality property B(uy — u,vy) = 0 for all vy € Vy, which implies that |u — vy|% =
lu—un||% + |un —vn|% for any vy € Vy. This means that uy is the || o | g-best approximation to
the solution u in Vy. Extending this idea to the subset M, = {wy € Vy: tt-rank(w) < r} leads
to the best approximation problem

argmin |u — wy||% = argmin |uy — wx||%.

wNEMr ’u}NGM’,«
Minimizing the energy norm is straight-forward for the affine case (A), since V = L?(I', 7; X). For
the lognormal case (B) however, minimizing the | | p-norm introduces an additional dependence
on the diffusion coefficient. Even though this is not problematic from a theoretical point of few, it is

possible to eliminate this dependence by employing the boundedness of the bilinear form B (B.1),
i.e.

lun —wn|B < V/E(Wp)|un — wN||L2(Fer;X)‘

We then aim to find the minimum

uny = argmin fuy — w2 vy: (3.1)
'UJNEMT‘
which has the advantage of being independent of the choice of 9. Since computing the L?-norm with
respect to 7, is infeasible in practice, we follow the ideas of [4, 51] and replace the high-dimensional
integral with the Monte Carlo estimate

1 ¢ ,
[on =4 | D )% (3:2)
i=1
for any v € V, where the samples y(i) ~ m, are independent for all = 1,...,n. The computation

of the best approximation then reads

UN,pp i= argmin |uy — wy|?, (3.3)
wNEM

where the uN(y(i)) can be computed with an arbitrary FE solver. The resulting nonlinear least
squares problem (3.3) is easy to implement and many highly optimized frameworks exist to solve this
problem [51]. Note that this is a fully non-intrusive approach since it only requires the (pointwise)
standard FE solutions uy (y®) of the deterministic problem (1.1). Theorem 2.12 in [5] ensures
that the minimizer uy, , of (3.3) is comparable to the best-approximation uy, of (3.1) given a
sufficiently large number of samples n. Moreover, in [5] the authors derive a qualitative lower bound
for the required number of samples n, which guarantees that uy,,., is a quasi-best approximation
on M, with high probability.

Remark 3.1. Strictly speaking [5, Theorem 2.12] holds only for the affine case (A) if we assume
y® ~ mp. For the lognormal case (B), an adapted sampling density (cf. [5, 52]) is required.
Nevertheless, in practice we do not observe that this is necessary. Moreover, we note that the
sampling bound for n established in [5] is a worst-case bound and that a significantly smaller number
of samples suffices in our experiments.



3.2 TT representation of the diffusion coefficient
Affine coefficient field and right-hand side

The constant right-hand side f and the affine coefficient field « are both given by an expansion into
polynomials with at most one active mode each, i.e., each of the expansion terms is a univariate
polynomial. Such functions possess a natural (exact) representation of their coefficient tensor in
the TT format. For d € N, consider the set of univariate L-dimensional indices

L L
Agi=|Jljec:jelddy  with  |Agl =1+ ) (d—1),
/=1 (=1
where e, denotes the unit vector (es); = dy; for j € N, and let ¢: {0,...,|Aq] — 1} — A4 with
t(0) = (0,...,0) be an arbitrary enumeration of A4. Furthermore, let ¢,, = ¢t~'(use;) be the

enumeration index of uge; and define for k£ € Ny

S(k, p1e) := k00,0 + (1 = 0k0) (0100 + O, (1 = 00))-

Any function wy € Vn(Ag; T,p) can formally be written as an expansion with respect to the full
tensor set Ay,

[Ag|—-1
wn(r,y) = Y w(@)P, = > > wlj, ule; () Puy). (3.4)
t=0 Ge[IT]] nehq

where w[j, ] = 0 for u ¢ Ag. The following proposition shows that the coefficient tensor w of (3.4)
has an exact representation in the T'T format.

Proposition 3.2. For any wy € Vn(Ag;T,p) the coefficient tensor w € RV*? has an evact
representation in the TT format. This representation is given by

|Ag|—1 [Agl—1

Z Z wo ],k‘l me m7“m7km+1]

k1=0 kn=0

with spatial component tensor wo € RN*124l given by the FE coefficients of the functions w4 (),
1.e.

w4 () = Z wolj, t]e;(x) forallt=0,...,|Aq4 — 1,
el T

and stochastic cores wy € RI2al>xdex|8al for ¢ =1 L —1 and wy € RIAIXIL gipen by
wyke, pe, key1] = Okpryy 0 (Ke, ie) and  wrlkp,pr] == d(kr, pr).

Proof. Contracting the last two cores wy_1 and wy, leads to

|[Aqgl-1

>y wialkro1, ppos kL wilkr, )
k=0

= 0(kr—1,pr—1)0(kr—1, pr)

L L
2 2
= 5kL,10 H Oug0 + — Oky_10) H (Gpp0 + 5kL71L,ug(1 — Ou40))-
=11 =L

7



Iterating the contraction for the remaining stochastic cores wy, £ = L — 1,...,1, yields the tensor
T € RI2dxd given by

L
Tk, 1] = 6080 + (1 = S0) [ | (%0 + Gy, (1 %o)). (3.5)
/=1

Since Ay is the set of univariate L-dimensional indices, for each p € Ay we have y = Z£L=1 Leep with
peer € Ag. For any e Ag\Ay there exist at least two ¢; # lp € {1,..., L} with ug,, pe, > 0. Since
v (g en,) # 0 (pp,ep,) and 0 € Ay, iee. du0 = 0, it follows that

L

T[kla M] = 6’6”“181 5k1LM2 (1 - 6k10)L 1_[ (51150(1 - 5k1Lw) + 5k1LM) = 0.
01 ,02#0=1

For any p € Ay\{0} there exists exactly one £ € {1, ..., L} such that p = pgey for pg € [1:dy]. Hence,
Opmo = 1 for all m = {1,..., L} with m # £ and (3.5) simplifies to T'[k1, ] = (1 — 6x,0)0k,,-1()-
Eventually, for 4 = 0 we have ¢,, = 0 for all £ = 1,...,L and thus T[k1,0] = 0k,00%,,-1(0)-
Combining the cases above results in T'[k1, u] = Ogy—1(u for all p € Ay Combining this and the
definition of wy with (3.4) concludes the proof. O

Lognormal coefficient field

There exists no exact T'T representation of the lognormal diffusion coefficient (2.2). Several methods
to obtain an approximation of (2.2) in the TT format have been investigated [3, 6, 35, 36, 41]. Since
Proposition 3.2 yields an exact representation of the affine exponent, the method of our choice is
to compute the exponential of v — 7y as proposed in [6]. In this work, the authors use that the
lognormal diffusion coefficient (2.2) constitutes a holonomic function, i.e., x is the unique solution
of the gradient system

Vyk(z,y) = Kz, y) Vy(7(2,9) —0(2)),

K(z,y0) := exp(y(z,y0) — Y0(2)),

for some arbitrary yo € 'y and all z € D. They show that a Galerkin approach for (3.6) emits
a unique solution, which can be approximated efficiently in the T'T format using the Alternating
Linear Scheme (ALS) [49]. Additionally, this approach yields a reliable and efficient error bound
for the energy error induced by (3.6), which does not involve any computational overhead.

(3.6)

Remark 3.3. We utilize the structure of v, k and f to generate efficient low-rank approzrimations.
Howewver, it should be pointed out that there is no restriction per se and the used approximation tech-
nique can readily be applied to more complicated problems or alternative approrimation techniques
can be used as a substitute without further adaptation of other parts of our approach. As an example,
one could consider non-intrusive reconstruction techniques such as a TT cross approximation [42]
or a VMC reconstruction if the diffusion field is only accessible by pointwise evaluations.

4 Error estimation

In this section we recall the residual based error estimator presented in [3], which is an adaptation
of the development in [1, 8]. Additionally, we motivate an heuristic indicator to steer the number
of regression samples in the adaptive algorithm. The results are stated with the lognormal case (B)
in mind, but equally hold true without any adaptation for the simpler affine coefficient, using the
notation described in case (A).



4.1 Residual based error estimator

We note that there exists no exact T'T representation of the lognormal diffusion coefficient, thus
the approximation of k described in Section 3.2 introduces an additional error. Since this error
can be controlled independently, we assume the approximation of k to be sufficiently accurate such
that it can be neglected henceforth.

In the following we assume some fixed FE polynomial degree p € N and consider M < L € N.
Furthermore, let d,q € F with supp(d) = {1,..., M} < {1,...,L} = supp(q). Assume wy € VN =
Vn(Ag; T, p) is given by the TT representation

M

P2 (Z wolj ] T | @l fon, o 1] 52) Puly)

,U,GAd k=1 m=1

with ranks r € N™. Similarly, assume that the coefficient field ay € L*(T',7; L®(D)) is given in a
semi-discretized form

s L
Z <Z Ha’e[k€7yfak€+l]>Pu(y)
vENA, =1

with ranks s € N¥ and ag[ki] € X for all k; = 1,...,s1. Define the residual R(v) € V* =
L3, m; X*) of (2.5) by R(v) := F — B(v,e). The energy error can then be bounded in the
following way.

Theorem 4.1 ([1, Theorem 5.1)). Let Vy < V be a closed subspace and wy € Vi arbitrary. Let
upy denote the Galerkin projection with respect to B of w onto V. It then holds that

sup

R(wpy), (1 — Ic)v
Hu_wNHZB < K ( ]\C) ( C) >V*,V’
veW\ {0} ||V vlmy,0

2
+crfun — lelB) + Jun — wn 3

Here, Ic denotes the tensor product interpolation operator defined in [3], cr is the operator norm
of 1 — Ic with respect to || o | and & is the coercivity constant of the bilinear form B.

We point out, that showing coercivity of the bilinear form for the lognormal case (B) is not trivial,
see Supplement B for more details and references. Since we consider wy € Vy as well as a finite
expansion ay of the diffusion coefficient a, the residual R(wy) € Vi = L*([,m &%) is itself
characterized by a finite polynomial expansion. In particular, we have

(R(wWN), vN)ys vy = L JD fon —r(wy) - Vuy dzdr(y)
for r(wy) := ay Vwy. The semi-discrete expansion

rlwn)(@y) = Y, ru(wn)(@)Puy), (4.1)

HEAG+q—1

with r,(wy) derived from the TT representations of ay and wy, allows to split the residual into
an active and an inactive part. With the inactive set A := Agy,_1)\ Ag, consider the splitting
R(wn) = Ra,(wn) + Ra(wn) for

R (wy) == f+ > div(ry(wy))P,  and  Ra(wy) = ). div(ru(wy))Pp.
neNy HEA



Deterministic estimator contributions The active part of the residual is associated with the
deterministic approximation error of the FE discretization. This enables to estimate the error
on each triangle for the active set. Define for any wy € Vy the deterministic error estimator
contribution

et (W, T, Aa)” = Y et (wn, Aa)* + D Taet, 2(wn, Ag)?, (4.2)
TeT Ee&

where the volume and edge terms respectively read

Ndet,7(WN, Ag) := hr|Ra, (wN) Coplxo,m forall T e T, (4.3)
ndet,E(wNyAd) = hlE/QH Z IITM(U)N”]EPN CﬁpHﬂ-mE for all F e S (4.4)
peAq

The deterministic estimator contribution bounds the active part of the residual as the following
lemma shows.

Lemma 4.2 ([3, Proposition 5.3]). For any v eV and any wy € Vy, it holds that

’<RAd (QUN), (1 - IC)U>V*,V| < CdetMdet (’LUN, T> Ad)“ \% ’UHTro,D'

Stochastic estimator contributions The inactive part of the residual is associated with the
approximation error due to the truncation of the polynomial expansion. This can be used to obtain
a bound for the residual on the inactive part. Define for any wy € Vi the stochastic error estimator

Nsto(WN, A) = | Z ru<wN)PuC19pH7ro,D- (4.5)
HEA

Again, the stochastic error is bounded for the affine as well as the lognormal case.

Lemma 4.3 ([3, Proposition 5.5]). For any v €V and any wy € Vy, it holds that

[KRa(wn), (1= Ic)vpys v| < nsto(wn, A) |V 0llm b

To obtain a localization that can be used in the adaptive refinement strategy, we split 7, into
different parts each providing information about the influence of the individual modes. For all

¢=1,...,L and look-ahead t; € [1: gy — 1], consider the index sets of uncoupled parameters
/—1 L
Doy = Rldm] ® [deidp+t] ® @ [du] ®[1]...
m=1 m=~+1

The look ahead t, allows to consider more information about the behaviour of the stochastic
dimensions than the index sets = considered in [3]. The local stochastic estimator contributions
nZ. (wy, Ayy,) are then defined as in (4.5) for the sets Ayy,.

Algebraic estimator contributions The algebraic error |uy —wy | g incorporates the distance
of wy to the Vy best approximation uy. Since we employ the sample based VMC regression to
obtain an approximation uy ., of uy, this error can be used as an indicator to control the number
of VMC samples to guarantee that uy ., is a quasi-best approximation with high probability. The
algebraic error can be bounded by the quantity

Nag(wy) = [ (Bw — £)SV2|, (4.6)

10



where || o || denotes the Frobenius norm, f is the coefficient tensor of the right-hand side f in Vy
and B is the discrete version of the operator induced by (2.4). The rank-one base change tensor
S translates integrals of Hermite polynomials with respect to the measure 7w to 7wy and is given by
the components Sy|i, j] := SD V @i - Vpjdx for the spatial dimension and

Sl ) = [ P )P (9) (i 7 0) (47)

m

for each mode. In the affine case (A) this implies Sy, = I4,,. The algebraic error is bounded in the
following way.

Lemma 4.4 ([3, Proposition 5.6]). For any wy € Vn and the Galerkin solution uy € Vi of (2.7),
it holds that

lun — wn B < ¢ 'Nag(wn).

Combined error estimator As a corollary of Theorem 4.1 and Lemmas 4.2-4.4, the energy
error can be bounded by the combined overall error estimator

n(wn)? = (caetNaet (WN, Ty Ag) + Nsto(wn, A) + Cmalg(wN))2 + Naig(wn)?. (4.8)

Corollary 4.5 ([3, Corollary 5.7]). For any wy € Vy it holds |u — wy| s < 1 n(wy).

4.2 Regression error indicator

Since the proposed method fundamentally relies on solving the nonlinear least squares problem (3.3)
to compute a tensor representation of the solution, it is important to adapt the number of samples
in order to guarantee a robust approximation. In this section we discuss a heuristic indicator for
doing this when (3.3) is solved by means of an ALS method. ALS methods are part of a family of
iterative methods that minimize (3.3) by solving a sequence of least squares problems

WN . = argmin [uy — wNH?I (4.9)
’lUNEWk

on linear subsets Wy, < M, for k € N. Note that wy, is an empirical estimate of the best
approximation wy, of uy in the linear space Y. The ensuing estimation error can be bounded
by the subsequent lemma that is adapted from [52].

Lemma 4.6. Let {Py, ..., Pp} be any orthonormal basis of Wy, and let G,, € RP*P be the empirical
Gramian given by (Gpn)ij = %Z?:l Pi(y(t))Pj(y(t)). If the smallest eigenvalue of G, satisfies
Amin(Gr) > 0, then

lun — wN,k,n”LQ(F,Wﬂ;X) <1+ )\min(Gn)flp)HUN - wvaHLOO(F,Trp;X)‘

Proof. In the following we abbreviate |  |,p := | ® |10 x,;22(p))- Let v € Wy be arbitrary
and let v denote the coefficients of v with respect to the basis {Pi,...,Pp}. Now note that
[v]2 = vTGrv = Amin(Gr)| vaHfrp’D is a Hilbert space norm and that wy , is the orthogonal
projection of uy onto the space Wy, with respect to the corresponding inner product. Hence,

7+ lwngn = ol7 = lonen — vl (4.10)

lunw = vl7 = lux — wxm
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Combining this observation with the lower bound | V4 v, p < Amin(Gn) ™2 v, yields

| Va(un — wnen)lmp,p < | Va(un = 0)lm,,0 + Amin(Gn) 2 |v — wn gnlln
< | Va(un — U)Hﬂp,D + )‘min(Gn)il/QHuN —V[n

<1+ )‘min(Gn)_I/Q)” Va(uny — U)HOO,D~

The first inequality is simply the triangle inequality and the final inequality follows from the fact
that both |V, e[, p and ||, are dominated by |V, | p. Since v is arbitrary, we can substitute
v = wy ) to prove Lemma 4.6. ]

Assuming A\pin(Gr) = g > 0, Lemma 4.6 states that the error of the least squares approximation
can be bounded up to the constant factor of (1 + 551/ 2) by the best approximation error. As G,
converges towards the identity, there always exists n € N such that Ayin(Gj) exceeds the given
threshold €. Hence the condition Apin(Gp) = €¢ can be used as an indicator for the necessity of

increasing the number of samples.

Remark 4.7. A full representation of Gy, is not available due to the curse of dimensionality. It is,
however, possible to assemble the Gramians Gy, in the linear subspaces Wy < M, by fizing and
contracting each but the k-th core of the current solution wy ., to the rank-one compression of Gy,
during each step of the ALS method. Doing this for each component k = 1,..., M thus yields the
criterion

O<eg < . min )\min<Gn,k)-

Even though it is possible to do so in each step of the ALS method, this incurs a large computational

overhead and requires extensive intervention with existing code. Hence we regard the optimization
algorithm as a black box and compute G, for k=1,..., M only once for the final result un ;.

We note that the heuristic approach of using uy,,, described in Remark 4.7 may be unrelated to
the true Gramians to the local solutions wy k.. Thus the following algorithm cannot guarantee
that sufficiently many samples are available in each step of the optimization. However, we did not
observe any problems with this heuristic in our experiments.

Algorithm 1: Increase number of VMC samples (update_samples)

Input: TT-representation of uy . ,; initial samples {y(i) i 1; stochastic dimensions d; ratio
0a1¢ > 0; minimum eigenvalue threshold eg

assemble polynomial tensor basis {P,..., Pp} from dimension tuple d;

compute G, for k =1,..., M using un,, as in Remark (4.7);

while ming Amin(Gn i) < eg do

BOW N =

draw |0a,n| new samples {yr(l%)w},

D} — {50} Uy };
update G, for k =1,...,M;

7 return samples {y*}

[= I

5 Algorithmic realization

This section describes the algorithm that steers the adaptive refinement of the FE space, the number
of active modes as well as the VMC sampling and compression errors. Given the approximation
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uN,n € VN of the solution obtained via the VMC approach and the diffusion coefficient ay €
VN(Ag; T,p) in TT format, the estimator contributions can be computed efficiently as detailed
in [3].

Algorithm 2: Mark & Refine (mark_and refine)

Input: mesh 77 stochastic dimensions d; samples {y("}; solution u N,rn; global estimator
contributions Tldet (uN,T,TM T7 Ad)7 Tlsto (uN,T,ny A)7 Nalg (uN,T,n); local estimator
contributions ndet,T(uN,r,nv Ad)7 Ndet,E (UN,T‘,TM Ad)7 nStO(uN,T,TU Am,tm); Dorfler
thresholds 0 < fget, Osto < 1; ratio 64, > 0; minimal eigenvalue threshold eg

1 set ﬁ = max{ndet (UN,r,na T7 Ad)7 Tlsto (UN,T,?’H A)) nalg(uN,r,n)};

2 if Nget(UNym, T, Ag) = 7) then

3 choose minimal set M < T, such that nget(unrn, M, Ag) = OdetNdet (UNrm, T, Ad);
4 T « bisect(T, M);

Ise if 7o (Unrn, A) = 7) then

choose minimal set M < {1,..., M + 1}, such that

ZmeM nsto(uN,r,n; Am,tm) = gstonsto (UN,r,n7 A);
7 dp <~ dp, + 1 for m e M;

]

8 else

compute G, for k =1,..., M as in Remark (4.7);
10 if mink )\min(Gn,k) < Eq then

11 L {y(l)} - update,samples({y(i) }7 UN,rn; d, galga 5G)

12 else

13 choose minimal set M < {1,..., M + 1}, such that
ZmeM nsto(uN,r,n; Am,tm) = estonsto (UN,TJM A)a

14 dp <~ dy + 1 for m € M;

15 return 7, d, {y*}

With the combined error estimator from Corollary 4.5 it is possible to define an algorithm that
automatically steers the refinement of the spatial triangulation 7, activates modes or increases
stochastic dimensions if necessary and ensures that the low-rank representation error of the solution
UN,r,n is not predominant. The adaptive algorithm described in this section is based on the one
presented in [1, 3, 8] and consists in principle of three major steps, namely SOLVE, ESTIMATE
and MARK & REFINE, which are iterated until some stopping condition is satisfied.

Given some triangulation 7, a fixed FE polynomial degree p € Ny and d,q € F with supp(d) <
supp(q), the SOLVE step generates low-rank approximations of the solution uy ., € Vn(Ag; T, D),
the diffusion coefficient ay € Vn(Ag; T,p) and the right-hand side f € Vn(Ag;T,p = 0). The
solution uy is reconstructed from Nyyc many training samples (y(i), u(i)) using the VMC method,
which, in our case, chooses the rank of the solution adaptively by an alternating directional fitting
algorithm [51, 53]. To obtain an approximation of the diffusion coefficient, we use Proposition 3.2
to construct the exact representation of the affine field (2.1). Then, depending on the coefficient
type, we either use the exact TT representation directly or compute the Galerkin projection of (3.6)
via the ExpTT algorithm presented in [6, Algorithm 2]. When employing the ExpTT algorithm, we
ensure that the error is sufficiently small by automatically decreasing the rounding threshold and
increasing the projection dimensions during rescaling until a certain tolerance is reached. Since we
assume a right-hand side independent of y, Proposition 3.2 also yields an exact representation of
f in the TT format. We note that the TT representations un,,, ay and f in case (B) are not
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with respect to the correctly scaled Hermite basis. Thus a subsequent transformation to the correct
basis has to be performed.

The local and global estimator contributions according to Section 4 are computed in the ESTIMATE
step. We emphasize that the global contributions nges(un rn, T, Ad) and nsto (Unrn, A) are used to
determine the refinement strategy, but that we use localized versions to determine which triangles
and modes are refined. The localized contributions nget(un rn, {1}, Ad) and Nso(UN rn, Art,) are
defined for each triangle T' € 7 and each mode ¢ = 1,..., M + 1, respectively, where M is the
number of active modes of the solution uy ;..

The MARK & REFINE step uses the estimator contributions in combination with different se-
lection criteria to enlarge the FE space, the stochastic space or the number of training samples
for the VMC algorithm, respectively. We employ a Dorfler marking strategy for the spatial and
stochastic refinement and a simple relative increase in the number of VMC samples as described
in Algorithm 2. For the refinement of the spatial mesh 7" we use newest vertex bisection [54] on all
marked elements T' € M, which is denoted by bisect(7, M) in Algorithm 2.

Remark 5.1. Note that Algorithm 2 distinguishes between enlarging the stochastic space and in-
creasing the number of training samples if the algebraic estimator contribution dominates (Il. 8-14).
Typically nag is associated with the approximation error caused by the low-rank compression [3]. As
our recovery method is rank-adaptive, this implies that an increase of the number of training samples
would be required. We observe in our experiments, however, that increasing Nviyic does not always
lead to a reduction of nag, but that enlarging the stochastic space is necessary if ming Amin(Gn ) 45
already large enough. Since nag is essentially the residual of (2.7), it can be expected to be depen-
dent on the compression error |un — un || B as well as errors caused by finite deterministic and
stochastic spaces, which explains this behaviour. We also note that refining the spatial domain has
no significant influence on the magnitude of nag in the experiments.
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Algorithm 3: Adaptive non-intrusive algorithm (aVMC)

Input: initial mesh 7g; FE polynomial degree p; initial stochastic dimensions d; initial
samples {y(i)}; Dorfler thresholds 0 < Oget, Osto < 1; ratio 04y > 0; max. number of
iterations Nijter; max. number of TT-DoFs Npr; accuracy €; minimal eigenvalue
threshold e¢;

Output: solution uy, ,; combined estimator n(uy ) for each iteration;

1 for j =1,..., Niter do

2 SOLVE

3 generate training samples {u(i) = u(z,y)} for i = 1,..., Nvmc;

a UN = VMC(Vy (Aa; T, p), v}, {u®});

5 construct v and f according to Proposition 3.2;

6 ay < v in case (A) OR  ay < ExpTT(v,q,yo = 0,tol = 107°) in case (B);

7 ESTIMATE

8 compute Ndet (UN,rn, T, Ad), (ndet(uNmn, {T}, Ad))TeT according to (4.2)—(4.4);
M+1 .

9 compute Nsto(UN ym, A), (nsto(uNmn; A&te))[:—f according to (4.5);

10 compute Nl (Un,rn) according to (4.6);

11 compute 1; = 7;(un,n) according to Corollary 4.5;

12 if nj(unrn) <e or tt-dofs(un,n) > Nyt or Nyyc > 10° then

13 L break

14 MARK & REFINE

15 Tlglob = (ndet(u]\f,r,na T, Ad)a Tlsto (UN,T,ru A)a Talg (UN,T,n));

M+1
16 Moc = ((ndet (UN,T‘,H7 {T}7 Ad))TET’ (nsto(uN,r,n§ Aé,tg))g:—i_ );
17 | T,d, {y(z)} <~ mark,and,refine(T, d, {y(l)}> UN ;5 Tiglobs Moc Odet, Ostos ealg’ EG)

18 return un,n, (71,72, ..)

Algorithm 3 iterates the solve, estimate, mark and refine loop until the combined estimator n(uy)
is sufficiently small or a maximum problem size is reached. Note that the algorithmic realization
of the VMC reconstruction is abbreviated by the VMC method in line 4.

6 Numerical experiments

In this section we examine the performance of the adaptive algorithm for benchmark problems
similar to [3, 50]. Tensor calculus is carried out with the open source software package xerus [53].
Finite element computations to generate training samples are conducted with the FEniCS pack-
age [55]. As spatial domain we choose either the unit square D = (0,1)? or the L-shaped domain
D = (0,1)%\[0.5,1]?. The derived total error estimator 7 is used to steer the adaptive refinement of
the triangulation 7T, the space Az and the number of reconstruction samples Nync. We investigate
the behaviour of the individual estimator contributions and how they influence the true (sampled)
expected energy error. Moreover, we comment on the complexity of the coefficient discretization.
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6.1 Computation of the error

To validate the reliability of the estimator and its contributions in the adaptive scheme, we compute
an empirical approximation of the true L?(T', m; X)-error using Nyic samples, i.e.

2 1 Nue ] ] 2 2
Eulunsn)® 1= 57— 2 [u0®) ~unpn (@) gy ~ | V(= un o)l b
=1

Here, the parametric solution un,, € Vn(Ag;7T,p) is compared to the deterministic sampled
solution u(y(i)) projected onto a uniform refinement T of the finest FE mesh obtained in the
adaptive refinement loop. Since all triangulations generated by Algorithm 3 as well as T are nested,
we employ simple nodal interpolation of each uy ., onto T to guarantee un ., € VN (Ag; 72, p). Note
that the reference samples u(y(i)) are computed by the black-box solver of the forward problem,
i.e., no functional approximation of u on 7 is required to compute Eu(unyrp). All estimator
contributions depend on the diffusion coefficient and the right-hand side. To guarantee that the
low-rank approximation errors of @ and f have a negligible impact, we monitor the relative empirical
L?-L* error given by

i1 Jw(y®) — wn ()|
eP(wy)? = 2] ‘N( ) , L (D), for all w,wy € L*(T, m; L®(D)).
Zi:l\/{c Hw(y(l)))H%oo(D)

The choice of Nyc = 250 proved to be sufficient to obtain consistent estimates of the error in our
experiments as well as in other works (cf. [3]).

6.2 The stochastic model problem

In the numerical experiments, we consider the stationary diffusion problem (1.1) with constant
right-hand side f(z,y) = 1. For the affine diffusion field, the expansion coefficients 7, enumerate
planar Fourier modes in increasing total order and are given by ~o(z) = 1 and

~e() 077 cos(2m By (€)z1) cos(2mBa()x2), t=1,...,L,

B 9
" 10¢(0)

where ( is the Riemann zeta function and, for k(¢) = |—3 + /3 +2¢], B1(£) = £ — k(£)(k(£) +1)/2
and B2(¢) = k(¢) — B1(¢). For our experiments we consider a slow (o = 2) and a fast (o = 4) decay
rate to test if the adaptive algorithm captures the relevance of the higher order modes. As we
assume access to the diffusion coefficient only via a priori generated samples with a finite number
of spatial observation points, we choose to discretize ay in the same finite element space as the
solution, i.e. conforming Lagrange elements of order p = 1 or p = 3. For the lognormal case (B),
we choose p = 1 and ¥ = 0.1 similar to [3].

6.3 Tensor train representation of the diffusion coefficient

The affine diffusion coefficient v and the constant right-hand side f can be represented in TT
format as described in Proposition 3.2.

An approximation ky of the lognormal coefficient field is computed via the Galerkin projection
described in Section 3.2. In particular, we employ a scaling trick to account for numerical instabili-
ties caused by the global polynomial approximation of an exponential function. We choose a scaling
t € N and construct an approximation rkys: ~ exp(27'(y — 7)) via the Galerkin approach. The
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diffusion coefficient xy s can then be recovered by squaring ks t times. For a detailed description
of the process we refer to the algorithms in [6].

As scaling constant we choose t = 4 and round ky; to a precision of 1075 and project the
stochastic space of each mode onto Hermite polynomials up to degree 10 in each squaring step
to reduce storage requirements. The ALS algorithm computing the approximation sy s; has a
termination threshold of 1078 that needs to be reached in the Frobenius norm of the difference of
two successive iteration results. This results in a relative approximation error € (kn,s) < 1074,
which is at least one order of magnitude smaller then that of the solution uy ., in all experiments.
We also note that the exact TT representation of + has uniform ranks s = L + 1, which results
in large storage requirements throughout the computations. Such large representation ranks are,
however, not necessary for a sufficient numerical treatment, since the ranks decrease drastically
upon rounding v to machine precision. Reducing the ranks of v crucially decreases the required
memory of both the estimator contributions and the Galerkin operator assembled during the ExpTT
algorithm [6], which is a limiting factor otherwise. A detailed investigation of the approximation
quality and representation ranks of kx s can be found in [6].

6.4 Adaptive convergence results

The fully adaptive Algorithm 3 is instantiated with a single mode M = 1 discretized with a
linear polynomial, i.e. dimension d; = 2. The initial spatial mesh consists of |Ty| = 143 triangles
with p = 1 ansatz functions and |7g| = 64 with p = 3 for the L-shaped domain. For the initial
triangulations of the unit square domain, we choose |7g| = 205 triangles with p = 1 ansatz functions
and |To| = 76 with p = 3. The marking parameters are set to fger = 0.3, Osto = 0.5 and b, = 0.3,
respectively, and as threshold to increase the number of sampling points we choose e = 1073. We
start Algorithm 3 with Nyye = 100 initial samples {y(i) 112% and choose Niter = 50, Npp = 10°
and € = 1073 as stopping criteria for the algorithm. Additionally, we terminate Algorithm 3 if the
number of samples Nyyic exceeds 10° as reconstruction times for the solution become prohibitive
otherwise.

] ) —pl,o=2

b 100 3 —p3,0=2
107t 5 3 —pl,o=4

] ] — o=

] ] _D_n(uNmn)

10 E —— gu(uN,r,n)

1072 4 ]

i 1072 é
10-3 E ]

7\‘ T T TTTTTT T T T TTTT T T T TTTTTT 1()_3 ;H‘ T T TTTTT] T T TTTTT] T T T TTTTT]

102 10? 10* 10° 102 103 10* 10°

tt-dofs(un rn) tt-dofs(un . n)

Figure 1: Sampled root mean square error &,(un,rn) and total error estimator
n(un,rn) of the fully adaptive algorithm on the L-shaped domain. Considered are
finite element approximations of order p = 1 and p = 3 for slow (o = 2) and fast
(o0 = 4) decay for the affine (left) and lognormal (right) case.

Figure 1 depicts the true sampled root mean squared H} (D) error &,(un ) and the correspond-
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ing overall error estimator n(un ) for the affine and lognormal case, respectively. Depicted are
combinations of slow (o = 2) and fast (0 = 4) decay rates and finite element discretization degrees
p =1 and p = 3 on the L-shaped domain.

We observe that there is no significant difference in the error and estimator magnitudes in the
experiments between the two different computational domains. For the results on the unit square
domain, we refer to Supplement D. The experiments show that the deterministic estimator contri-
bution 74et captures the singularity of the L-shaped domain and prioritizes to refine the mesh at
the reentrant corner as known from deterministic adaptive FE methods.

The p = 3 FE discretizations converge at roughly thrice the rate of the p = 1 cases, which is
expected. The rates for both FE discretizations are the same as observed in [1, 9, 26, 56] in the
affine case. For the lognormal case, to the knowledge of the authors only [3] has presented reliable
error estimation yet. Our results are again very similar to the results reported previously.

In both magnitude and convergence rate we observe almost no difference between the two decay
rates. The only exception to this is the p = 3 FE discretization for the affine case, where the error
and estimator for ¢ = 4 reached slightly smaller values.

The obtained convergence rates for the respective affine and the lognormal experiments are the
same, which indicates that the adaptive algorithm works robustly independent of the specific choice
of the diffusion coefficient. We observe that the overall magnitudes of error and estimator are slightly
larger in the more involved lognormal case, but the estimator consistently overestimates the error
by a factor of approximately 10. We also note that both error and estimator values are of the same
order of magnitude with respect to the degrees of freedom as in [1, 3, 9, 26, 56].

The most obvious difference between the two diffusion coefficient types is the smoothness of the nu-
merical convergence graphs. In the affine case the error and error estimator decrease monotonously,
whereas they might sometimes increase after refinement in the lognormal case (B). Interestingly,
this is most prevalent when considering a fast decay rate of ¢ = 4. Nevertheless, this behaviour
is expected since the reconstruction accuracy of the forward problem depends on the set of sam-
ples that is used in the training. The samples are drawn randomly and we probably do not use
sufficiently many samples to satisfy the restricted isometry properties required for the empirical
reconstruction of the solution with high probability (cf. [5]). Consequently, the VMC algorithm
might not find a strictly better (or equally good) approximation in each step. In particular, we
observe that error and estimator might increase after refinement of the spatial mesh T or enlarg-
ing the stochastic approximation space Ay when the amount of training samples is not sufficiently
increased yet.

We also observe that it is possible for the error and estimator to stagnate for several iterations
before continuing convergence. This is an artifact of the refinement strategy. We increase the
dimensions of modes by at most one in each step of the adaptive algorithm, which might not be
sufficient for a reduction of the error.

6.5 Representation complexity of the solution

In this section we discuss the memory complexity of the TT representation of the solution for the
experiments during the adaptive refinement of Algorithm 3. Figure 2 shows the growth in the
number of active modes, their respective dimensions and the representation ranks of uy ., for the
affine and lognormal case, respectively.

In the affine case we observe the expected behaviour, namely that for the fast decay o = 4 the
refinement Algorithm 3 focuses on increasing the dimensions for active modes whereas in the ex-
periments with slow decay o = 2 activating new modes is prioritized independently on the compu-
tational domain. We note that the dimension d; of the first mode is always the largest. Moreover,
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Figure 2: Maximum dimensions, ranks and number of active modes of the solution
uN,rn With respect to the tt-dofs of uy ., for the affine and lognormal case on the

L-shaped domain.
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the dimensions d,, decrease monotonously as m increases. Algorithm 3 requires two to three times
more iterations if cubic basis functions p = 3 are used in the FE discretization. This is again
expected bahaviour since the mesh 7 needs to be refined less often due to the better approxima-
tion properties of higher order FE methods. In the bottom left graph of Figure 2 we see that the
maximal representation rank of the solution uy ., is up to six times larger for the experiments
where we let p = 3. It seems that the maximal rank increases with an almost constant rate with
respect to the tt-dofs(un ). One of the first three ranks is always the largest with 7 dominating
in almost all cases. The ranks r,, decrease monotonously as m increases beyond the index of the
maximal rank.

In the lognormal case, Algorithm 3 behaves as expected as well, i.e. ¢ = 2 requires the activation
of more modes and o = 4 prioritizes larger polynomial degrees in the first modes. The overall
number of active modes is similar to the affine case and the maximal polynomial degree is slightly
larger. We suppose that the latter stems from the more complicated structure of uy, , for the
lognormal diffusion coefficient k. The ranks also increase at an overall constant rate with respect
to tt-dofs(un ) although the variation of coefficient realizations in case (B) is larger than in
case (A). A comparison to [3] shows that the number of active modes and the maximal dimensions
and ranks behave similarly in growth rate and magnitude.

Table 1 depicts the number of training samples Nync used in the last iteration before Algorithm 3
terminates. Most notably we see that the lower order FE discretizations with p = 1 require up to
two orders of magnitude fewer training samples during the algorithm. Moreover, the number of
samples for the affine case with p = 1 are not increased during any iteration of Algorithm 3. This
can be explained by the high regularity of the solution w of (1.1) and the relatively large spatial
error of the low-order FE discretization. Opposite to this, Algorithm 3 terminates for the p = 3
lognormal experiments as Nyyic exceeds 10, which can be explained by the same argument. This
also causes the adaptive algorithm to terminate prematurely for fast decay ¢ = 4 with p = 3 in
case (B).

affine lognormal
c=2 oc=4 oc=2 c=4
p=1 100 100 1600 5377
p=3 13280 3280 3752 162424

Table 1: Number of training samples Nyyc used in the last iteration of Algorithm 3
for all experiments on the L-shaped domain.

6.6 Refinement strategy evaluation

In this section we take a detailed look at the concrete refinement decisions of Algorithm 2. Figure 3
depicts the error &,(un,.n), the total estimator n(upy ) and the three estimator contributions
Ndet (UN rm); Nsto(UNrn) and Nalg(un,r.n) exemplarily for the lognormal experiments on the L-shaped
domain for p = 1 with fast decay o = 4 (left) and p = 3 with slow decay o = 2 (right). The
background patterns indicate by color which of the estimator parts dominate in the respective
iteration. The background hatches display the quantity that Algorithm 2 chooses to increase based
on the dominating estimator contribution and the estimated minimal Gramian eigenvalue. To
provide a more detailed view on the stochastic refinement, we distinguish between an increase of
the dimension of already active modes and the activation of additional modes.
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Figure 3: Error &,(un rn), total estimator n(un ) and estimator contributions
for each refinement level for the lognormal case on the L-shaped domain for p = 1
with o = 4 (left) and p = 3 with ¢ = 2 (right). The background displays the
dominating estimator contribution (color) and the resulting refinement strategy
(hatching). The patterns are superimposed when multiple quantities are refined
simultaneously.

In both cases displayed in Figure 3 we observe that each estimator contribution dominates in at
least one iteration. This confirms that adaptive refinement of finite element space, stochastic space
and number of training samples is essential to reduce the approximation error. In the case of the
linear FE space p = 1 with fast decay o = 4 (Figure 3, left), we note that even though 7a1e(unrn)
dominates several times in the first few iterations, Algorithm 1 causes an increase of the VMC
training samples only after extensively refining the spatial mesh 7 and the dimension of the first
mode dj. Due to the fast decay o = 4, the number of modes has to be increased only once and
only after extensive refinement of the other quantities. In the case of the cubic FE space p = 3
with slow decay o = 2 (Figure 3, right), the emphasis of Algorithm 2 lies on the refinement of the
stochastic space in the first iterations.
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Appendix A Orthogonal polynomial basis functions

Legendre polynomials The standard Legendre polynomials Jij of degree j € Ny constitute an
orthogonal basis of L*(I'g,m) for Iy = [=1,1] and me(y,) = 1/2dy,. With ¢; = /2j +1 the

set of polynomials {L; = ¢;L; }3-0:0 is orthogonal and normalized with respect to L?(I'y, 7). To
derive an analytical expression of the triple product 75, = Er, [L;L;Ly] of the normalized Legendre
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polynomials for any i, j, k € Ny, we define
ALeg(n) = (2n)127"(n!) 2.

The triple product 7;;; is then given by

G5 1) e if s € Ny and s > max{i, j, k},

0 else,

cicjcr ALeg(5—1)ALeg(5—7) ALeg (s—F)
Tijk = { (A.1)

where s = (i +j + k)/2.

Hermite polynomials The standard probabilists Hermite polynomials ij of degree j € Ny
constitute an orthogonal basis of L?(Ty, my) for Ty = R and my(ye) = (27) "2 exp(—y2/2) dy,. With
¢;j = 1/4/7! the set of polynomials {H; = ¢;H; }72o is orthogonal and normalized with respect to
L2(Fg,7'('4). To derive an analytical expression of the triple product 7;;, = Er, [H;H;Hy] of the
normalized Hermite polynomials for any ¢, j, k € Ny, we define

z'—l—j—i—k)'

Apter(i,3.0) = (5

With the condition
1 1
5(1 +j+k)eNy and 5(1 + J + k) = max{i, j, k}, (A.2)

the triple product 7;;; is given by

. iljlk! oo :
- {Clcﬂck Aorer 7 Az 1 T Ao (7). 1 oo R satisfy (4.2), (A.3)

0 else.

Scaled Hermite polynomials For Gaussian distributions A/(0, 0?) with o # 1 it is easy to scale
the standard probabilists Hermite polynomials to obtain an orthogonal basis. Recall from Section 2
that the univariate density for A(0, o/(p)?) is given by

mo(ye; oe(p)) = Ce(ye, oe(p)) Te(ye, 1)

for o4(p) = exp(p|velz=(p)) and p = 0. Note that o(p) = (a1(p),02(p),...) € exp(£*(N)) and
define the transformation

Lo(p): R = R%, (ye)een — (oe(p) " ye)en.

With this we can define the multivariate scaled Hermite polynomials H}; := H), o Lo(p)s Where H), is
the multivariate and normalized standard probabilists Hermite polynomial. The set {H/} per thus
forms an orthogonal and normalized basis of L?(T',,7,). Moreover, for any w € L?(T, 7,) it holds

f wdmo(y) :j WO Ly(p) ATy,

which implies that E, [HfH]’?H,f] = E,,[H;H;Hy] for any i,j,k € Ng. Hence, the triple product
with respect to the scaled Hermite polynomials can be computed by (A.3) as well.
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Appendix B Well-posedness of the lognormal case

First we note that by [43, Lemma 2.1] the set I, from (2.8) is measurable and it holds 7o(I',) = 1.
Moreover, Lemma 2.2 of [43] shows that the lognormal field & is bounded and positive. However,
boundedness and positivity only hold pointwise and not uniformly over the parameter space I'x.
Even though this leads to a far more intricate analysis, following the arguments of [12] it is still
possible to obtain a well-defined variational formulation by the introduction of the stronger measure
my,p from (2.9) for some p > 0 and 0 < ¥ < 1. Recall that the bilinear form in the lognormal case (B)
is given by

Byp(w,v) =f J kVw-Vodrdmry,(y)
D

and that the solution space is defined via
Vop = {w: I'y — X measurable with By,(w,w) < o0}.
By [12, Proposition 2.43] it then follows that
LTy, 7y X) Vp C LTy, mo; X) for any 0 <9 < 1

are continuous embeddings. With this, Lemma 2.41 and Lemma 2.42 from [12] show that the
bilinear form By, is Vy,elliptic and bounded in the sense that

| Bop(w, v)]

< e(Wp)|wl r2(ry mpsae) [0 L2 i) for all w,v € L*(Ty, 7y X), (B.1)
Byp(w, w) = ¢(Ip) ||w‘|%2(1“m7r0;)() for all w e L*(T, mo; X). (B.2)

Appendix C The Tensor Train format

In the following we briefly recall the TT format and some fundamental properties of TTs. For a
more detailed overview, we refer the reader to [31, 34, 49, 50, 57] and the references therein. Any
function wy € Vn(Ag; T, p) has an expansion of the form

Z Z w|j, 1lej(x)Pu(y) with w e RITIxduvxexdar, (C.1)
JE[ITI) neha

Hence, Vy is isomorphic to the space of coefficient tensors RI71xd = RITIxdixxdx  Note that the
size of the coefficient tensor w grows exponentially with the order M, which is commonly referred
to as the curse of dimensionality. To mitigate this exponential dependence on M, we employ a
low-rank decomposition of the tensor w. There are many tensor decompositions available [58-61],
but due to its simplicity and the wide availability in numerical libraries we chose the TT format
for our derivations. The TT representation of a tensor w € R7*4  J e N, is given by

wlj,p] = Z Z woj, k1] ]_[ W[ K, fims km41]  for any j € [J] and pe Ag (C.2)
ki=1 ky=1

M
=: Z wO[j7 kl] H wm[km7ﬂm7km+1] (Cg)
m=1

for some r € NM | where we use the convention rj;41 = 1. In our application the zeroth component
tensor wg € R7*™ corresponds to the spatial discretization. The stochastic contributions are given
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as order three tensors w,, € R™m*4m*Tm+1 for each mode. If all ranks 7, are minimal, this is called
tensor train decomposition of w with TT rank r and we write tt-rank(w) = r. The set of all tensors
of TT rank r forms a manifold [49] of dimension

M-1
tt-dofs(w) = Jry — 7} + Z (rmdmTmi1 = Tig1) + rard,

m=1

which shows that the complexity of the TT format behaves like O(J7+Mdr?2) for d = max{dy, ..., dy}
and 7 = max{ry,...,7y}. In contrast to full tensor representations, with complexity O(Jd™), TTs
depend only linearly on the order M. As a result, the TT format is especially efficient for a small
maximal rank 7.

Similarily we can express linear operators W: Vny(Ag; T,p) — Vn(Ag; T, p) in the TT format. For
this recall that the application of W to vy € Vn(Ag; T, p) yields

Woy(z,y) = Z 0 > D Wliviguloli léi(@) Pu(y)-

N]veAq je[N] peAg

The TT representation of the tensor operator W : R7*% — R”/*4 is thus determined by

Z viJ, M Z WO { ],kl H W m;Vma/imvkm-i-l]

for any i,j € [J], u € Ag and v € A, with component tensors Wy € R/*/*" and W,, €
R7m*@m*dmxrm+1 - The TT decomposition always exists and can be computed using the hierarchi-
cal singular value decomposition (SVD) [49]. A truncated hierarchical SVD leads to quasi-optimal
approximations of the T'T decomposition in the Frobenius norm [32, 34, 62, 63]. This can also be
applied to tensors which are already given in the T'T format to obtain a TT decomposition with a
lower rank. This process is referred to as rounding.

Appendix D Experiments on the unit square domain

Additional figures for convergence of the adaptive algorithm and complexity of the solution uy.,p
on the unit square D = (0,1)2. Details on the experiments are described in Section 6.
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