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Abstract

Quantifying uncertainty associated with the microstructure variation of a material can be a computationally daunting

task, especially when dealing with advanced constitutive models and fine mesh resolutions in the crystal plasticity finite

element method (CPFEM). Numerous studies have been conducted regarding the sensitivity of material properties and

performance to the mesh resolution and choice of constitutive model. However, a unified approach that accounts for various

fidelity parameters, such as mesh resolutions, integration time-steps, and constitutive models simultaneously is currently

lacking. This paper proposes a novel uncertainty quantification (UQ) approach for computing the properties and performance

of homogenized materials using CPFEM, that exploits a hierarchy of approximations with different levels of fidelity. In

particular, we illustrate how multi-level sampling methods, such as multi-level Monte Carlo (MLMC) and multi-index Monte

Carlo (MIMC), can be applied to assess the impact of variations in the microstructure of polycrystalline materials on the

predictions of homogenized materials properties. We show that by adaptively exploiting the fidelity hierarchy, we can

significantly reduce the number of microstructures required to reach a certain prescribed accuracy. Finally, we show how our

approach can be extended to a multi-fidelity framework, where we allow the underlying constitutive model to be chosen from

either a phenomenological plasticity model or a dislocation-density-based model.
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1. Introduction

Uncertainty quantification (UQ) plays a major role in verifying and validating many integrated computational materials

engineering (ICME) models. Within the materials sciences, where the process-structure-property-performance bridge is well-

established, quantifying uncertainty associated with microstructures is one of the most important tasks in order to predict

the variability in material properties and material performance. The properties and performance of homogenized materials in

the structure-property relationship can be computed using the crystal plasticity finite element method (CPFEM). CPFEM

considers grain scale microstructure by explicitly modeling discrete grains and their slip systems based on dislocation slip. In

CPFEM, the microstructure of a material is defined in terms of a representative volume element (RVE), that can be thought

of as a stochastic sample of the entire polycrystalline microstructure. A CPFEM study then typically involves simulating

multiple realizations of such an RVE. In this paper, we propose a unified framework for CPFEM that exploits a hierarchy

of models with different fidelity, based on multi-level Monte Carlo (MLMC) and multi-index Monte Carlo (MIMC) methods.

As a result, the number of RVEs required to run CPFEM reduces significantly, in effect lowering the computational cost

required to determine the material properties and performance.

Microstructures are known to exhibit inherent randomness both spatially and orientationally, often requiring high-

dimensional representations in terms of pixels (in 2D images) and volumetric pixels or voxels (in 3D volumes). The variability

in microstructure mainly contributes to the aleatory uncertainty of the prediction, whereas the numerical approximations

in the ICME models bridging the structure-property relationship mainly contribute to the epistemic uncertainty. This

manuscript is mainly concerned with rigorously addressing the aleatory uncertainty that is induced from the microstructure

perspective, while acknowledging that the epistemic uncertainty work is also addressed elsewhere [1].

In the process-structure-property-performance linkage, one tends to think of ICME models as forward models or functions

that map from one space to another, for example, from process to structure or from structure to property or from process to

property. Most computational models, including ICME models, typically posses a multi-fidelity hierarchy, defined in terms

of a computational accuracy versus cost trade-off. One of the most obvious examples is the mesh size used to represent

the geometry of the microstructure RVE. The coarse-mesh CPFEM is computationally cheaper and can be thought of as

a low-fidelity approximation, whereas the fine-mesh CPFEM is computationally expensive and can be regarded as a high-

fidelity approximation. Another example of a multi-fidelity hierarchy is the constitutive model in the CPFEM method: a

phenomenological constitutive model can be considered as the low-fidelity approximation and more physically-based models

such as a dislocation-density-based model can be thought of as a high-fidelity approximation. Numerous mesh sensitivity

analysis studies have been conducted in the literature, but none has been able to construct an approach that concurrently

unifies the refinement of both mesh size and constitutive model. Furthermore, the results of these studies often depend on the

material system, as well as on the numerical solver being used. Our work is the first to rigorously address the computation of

structure-homogenized material properties with CPFEM, using both a multi-fidelity approach for the constitutive model and

a multi-resolution approach for the RVE simultaneously. Our method is based on an adaptive extension of the multi-level

Monte Carlo and multi-index Monte Carlo sampling methods [2, 3, 4]. In the single-fidelity setting, our method reduces

to the classic Monte Carlo (MC) method, also known as the “ensemble of microstructure RVEs” approach in the field of

CPFEM. Therefore, this work can be seen as a generalization towards multi-fidelity CPFEM, using advanced multi-fidelity

sampling methods. Such a multi-fidelity CPFEM could exploit, for example, the fidelity of the constitutive model, the

integration time-step size, the order of a numerical integrator, the mesh size (h-refinement), and polynomial order of the

element (p-refinement).
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Given the critical importance of UQ for a wide variety of problems in materials science, several frameworks have been

developed to provide robust predictions under uncertainty, see e.g., [5, 6, 7]. Comprehensive reviews of UQ applications

in ICME-based simulations can be found in Honarmandi and Arróyave [8], Gabriel et al. [9], and Acar [10]. For example,

Zhao et al. [11] incorporated measurement and parametric uncertainty to quantify the uncertainty of critical resolved shear

stress for hexagonal close-packed (HCP) Ti alloys from nano-indentation. Lim et al. [12] investigated the mesh sensitivity

and polycrystalline RVE, where initial textures, hardening models, and boundary conditions are uncertain. Park et al [13]

investigated the effects of anisotropy, different hardening models, and grain morphology in aluminum 7079 alloy. Tran and

Wildey [14] applied data-consistent inversion method to infer a distribution of microstructure features from a distribution

of yield stress, where the push-forward density map via a heteroscedastic Gaussian process approximation is consistent with

the imposed yield stress density. Kotha et al. [15, 16, 17, 18] developed uncertainty-quantified, parametrically homogenized

constitutive models to capture uncertainty in microstructure-dependent stress-strain curve, as well as stochastic yield surface,

which has been broadly applied for modeling multi-scale fatigue crack nucleation in Ti alloys [19, 20] and for single-crystal

Ni-based superalloys with support vector regression as an underlying machine learning model [21]. Sedighiani et al. [22, 23]

applied genetic algorithm and polynomial approximation to various constitutive models, including phenomenological and

dislocation-density-based models. Tran et al. [24] applied stochastic collocation (SC) method to quantify uncertainty for

dendrite morphology and growth via phase-field model. Acar et al. [25] proposed a linear programming approach to maximize

a mean of materials properties under the assumption of Gaussian distribution for both inputs and outputs. Fernadez et al. [26]

utilized Bayesian inference to quantify the uncertainty in stress-strain curves, where model parameters are treated as random

variables. Tallman et al. [27, 28] applied Gaussian process regression and the Materials Knowledge System framework

to predict a set of homogenized materials properties with uncertainty from a distribution function for crystallographic

orientations and textures. The inductive design exploration method (IDEM) [29, 30, 31] has been introduced as a materials

design methodology to identify feasible and robust design for microstructure features, which has been broadly applied to

many practical problems. Zhang [32] provided a comprehensive mathematical review of advanced MC methods. Chatterjee

et al. [33] employed a classical MC estimator to statistically study the tensile stiffness and strength of Ti-6Al-4V. Acar

and Sundararaghavan [34, 35] quantified the uncertainty of materials properties with respect to measured pole figures and

experimental variations, respectively.

In the literature, the most common method used to study microstructure-induced material properties is to consider an

ensemble of micro-structure realizations, tωpnquNn“1, sampled from the space of microstructures Ω. Two microstructures, ωp1q

and ωp2q, are said to be statistically equivalent if they are independently and identically sampled from the same space Ω

using the same probability law. The ensemble of microstructure RVEs approach is therefore mathematically equivalent to

the classical MC estimator, where the structure-property map, denoted as Qpωq and typically evaluated by running CPFEM,

is fixed, and where the aleatory uncertainty associated with microstructure variation can be represented by samples from Ω.

The MC method is a popular approach, because its efficiency in terms of the required number of RVE compositions does not

depend on the dimensionality of the input (i.e., the number of input parameters). However, this dimension-independence

comes at a price, since typically many RVE evaluations are required to reach a certain prescribed accuracy. While the

classic MC estimator is theoretically an unbiased estimator of Q, this is no longer the case if the approximation necessarily

involved in numerically evaluating the structure-property map is considered. By leveraging a multi-fidelity hierarchy of

these numerical approximations tQ`u
L
`“0 to Q, the computational cost of the MC method can be reduced significantly. In

particular, the high-fidelity approximation QL for Q can be replaced by a telescoping sum of canceling differences between

successive fidelity levels Q` and Q`´1, exploiting the linearity of the expectation operator. Replacing the single, expensive
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MC estimator for the high-fidelity approximation by multiple inexpensive MC estimators for these differences, an overall

reduction of computational cost is achieved. This is the idea of the MLMC and MIMC sampling methods. Using the results

of [4], we illustrate how such a multi-fidelity hierarchy can be constructed adaptively in the context of CPFEM.

The remaining of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the classical MC, MLMC, and MIMC methods, and

outlines the adaptive MIMC method used in this study. Section 3 provides a preliminary background for constitutive models

in CPFEM. Section 4 describes the integrated workflow coupling DREAM.3D [36] and DAMASK [37]. Section 5 presents the first

case study for α-Ti with MLMC, where multiple mesh resolutions are considered. Section 6 presents the second case study

for Al with MIMC, where multiple constitutive models (phenomenological and dislocation-density-based) and multiple mesh

resolutions are considered simultaneously. Section 7 discusses and Section 8 concludes the paper, respectively.

2. Monte Carlo sampling methods

Multi-level and multi-index sampling methods leverage the correlation in the output of multiple models in a given model

hierarchy, in order to reduce the stochastic error in the prediction of statistical quantities, such as the mean or variance of

the model output. This reduction in error often leads to a significant reduction of the computational cost, as the number of

model evaluations required to achieve a similar error can be reduced by several orders of magnitude. In this section, we review

multi-level and multi-index sampling methods, and illustrate how these methods can be adapted to the CPFEM setting. We

start by reviewing the classic approach of using ensemble averages of stochastic volume elements (SVEs) to predict mean

values of the desired material property. Next, we discuss how this approach can be extended to a multi-level sampling

approach, using the mesh resolution as refinement parameter. Finally, we show how the multi-level sampling approach can

be extended to a multi-index sampling approach, using both the mesh resolution and the underlying constitutive model as

refinement parameters. We also discuss how appropriate combinations of mesh resolution and model fidelity can be selected

from a given collection of models using a greedy adaptive strategy.

2.1. Notation

For a given mesh resolution and a given constitutive model, we denote the uncertain microstructure of the material under

consideration by ω P Ω. The space Ω represents the collection of all possible discretized microstructures ω, where ω is

independently and identically (i.i.d.) sampled according to a uniform law from the space of all available microstructures Ω.

The i.i.d assumption constitutes the basis for the statistical equivalence of different ωs drawn from the same distribution of

all microstructures. In practice, ω is constructed by solving a microstructure reconstruction problem, which often leads to

another optimization problem in a pure computational fashion.

Let the map from microstructure space to the homogenized material property be denoted by Qpωq : Ω Ñ D Ď R. Because

the underlying microstructure ω is uncertain, so is any quantity derived from that same microstructure. Hence, we explicitly

denote the dependency of the quantity of interest on the outcome ω, i.e., Qpωq is a random variable. For the remainder of

this paper, we will be interested in computing the first-order moment or expected value of the quantity of interest Qpωq,

defined as

E rQpωqs :“

ż

Ω

Qpωqdω (1)

Finally, because every material property Q is based on an underlying microstructure ω, which is itself associated with

a certain given mesh resolution, we will use the notation QLpωq to denote that the material property is obtained from an

approximation of the microstructure with mesh resolution level L.
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2.2. The Monte Carlo method

Given an ensemble of i.i.d. microstructure RVEs tωpnquNn“1 with corresponding predictions for the material property of

interest tQLpω
pnqquNn“1, we can approximate (1) by the average

QMC :“
1

N

N
ÿ

n“1

QLpω
pnqq. (2)

The ensemble average approach in (2), also known as the Monte Carlo (MC) method, is widely used in the CPFEM literature,

see, e.g., [38, 39, 40]. In practice, the microstructure ωpnq is often obtained from solving a microstructure reconstruction

problem, which in turn is often formulated as an optimization problem. We refer to Groeber et al. [41, 42], Bostanabad et

al. [43] and Torquato [44] for comprehensive reviews of computing microstructure RVEs. CPFEM is then deployed repetitively

to evaluate QLpω
pnqq for each microstructure ωpnq, n “ 1, 2, . . . , N .

It is natural to propose the average of an ensemble of material properties extracted from the microstructures tωpnquNn“1 to

approximate the expected value in (1). Since the sequence of microstructure RVEs are i.i.d. we have that the expected value

ErQLpωp1qqs “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ ErQLpωpNqqs “ ErQLs, and the strong law of large numbers guarantees that QMC Ñ E rQLs almost

surely as the number of realizations N goes to infinity, see [45].

There are two sources of error in the MC estimator in (2): a stochastic error, present because we approximate the

expected value by an average, and a bias, present because samples of Qpωq are approximated by samples of QLpωq. These

two contributions become apparent in the expression for the mean square error (MSE) of the MC estimator. We have

MSE pQMCq :“ E
“

pQMC ´ E rQsq2
‰

“ E
“

ppQMC ´ E rQMCsq ` pE rQMCs ´ E rQsqq2
‰

“ E
“

pQMC ´ E rQMCsq
2
‰

` pE rQL ´Qsq2

“ V rQMCs ` pE rQL ´Qsq2, (3)

where the cross-product term vanishes because the MC estimator is an unbiased estimator for QL, i.e., E rQMCs “ E rQLs.

The first term in (3) is the variance of the estimator and represents the stochastic error. Because we assume the ensemble is

uncorrelated, the variance can be written as

V rQMCs “
1

N2

N
ÿ

n“1

V rQLs “
V rQLs
N

.

The variance decays as Op1{Nq and can be reduced by increasing the number of microstructure RVEs N . The second term

in (3) is the square of the bias. It can be reduced by increasing the level of resolution L, i.e., by decreasing the mesh size.

If we require an MSE smaller than or equal to ε2, a sufficient condition is

V rQLs
N

ď
ε2

2
and |E rQL ´Qs| ď

ε
?

2
.

Hence, the number of microstructure instances N should increase as Opε´2q. Assuming that the cost of a single model

evaluation is CL, we can express the total computational cost of the MC estimator in (2) as

costpQMCq “ NCL.

Thus, the computational cost of the MC estimator increases as Opε´2q.
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2.3. The Multi-level Monte Carlo (MLMC) method

The central idea in MLMC sampling is that we do not sample from a single approximation QL for the quantity of interest,

but instead compute samples on a hierarchy of approximations tQ`u
L
`“0 for the quantity of interest Q. In the context of

CPFEM, this hierarchy corresponds to an approximation for the material parameter on a sequence of meshes with increasing

resolution levels, where level ` “ 0 corresponds to the cheapest approximation with the coarsest mesh size, and level ` “ L

corresponds to the most expensive approximation with the finest mesh size. An illustration of such a multi-level hierarchy is

shown in Figure 1a to Figure 1e, and schematically in Figure 1f.

Because the expected value is a linear operator, we have that

E rQLs “
L
ÿ

`“1

E rQ` ´Q`´1s ` E rQ0s “

L
ÿ

`“0

E r∆Q`s (4)

where

∆Q` :“

$

’

&

’

%

Q` ´Q`´1 for ` ą 0

Q` for ` “ 0

.

Using an independent MC estimator for each of the L`1 terms in the right-hand side of (4), we obtain the MLMC estimator

QMLMC :“
L
ÿ

`“0

1

N`

N
ÿ̀

n“1

∆Q`pω
pnqq. (5)

In effect, this means that we use an ensemble of i.i.d. microstructure RVEs tωpnquN`
n“1 on each level ` “ 0, 1, . . . , L to estimate

the expected values on the right-hand side of (4), where we assume that the microstructure instances on each level are

mutually independent.

The MLMC estimator in (5) is still an unbiased estimator for E rQLs, i.e.,

E rQMLMCs “

L
ÿ

`“0

1

N`

N
ÿ̀

n“1

E r∆Q`s “
L
ÿ

`“0

E r∆Q`s “ E r∆QLs

and its variance is given by

V rQMLMCs “

L
ÿ

`“0

1

N2
`

N
ÿ̀

n“1

V r∆Q`s “
L
ÿ

`“0

V r∆Q`s
N`

.

Expanding the MSE as in (3) now yields

MSE pQMLMCq “ V rQMLMCs ` pE rQL ´Qsq2 “
L
ÿ

`“0

V r∆Q`s
N`

` pE rQL ´Qsq2. (6)

Again, the MSE consists of two terms: the variance of the estimator and the square of the bias. Note that the bias of the

MLMC estimator is the same as the bias of the MC estimator.

A crucial observation is that, instead of estimating the expected value E rQ`s directly on level `, it is much cheaper to

estimate the expected value of the difference E r∆Q`s, if the random variables Q` and Q`´1 are strongly positively correlated,

i.e.,

V r∆Q`s “ VrQ` ´Q`´1s

“ V rQ`s ` V rQ`´1s ´ 2covpQ`, Q`´1q

! V rQ`s ` V rQ`´1s
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(a) 8ˆ 8ˆ 8 (b) 16ˆ 16ˆ 16 (c) 20ˆ 20ˆ 20 (d) 32ˆ 32ˆ 32 (e) 64ˆ 64ˆ 64

83

` “ 0

163

` “ 1

203

` “ 2

323

` “ 3

643

` “ 4

` mesh resolution

(f) Schematic overview of the multi-level hierarchy obtained by varying the mesh resolution in the model.

where covpQ`, Q`´1q “ ρ`,`´1

a

V rQ`sV rQ`´1s is the covariance between Q` and Q`´1 and ρ`,`´1 is the Pearson correlation

coefficient. In order to ensure this strong correlation, it is important to note that the difference ∆Q`pω
pnq
` q in (5) is evaluated

for the same input microstructure ω
pnq
` . In the context of CPFEM, this means that the difference is computed from the

material parameter prediction for the same underlying RVE, but on two different mesh sizes in the hierarchy.

As the level parameter ` Ñ 8, we expect the approximations Q` to converge towards the true quantity of interest Q

in mean square sense, i.e., V r∆Q`s Ñ 0 as ` Ñ 8. In effect, this means that fewer model evaluations are required in the

successive MC estimators for the difference ∆Q` with increasing `. Under this assumption, we find that most samples will be

taken on level ` “ 0, where model evaluations are cheap, and fewer samples are required on the higher levels, where model

evaluations are increasingly more expensive. Often, only a handful of samples with the highest resolution level are required.

Compare this to the MC method outlined in Section 2.2, where all samples are taken on the same high-resolution level.

If we require an MSE smaller than or equal to ε2, a sufficient condition is

L
ÿ

`“0

V r∆Q`s
N`

ď
ε2

2
and |E rQL ´Qs| ď

ε
?

2
.

An expression for the required number of SVEs N` on each level ` “ 0, 1, . . . , L can be obtained by minimizing the total cost

of the MLMC estimator, taking into account the above constraint on the variance of the estimator. The total cost of the

MLMC estimator can be expressed as

costpQMLMCq “

L
ÿ

`“0

N`∆C`,

where ∆C` denotes the cost to compute a sample of the multi-level difference ∆Q`. This yields

N` “
2

ε2

d

V r∆Q`s
∆C`

˜

L
ÿ

`“0

a

V r∆Q`s∆C`

¸

, (7)

see [2] for details on the derivation. In practice, the number of samples N` in (7) should be rounded up to the nearest integer.

This increases the cost of the estimator by at most one sample on each level.
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In [46], a theoretical bound for the asymptotic cost complexity of the MLMC estimator is provided. Assuming

|E r∆Q`s| ď c1 2´α`, (C1)

V r∆Q`s ď c2 2´β` and (C2)

∆C` ď c3 2γ` (C3)

with 2α ě minpβ, γq, we have that

cost pQMLMCq ď

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

c4 ε
´2 if β ą γ,

c4 ε
´2plog εq2 if β “ γ,

c4 ε
´2´pγ´βq{α if β ă γ.

(8)

2.4. The Multi-Index Monte Carlo (MIMC) method

The MIMC method is a multi-dimensional extension of the MLMC method outlined in Section 2.3. Instead of using a

single integer ` “ 0, 1, . . . , L to denote the resolution level in the hierarchy of models, the MIMC method uses a d-dimensional

tuple or multi-index ` P Nd0, with N0 “ t0, 1, 2, . . . u. In the context of CPFEM, an additional dimension of refinement could

be the fidelity of the constitutive model. Figure 2 illustrates this point, where the phenomenological plasticity model from [47]

is treated as low-fidelity constitutive model and the non-local dislocation-based density model from [48] and [49] is treated

as high-fidelity constitutive model.

83

` “ p0, 0q

163

` “ p1, 0q

203

` “ p2, 0q

323

` “ p3, 0q

643

` “ p4, 0q

83

` “ p0, 1q

163

` “ p1, 1q

203

` “ p2, 1q

323

` “ p3, 1q

643

` “ p4, 1q

`1

mesh resolution

`2

model fidelity

low-fidelity constitutive model high-fidelity constitutive model

Figure 2: Schematic overview of the multi-fidelity hierarchy obtained by varying both the mesh resolution p`1q and the model fidelity p`2q, where

smaller ` corresponds to lower fidelity level and larger ` corresponds to higher fidelity level.

The multi-index construction starts from a tensor product of single-direction differences, i.e.,

∆Q` :“

˜

d
â

j“1

∆j

¸

Q` with ∆jQ` “

$

’

&

’

%

Q` ´Q`´ej if `j ą 0,

Q` if `j “ 0,

(9)

where ej “ pδijq
d
i“1 and δij is the Kronecker delta. For example, with d “ 2 and ` “ p2, 1q, we have

∆Qp2,1q “ ∆2p∆1Qp2,1qq

“ ∆2pQp2,1q ´Qp1,1qq

“ Qp2,1q ´Qp1,1q ´Qp2,0q `Qp1,0q,

9



see Figure 2. In general, in the evaluation of the multi-index difference ∆Q` in d dimensions, a total of 2d different model

approximations are involved. Near the boundary, a total of 2d
1

different model approximations are involved, where d1 is the

number of dimensions where `j ą 0, j “ 1, 2, . . . , d.

We note that a multi-index difference can also be written as

∆Q` “
ÿ

uĎt1,...,du

`´euPNd

p´1q|u|Q`´u, (10)

where eu is a vector with its jth component equal to 1 for j P u and 0 everywhere else. Equation (10) is closer to the sparse

combination technique from [50, 51, 52], which inspired the construction of the MIMC method in [3].

The MIMC method proposed in [3] uses an independent MC estimator to estimate each term in a finite summable subset

of multi-index differences Id, i.e.,

QMIMC “
ÿ

`PId

1

N`

N
ÿ̀

n“0

∆Q`pωpnqq. (11)

Similar to the multi-level method presented in Section 2.3, the multi-index difference Q`pωpnqq is based on the same outcome

ωpnq to ensure sufficient positive correlation between the different approximations and, hence, guarantee sufficient decay of

the variance of the multi-index difference as ` Ñ 8 component-wise. With sufficient variance decay as ` increases, most of

the samples will be taken on indices with low fidelity, while fewer samples will be required on indices with increasingly higher

fidelity.

Note that not all multi-index sets Id are suitable index sets. Specifically, we put a constraint on the index set by assuming

it is downward closed in order to be admissible. Further details of admissibility are deferred to Section 2.5. In the case of an

infinite-dimensional admissible index set Id, the multi-index estimator is an unbiased estimator for the expected value of the

quantity of interest, as the multi-index differences satisfy the relation

ÿ

`PNd
0

E r∆Q`s “ E rQs.

The variance of the MIMC estimator is given by

V rQMIMCs “
ÿ

`PId

1

N2
`

N
ÿ̀

n“1

V r∆Q`s “
ÿ

`PId

V r∆Q`s

N`
.

Note that the MLMC estimator in (5) is just a special case of (11) with d “ 1. In this case, the tuple ` reduces to a

scalar level ` and there is no tensor product of differences involved in the construction.

Expanding the MSE as in (6) now yields

MSE pQMIMCq “ V rQMIMCs ` pE rQMIMC ´Qsq
2 “

ÿ

`PId

V r∆Q`s

N`
` pErQMIMC ´Qsq

2. (12)

Again, the MSE consists of two terms: the variance of the estimator and the square of the bias, and an MSE smaller than

or equal to ε2 can be guaranteed by choosing

ÿ

`PId

V r∆Q`s

N`
ď
ε2

2
and |ErQMIMC ´Qs| ď

ε
?

2
. (13)

The first constraint in (13) yields an expression for the required number of samples on each index much similar to equation (7),

i.e.,

N` “
2

ε2

d

V r∆Q`s

∆C`

˜

ÿ

`PId

a

V r∆Q`s∆C`

¸

, (14)
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where ∆C` denotes the cost to compute a sample of the multi-level difference ∆Q`, see [3]. The second constraint in (13)

will prescribe the shape of the index set Id. Some commonly used index sets are the total degree index set

Id “

#

` P Nd0 :
d
ÿ

j“1

`j ď L

+

and the hyperbolic cross index set

Id “

#

` P Nd0 :
d
ź

j“1

p`j ` 1q ď L` 1

+

,

where L is now a parameter that governs the size of the index set. In case of the total degree index sets, a theoretical analysis

of the cost of the MIMC estimator similar to (8) has been presented in [3].

The optimal shape of the index set Id is usually based on a priori knowledge about the problem at hand. However, in

most practical applications, including CPFEM, such knowledge is not readily available. In the next section, we discuss how

the index set Id can be constructed in an adaptive fashion, rendering the MIMC method useful in practice.

2.5. Dimension-Adaptive Multi-Index Monte Carlo

The dimension-adaptive construction of the multi-index set Id has been studied in [4]. The idea of this construction is that

the index set can be generated on-the-fly starting from the lowest-resolution index, using statistics of the already computed

model evaluations as proxies for the true expected value and variance of the multi-index differences. A multi-index estimator

that uses this adaptive construction scheme will be referred to as Dimension-Adaptive Multi-Index Monte Carlo (AMIMC).

Before discussing the general adaptive procedure, we examine in more detail the requirements that must be satisfied for

an index set to be admissible. An admissible index set is a non-empty set of multi-indices such that for all multi-indices τ

and `, where ` P Id, that satisfy τ ď ` component-wise, it follows that τ P Id. Equivalently, for all ` P Id, we have

`´ ej P Id for all j “ 1, . . . , d where `j ą 0,

with ej as defined in equation (9). In other words, in an admissible index set, all indices with smaller entries in at least

one direction are also included in the set. This condition ensures the validity of the telescoping sum expansion in terms of

canceling differences, when defining a multi-index estimator according to equation (11). Some examples of admissible and

non-admissible index sets for d “ 2 are shown in Figure 3.

0 1 2 3

0

1

2

3

(a) admissible

`1

` 2

0 1 2 3

0

1

2

3

(b) not admissible

`1

` 2

0 1 2 3

0

1

2

3

(c) not admissible

`1

` 2

Figure 3: Examples of admissible and non-admissible index sets in 2 dimensions (d “ 2).

In what follows, we also require the notion of the forward neighborhood F` of an index `, defined as

F` “ t`` ej , 1 ď j ď du.

11



Similarly, the backward neighborhood B` of an index ` is defined as

B` “ t`´ ej : `j ą 0, 1 ď j ď du.

An admissible index set contains the backward neighborhood of all indices in the set. The admissibility property is also

known as downward closedness, see [53]. An index set that is admissible is also called a downward closed index set.

The optimal shape of the index set Id is the solution of a constraint optimization problem: we minimize the total cost

of the MIMC estimator in (11) while ensuring that the bias constraint in (13) is satisfied. Using (14), the total cost of the

MIMC estimator in (11) can be written as

costpQMIMCq “
2

ε2

´

a

Vr∆Q`s∆C`

¯2

. (15)

Furthermore, since the index set Id is necessarily finite, the MIMC estimator is biased when estimating the expected value

ErQs. This bias is equal to the sum of all neglected contributions, i.e., we have that

|E rQMIMC ´Qs| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

`RId

E r∆Q`s

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
ÿ

`RId

|E r∆Q`s|.

Hence, the optimal index set Id is the solution of

min
IdĎNd

0

ÿ

`PId

a

Vr∆Q`s∆C`

subject to
ÿ

`RId

|E r∆Q`s| ď
ε
?

2
.

(16)

This minimization problem cannot be solved analytically, unless further assumptions are made on Vr∆Q`s, ∆C` and

|E r∆Q`s|. These assumptions will directly determine the theoretically optimal shape of the index set. In practice, however,

it is hard to determine a priori which assumptions are best fit to model the problem at hand. Instead, we will reformulate

optimization problem (16) as a binary knapsack problem, similar to [50]. A binary knapsack problem is a combinatorial

problem where different items with associated cost and value must be included in a collection, such that the total value is

maximized, but the total cost does not exceed a certain limit. In a binary knapsack problem, there is only one item of each

kind. This corresponds to the problem at hand, where the unique items (or, indices) have a certain “value” (bias reduction),

but also a certain “cost” (computational cost).

The value of each index is expressed by |E r∆Q`s|. The higher this value, the more the bias is reduced when this index

is added to the index set. The total value v of the index set Id is thus

vpIdq “
ÿ

`PId

|E r∆Q`s|.

The cost of each index is expressed in terms of its contribution to the total amount of work,
a

Vr∆Q`s∆C`, see equa-

tion (15). The total amount of work w of the index set Id is thus

wpIdq “
ÿ

`PId

a

Vr∆Q`s∆C`.

This encourages us to construct a profit indicator P` ą 0 for each index, defined as the ratio of its value and cost:

P` “
|E r∆Q`s|

a

Vr∆Q`s∆C`
. (17)
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The higher this profit, the more benefit there is in including this index into the index set. An index set then consists of only

those indices that have a profit indicator larger than a certain threshold ρ:

Id “ t` P Nd0 : P` ě ρu.

This means that the optimal index set shapes are the level sets of the profit indicators.

Using the profit indicators in (17), the optimization problem from equation (16) can be solved by progressive enrichment

of the multi-index set Id. A greedy procedure would then start from the index set Id “ tp0, . . . , 0qu and successively add

indices to this set, such that the bias is reduced as much as possible, whilst ensuring that the index set remains admissible

during each iteration of the procedure. A possible strategy for such a greedy procedure is to partition the index set Id into

two disjoint subsets, Od and Ad. The admissible multi-index set Od contains the old multi-indices that have already been

considered for inclusion in the index set. These indices have at least one forward neighbor in Id “ Od Y Ad. The set Ad

contains the active indices that are suitable candidates for inclusion in Od. These indices, by definition, have none of their

forward neighbors included in the index set Id. The active indices form the outer boundary of the index set, and are used to

compute a bias estimate, using the heuristic

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

`RId

E r∆Q`s

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

«

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ÿ

`PAd

E r∆Q`s

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

. (18)

In every iteration of the greedy procedure, we select from Ad the index τ with the largest profit indicator, where the

profit is defined by equation (17). This index is moved from the set of active indices Ad to the set of old indices Od. The

multi-index set Ad is then enlarged by all multi-indices κ in the forward neighborhood Fτ of τ for which the backward

neighbors Bκ are all included in the old index set Od.

An example step of the greedy index set growth procedure for d “ 2 is shown in Figure 4. Suppose that, in a given

iteration, the index set looks like the one shown in Figure 4 (a). The index with maximum profit, τ “ p2, 1q, is indicated

by . First, in Figure 4 (b), this index is moved from the active set A2 ( ) to the old set O2 ( ), and the forward

neighborhood Fp2,1q “ tp3, 1q, p2, 2qu is considered. The forward neighborhood Fp2,1q is indicated by thick black lines. Index

p3, 1q is admissible in the old set, since both of the indices that constitute its backward neighborhood, Bp3,1q “ tp2, 1q, p3, 0qu,

are already included in the old set. Hence, in Figure 4 (c), index p3, 1q is added to the active set A2. However, index p2, 2q

is not admissible in O2, since index p1, 2q is part of the active set A2, and not of the old set O2. Thus, index p2, 2q is left

untreated. See Algorithm 1 for a detailed description of the greedy index set growth.

0 1 2 3 4

0

1

2

3

(a)

`1

` 2

0 1 2 3 4

0

1

2

3

(b)

`1

` 2

0 1 2 3 4

0

1

2

3

(c)

`1

` 2

Figure 4: Illustration of the adaptive algorithm in 2 dimensions (d “ 2). The plots show the evolution of the multi-index set I2, distinguishing

between the set of old indices O ( ) and the set of active indices A ( ). The index with maximum profit in this iteration of the algorithm is

indicated by .
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Algorithm 1 Adaptive construction of a multi-index set

input: old set Od and active set Ad

output: updated old set Od and updated active set Ad, set of newly added indices N

1: procedure grow index set(Od, Ad)

2: compute profit indicators P` for each index ` P Ad

3: select index τ from Ad with largest profit Pτ

4: Ad Ð Adztτ u

5: Od Ð Od Y tτ u

6: NÐ ∅

7: for each κ P Fτ do

8: validÐ true

9: for each ` P Bτ i do

10: if ` R Od then validÐ false

11: end for

12: if valid “ true then NÐ N Y tκu

13: end for

14: Ad Ð Ad YN

15: end procedure

It is easy to see that the procedure indeed produces only admissible index sets. By moving the index with maximum

profit from the active set to the old set, the old set remains admissible, since that index is part of the active set, and, by

definition, all indices in the active set are admissible in the old set. Also, the indices in the forward neighborhood of the

index with maximum profit are scanned for their admissibility in the old set, before they are added to the active set. Hence,

the multi-indices that constitute the new active set are all admissible in the new old set. This means they have all of their

backward neighbors B` included in the old index set. A set for which the backward neighbors of all indices in the set are

included is, by definition, an admissible index set, as required.

2.6. Algorithm

A full procedure for adaptive MIMC simulation is shown in Algorithm 2. As input, the procedure requires a requested

tolerance ε on the root mean square error (RMSE) of the expected value of the quantity of interest Q. The RMSE is defined

as the square root of the MSE defined in (12). The outputs returned by the method are the value of the MIMC estimator,

E, and an estimate for the achieved RMSE, error. We will now clarify some of the essential components of the algorithm.

We use the sample mean as a proxy for the true mean of the multi-index difference, i.e.,

E` :“
1

N`

N
ÿ̀

n“1

∆Q`pω
pnqq « Er∆Q`s. (19)

We use the sample variance as a proxy for the true variance of the multi-index difference, i.e.,

V` :“
1

N` ´ 1

N
ÿ̀

n“1

´

∆Q`pω
pnqq ´ E`

¯2

« Vr∆Q`s. (20)

The cost ∆C` can be replaced by the wall-clock time C` needed to compute a single sample of the multi-index difference.
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Starting from Odp0q “ ∅ and Adp0q “ tp0, . . . , 0qu, the algorithm gradually enlarges the index set Id according to the

procedure described in Algorithm 1. For each new index ` that is added to the index set, we compute an initial estimate

for the variance contribution by taking rN warm-up samples. When sufficient lower-resolution indices are available, we use

extrapolated values for V` and C` to estimate the optimal number of samples using (14). We then ensure that at least 2

warm-up samples are taken on that index, to be able to compute the sample variance using Equation (20), see Line 12. This

regression of the number of samples has been proposed in the context of MLMC, see [54], but can easily be extended to the

multi-index setting. Once we have estimates available for the variance and cost at each index `, we re-evaluate equation (14)

for the quasi-optimal number of samples on each index, and perform an additional number of model evaluations accordingly.

Note that, by using the active set algorithm, no computational effort is wasted. That is, once an index is added to the

active set, its samples are also used in the final evaluation of the MIMC estimator from (11). Indeed, it does not make sense

to take samples at these active indices, only to evaluate the profit indicator, and then to exclude these samples for the final

evaluation of the estimate.

As with all adaptive algorithms, the algorithm could be fooled by a quantity of interest for which it seems like there is

no benefit of extending the index set at some point, and for which essential contributions are hidden at an arbitrary further

depth in the index set. For example, suppose that the profit indicator P` for a given index ` happens to be small, then our

algorithm finds that there is no benefit in future refinement of the forward neighborhood F`. Now, there are two possibilities.

Either the profit indicators of the forward neighbors of ` are smaller than (or at most of the same magnitude as) the profit

of `, and our adaptive procedure has stopped the adaptation in that direction properly. However, it is also possible that one

of the forward neighbors of ` has a profit indicator that is considerably larger than P`, and thus aspires further refinement.

Unfortunately, there is no way to avoid this issue, unless an a priori analysis of the quantity of interest is performed, In

effect, such an analysis would destroy the premise of the adaptive algorithm altogether. We refer to [55] for an example of

such an analysis for an elliptic partial differential equation (PDE) model problem. This issue could of course be avoided

by actually computing the profit indicators of the indices in the forward neighborhood F`, but this just defers the problem,

since we may encounter the same problem for the forward neighborhood of the forward neighbors.

An alternative profit indicator, used in the context of adaptive sparse grids, is

P` “ max

˜

ζ
|E r∆Q`s|

|E r∆Q0s|
, p1´ ζq

a

Vr∆Q0s∆C0
a

Vr∆Q`s∆C`

¸

,

where 0 ď ζ ď 1 weighs the contribution of each index ` to the bias and the computational cost. The benefit of this

formulation is that it allows the user to specify the safeguard parameter ζ, optionally putting more weight on the value of

each multi-index and relaxing the work constraint. However, we found numerically that the profit indicator defined in (17)

yields comparable quasi-optimal index sets, without the need to calibrate an additional parameter ζ.

In practice, the computation of profit indicators is based on either a set of warm-up samples, or extrapolated values

from coarser levels. This means that these profit indicators, especially at the larger indices, can be extremely unreliable. To

avoid that the algorithm gets stuck in a local suboptimal search direction, it may be beneficial to select suboptimal indices

for further refinement. For example, one could implement an accept-reject like algorithm, that only selects the index with

maximum profit with a certain acceptance rate r, and picks another index from the active set at random otherwise. The

lower this acceptance rate, the more the adaptive algorithm will perform a global search in all coordinate directions, and may

identify the hidden features mentioned in the remark above. In the context of CPFEM, where the model fidelity as additional

direction for refinement contains only two possible candidates, we deem such randomization approach unnecessary. However,

when additional directions for refinement are added to the model hierarchy, e.g., by varying a time step size, an accept-reject
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Algorithm 2 Adaptive Multi-Index Monte Carlo

input: a tolerance ε on the RMSE

output: an approximation E for the mean of Q, an error estimate error

1: procedure AMIMC(ε)

2: BÐ8

3: Od Ð ∅

4: Ad Ð tp0, . . . , 0qu

5: repeat

6: Od,Ad,NÐ grow index setpOd, Adq

7: for each ` P N do

8: if maxp`q ď 2 then

9: take warm-up samples at index `, to have at least rN

10: else

11: estimate N` by (14) using extrapolated values for V` and C`

12: take maxp2,minp rN,N`qq warm-up samples at index `

13: end if

14: calculate V` using (20) and compute C`

15: end for

16: EÐ 0 and VÐ 0

17: for each ` P Id do

18: compute the optimal number of samples N` using (14)

19: take additional samples at index `, to have at least N`

20: EÐ E` E` where E` is computed using (19)

21: VarÐ Var ` V`{N` where V` is computed using (20)

22: end for

23: compute an estimate B for the bias using (18)

24: errorÐ
a

V ` B2

25: until B ď ε{
?

2

26: end procedure
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strategy may be crucial to ensure sufficient exploration of the model search space.

3. Constitutive models in CPFEM

For small deformations, the elasto-plastic decomposition can be computed additively, whereas for large deformations, a

multiplicative decomposition of deformation gradient is more appropriate, i.e.,

F “ Fe ¨ Fp,

following by the elasto-plastic decomposition of the velocity gradient as

L “ 9F ¨ F´1 “ 9Fe ¨ F
´1
e ` Fe ¨ 9Fp ¨ Fp ¨ F

´1
e “ Le ` Fe ¨ Lp ¨ F

´1
e ,

where Lp and Le are the plastic and elastic velocity gradient, respectively. The second Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensor S, which

is a symmetric second-order tensor defined in the intermediate configuration, is given by

S “
C
2

: pFTe Fe ´ Iq “ C : ee “ JF´1 ¨ σ ¨ F´T ,

where C is the elasticity fourth-order tensor, Fe is the elastic deformation gradient, Fp is the plastic deformation gradient

[47], ee “
1

2

`

FTe Fe ´ I
˘

is the elastic Green’s Lagrangian strain and σ is the Cauchy stress tensor (cf. [56], Section 3.3). The

evolution of the inelastic deformation gradient Fp is given in terms of their respective velocity gradients Lp by the flow rules

9Fp “ LpFp,

The plasticity velocity gradient Lp in the intermediate (relaxed) configuration is determined by

Lp “ 9Fp ¨ F
´1
p “

ÿ

α

9γα psαs b nαs q ,

where sαs and nαs are unit vectors along the slip direction and slip plane normal (cf. Section 6.2, [37]). The driving force τα

for 9γα is given by the Schmid law as

τα “ Mp ¨ ps
α
s b nαs q ,

where Mp is the Mandel stress in the plastic configuration, calculated from the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress S.

In this section, we briefly summarize two constitutive models provided in DAMASK, which has been thoroughly reviewed by

Roters et al. [37] (cf. Section 6.2.2 and 6.2.3) in Section 3.1 and Section 3.2, respectively, for the sake of completeness of the

paper. Interested readers are referred to the work of Roters et al. [47, 37] for a complete picture of CPFEM model in general

and DAMASK in particular. For spectral solver implementation, readers are referred to Eisenlohr et al. [57] and Shanthraj et

al. [58, 59].

Indeed, the multilevel method does not require a geometric structure in the number of DOF for each level. Any hierarchy

that results in a decay in the variance of the multilevel difference and an increase in the computational cost as the level

parameter increases, may in principle be suitable for the application of MLMC. However, the best choice for such a hierarchy,

i.e., the one that results in the lowest overall cost, is not known a priori. Our motivation for choosing a geometric structure

in the mesh resolution in this work is two-fold. First, in the theoretical treatment of the asymptotic cost complexity of the

MLMC method, as presented in e.g., [2, 46], it is customary to assume a “power law” for the increase in the computational
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cost per sample as a function of the level parameter. This corresponds to condition (C3) in Section 2.3. The geometric

structure is a natural one in the context of stochastic differential equations (SDEs), see [60] and the elliptic PDE source

problem, see [46]. In the latter, the authors mention that this structure is inspired by the multigrid literature. Second, and

arguably more important, it has been shown that a geometric relation is the optimal choice for the multilevel hierarchy for

the elliptic source problem, see, e.g. [61].

3.1. Phenomenological crystal plasticity constitutive model

A phenomenological crystal plasticity constitutive model used for face-centered cubic (FCC) crystals was first proposed

by Hutchinson [62] and extended for deformation twinning by Kalidindi [63]. The plastic component is parameterized in

terms of resistance ξ on Ns slip and Ntw twin systems. The resistances on α “ 1, . . . , Ns slip systems evolve from ξ0 to a

system-dependent saturation value and depend on shear on slip and twin systems according to

9ξα “ hs-s
0

`

1` c1
`

f tot
tw

˘c2˘
p1` hαintq

«

Ns
ÿ

α1“1

| 9γα
1

|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

1´
ξα

1

ξα1

8

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

a

sgn

˜

1´
ξα

1

ξα1

8

¸

hαα
1

ff

`

Ntw
ÿ

β1“1

9γβ
1

hαβ
1

,

where f tot
tw is the total twin volume fraction, h denotes the components of the slip-slip and slip-twin interaction matrices,

hs-s
0 , hint, c1, c2 are model-specific fitting parameters and ξ8 represents the saturated resistance.

The resistances on the β “ 1, . . . , Ntw twin systems evolve in a similar way,

9ξβ “ htw-s
0

˜

Ns
ÿ

α“1

|γα|

¸c3 ˜ Ns
ÿ

α1“1

| 9γα
1

|hβα
1

¸

` htw-tw
0

`

f tot
tw

˘c4

˜

Ntw
ÿ

β1“1

9γβ
1

hββ
1

¸

,

where htw-s
0 , htw-tw

0 , c3, and c4 are model-specific fitting parameters. Shear on each slip system evolves at a rate of

9γα “ p1´ f tot
tw q 9γ0

α

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

τα

ξα

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n

sgnpταq.

where slip due to mechanical twinning accounting for the unidirectional character of twin formation is computed slightly

differently,

9γ “ p1´ f tot
tw q 9γ0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

τ

ξ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

n

Hpτq,

where H is the Heaviside step function. The total twin volume is calculated as

f tot
tw “ max

˜

1.0,
Ntw
ÿ

β“1

γβ

γβchar

¸

,

where γchar is the characteristic shear due to mechanical twinning and depends on the twin system.

3.2. Dislocation-density-based constitutive model

A model for the plastic velocity gradient with contribution of mechanical twinning and phase transformation was developed

in Kalidindi [63] and is given by

Lp “ p1´ f
tot
tw ´ f tot

tr q

Ns
ÿ

α“1

9γαsαs b nαs `
Ntw
ÿ

β“1

9γsβtw b nβtw `
Ntr
ÿ

χ“1

9γχsχtr b nχtr,

where χ “ 1, . . . , Ntr is the ε-martensite with volume fraction ftr on Ntr transformation systems, sαs and nαs are unit vectors

along the shear direction and shear plane normal of Ns slip systems α, sβtw and nβtw are those of Ntw twinning systems β, and

sχtw and nχtr are those of Ntr transformation systems χ. The Orowan equation models the shear rate on the slip system α as

9γα “ ρebsν0 exp

„

´
Q

kBT

"

1´

ˆ

ταeff

τsol

˙p*q

,
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where bs is the length of the slip Burgers vector, ν0 is a reference velocity, Qs is the activation energy for slip, kB is

the Boltzmann constant, T is the temperature, τeff is the effective resolved shear stress, τsol is the solid solution strength,

0 ă ρ ď 1 and 1 ď q ď 2 are fitting parameters controlling the glide resistance profile. Blum and Eisenlohr [64] models

the evolution of dislocation densities, particularly the generation of unipolar dislocation density and formation of dislocation

dipoles, respectively, as

9% “
| 9γ|

bsΛs
´

2d̂

bs
%| 9γ|, 9%di “

2pd̂´ qdq

bs
%| 9γ| ´

2qd

bs
%di| 9γ| ´ %di

4νcl

d̂´ qd
,

where the dislocation climb velocity is νcl “
GD0Vcl

πp1´ νqkBT

1

d̂` qd
exp

ˆ

´
Qcl

kBT

˙

, Strain hardening is described in terms of a

dislocation mean free path, where the mean free path is denoted by Λ. D0 is the pre-factor of self-diffusion coefficient, Vcl is

the activation volume for climb, Qcl is the activation energy for climb, d̂ “
3Gbs

16π|τ |
is the glide plane separation below which

two dislocations form a stable dipole, qd “ Dabs is the distance below which two dislocations spontaneously annihilate. The

mean free path for slip is modeled as
1

Λs
“

1

D
`

1

λs
`

1

λtw
`

1

λtr

where

1

λαs
“

1

is

˜

Ns
ÿ

α1“1

pαα
1

p%α
1

` %α
1

di q

¸1{2

,
1

λαtw
“

Ntw
ÿ

β“1

hαβ
fβtw

ttwp1´ f tot
tw q

,
1

λαtr
“

Ntr
ÿ

χ“1

hαχ
fχtr

ttrp1´ f tot
tr q

,

where D is the average grain size, is is a fitting parameter, ttw is the average twin thickness, and ttr is the average ε-martensite

thickness. The mean free path for twinning and for transformation are computed, respectively, as

1

Λβtw
“

1

itw

˜

1

D
`

Ntw
ÿ

β1“1

hββ
1

fβ
1

tw

1

ttwp1´ f tot
tw q

¸

,
1

Λχtr
“

1

itr

˜

1

D
`

Ntr
ÿ

χ1“1

hχχ
1

fχ
1

tr

1

ttrp1´ f tot
tr q

¸

,

iw and itr are fitting parameters. The nucleation rates for twins and ε-martensite are 9N “ 9N0PncsP . 9N0 is the number

density of potential twin or ε-martensite nuclei per unit time. The probability to form a twin or ε-martensite nucleus is

modeled as

Pncs “ 1´ exp

„

´
Vcs

kBT
pτr ´ τq



,

where Vcs is the cross-slip activation volume.

The stress required to form the twin nucleus from an external applied shear stress amounts to

τ̂r “
Gbs

2πpx0 ` xcq
`
Gbs cospπ{3q

2πx0
,

where the equilibrium separation x0 of Shockley partials in fcc metals is calculated as

x0 “
G

Γsf

b2s
8π

2` ν

1´ ν
,

where Γsf is the stacking fault energy and ν is the Poisson ratio.

The probability P that a nucleus bows out to form a twin or ε-martensite is

Ptw “ exp

„

´

ˆ

τ̂tw
τ

˙ptw

, Ptr “ exp

„

´

ˆ

τ̂tr
τ

˙ptr

,

ptw and ptr are fitting parameters. The critical stresses for twin and ε-martensite growth are

τ̂tw “
Γsf

3btw
`

3Gbtw
Ltw

, (21)

τ̂tr “
2σγ{ε

3btr
`

3Gbtr
Ltr

`
h∆GγÑε

3btr
, (22)
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where btw and btr are the magnitudes of the Burgers vectors for twinning and transformation, respectively, Ltw and Ltr are

the widths of the respective nuclei, σγ{ε is the interface energy between γ´ and ε´ phase, ∆GγÑε is the change in Gibbs

free energy per unit volume from fcc to the hcp phase.

The evolution of the twin and ε-martensite volume fractions follows a rate

9f “ p1´ f tot
tw ´ f tot

tr qV
9N,

where their volumes V are assumed of thin discs V “
π

4
Γ2t. The shearing rates of the β twin system and the χ transformation

system are

9γ “ γchar
9f.

We note that the description of the dislocation-density-based constitutive model is fully described in Section 6.2.3 of Roters

et al [37].

4. Methodology

MultilevelEstimators.jl
• multi-level/-index Monte Carlo

• adaptive unbiased estimator

• uncertainty quantification

• sample microstructure RVE

• crystallography texture

• mesh resolution

• materials constitutive models

• crystal plasticity mesh

• PETSc numerical solvers

Figure 5: Multi-fidelity uncertainty quantification workflow for CPFEM. At each iteration, MultilevelEstimators.jl requests an evaluation of

the user code at different fidelity levels for a fixed stochastic sample, i.e. a fixed microstructure RVE realization. DREAM.3D is then employed to

generate a microstructure RVE on multiple mesh resolutions. DAMASK uses the generated microstructure geometries and subsequently evaluates the

quantity of interest using one or more combinations of constitutive model and numerical configurations.

In this section, we describe the automatic workflow that couples DREAM.3D [36], a tool for generating the required mi-

crostructures, DAMASK [65], a unified multi-physics CPFEM simulation package, and MultilevelEstimators.jl, a UQ soft-
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ware package that implements the adaptive MIMC method outlined in Section 2.5. Python scripts are developed to transfer in-

formation from DREAM.3D to DAMASK, and from DAMASK to MultilevelEstimators.jl. We adopted the automatic workflow to

couple DREAM.3D and DAMASK [65] from Diehl et al [66]. The overall UQ workflow is controlled by MultilevelEstimators.jl.

At each iteration, the package requests an evaluation of the user code with a specific index ` (in the multi-level setting) or

tuple ` (in the multi-index setting). The request is sent to DREAM.3D, in order to sample one unique microstructure RVE,

which is then subsequently coarsened from fine mesh-resolution to coarse mesh-resolution, creating multiple geometries that

approximate the same microstructure RVE, as shown in Figure 1a to Figure 1e. As DREAM.3D does not currently support

reproducibility for microstructure reconstruction, it is important to save the generated microstructure geometries in order to

evaluate the multi-level or multi-index difference. In the multi-index setting, also an appropriate constitutive model is chosen,

before DAMASK is invoked to run the CPFEM simulation. The quantity of interest is obtained from a post-process and finally

returned to MultilevelEstimators.jl. The algorithm iterates until a user-specified convergence criterium is met. The UQ

package allows parallelized evaluations of the user code, in order to exploit computational resources on high-performance

computing systems. However, in this work, we limit the scope of the demonstration with sequential MC sampling. Figure 5

shows a schematic illustration for the coupled workflow, which integrates MultilevelEstimators.jl as the UQ toolbox,

DREAM.3D as the microstructure generator, and DAMASK as the forward CPFEM package. It should be noted that, since

DAMASK is built upon PETSc, see [67, 68], it is possible to consider other numerical parameters as fidelity parameters, such as

a time step.

5. Case study 1: MLMC for α-Titanium

5.1. CPFE model of α-Ti

In this section, we present the first case study considering MLMC and CPFEM with multiple mesh resolutions, where

the material system of interest is hexagonal-closed packed (HCP) α-Titanium. The phenomenological constitutive model

parameters are listed in Table 1. The constitutive model captures dislocation slip contributions to plasticity behavior of

α-Ti. The grain size is described by a log-normal distribution, i.e.,

pDpd;µD, σDq “
1

dσD
?

2π
exp

ˆ

´
pln d´ µDq

2

2σ2
D

˙

, (23)

where µD and σD are 4.0 and 1.2, respectively, d is in µm. The crystallographic texture for α-Ti is shown in Figure 7, with the

Euler angles of pφ1, θ, φ2q “ p90, 0, 0q. Microstructure RVEs of 320µm3 are considered at multiple mesh resolutions. Uniaxial

loading condition is applied with 9F11 “ 10´3s´1. Figure 6 presents an illustrative microstructure ensemble consisting of five

α-Ti microstructure RVEs, with the aforementioned grain size and crystallographic texture. In this case study, the quantity

of interest is the effective yield stress, calculated by offsetting the effective strain at 0.2%. Readers interested in CPFEM

modeling of α-Ti are kindly referred to prior works in dislocation-density-based constitutive model [69], anisotropic indentation

response [70], influence of grain boundaries on plastic deformation [71]. Twinning is not considered in this constitutive model

because it was not observed in nanoindentation experiments [70, 71], even though later experimental work on electron

backscattered diffraction and Laue microdiffraction [72] would confirm two tensile twinning modes T1 t1012ux1011y and T2

t1121ux1126y, besides the other two compressive twinning modes C1 t1122ux1123y and C2 t1011ux1012y.

5.2. Application of MLMC for α-Ti

A hierarchy of low-fidelity models is constructed by varying the mesh size of the microstructure RVE, see Figure 1a to

Figure 1e for an illustration. The coarsest microstructure RVE (level ` “ 0) is constructed on a 8 ˆ 8 ˆ 8 mesh. The finest
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(a) Ti RVE 1. (b) Ti RVE 2. (c) Ti RVE 3. (d) Ti RVE 4. (e) Ti RVE 5.

Figure 6: An illustrative microstructure ensemble of 5 α-Ti RVEs.

Table 1: Parameters for α-Ti used in this case study [70, 71].

variable description units reference value

c{a lattice parameter ratio – 1.587

C11 elastic constant GPa 160.9

C12 elastic constant GPa 90.0

C13 elastic constant GPa 66.0

C33 elastic constant GPa 181.7

C44 elastic constant GPa 46.5

9γ0 slip reference shear rate s´1 0.001

τ0,basalxay basal xay slip resistance MPa 349.3

τ0,prisxay prismatic xay slip resistance MPa 568.6

τ0,pyrxc`ay pyramidal xc` ay slip resistance MPa 1107.9

τ8,basalxay basal xay saturation stress MPa 568.6

τ8,prisxay prismatic xay saturation stress MPa 1505.2

τ8,pyrxc`ay pyramidal xc` ay saturation stress MPa 3420.1

hs´s
0 slip-slip hardening parameter MPa 15

ns slip strain rate sensitivity parameter – 20

a slip hardening parameter – 2.0

Figure 7: Microstructure crystallography texture of α-Ti with pφ1, θ, φ2q “ p90, 0, 0q.
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microstructure RVE (level ` “ 4) is constructed on a 64 ˆ 64 ˆ 64 mesh. Intermediate levels use 16 (` “ 1), 20 p` “ 2q,

and 32 (` “ 3) voxels in each dimension, respectively. With this choice of low-fidelity models, the computational cost per

sample approximately doubles with increasing level parameter `, see Figure 8. This means that the model hierarchy satisfies

constraint (C3) with γ « 1.38. This choice for a geometric structure in the number of degrees of freedom per level is a natural

one, inspired by the multigrid literature, and has been proposed in other settings, such as the PDE problem in [46].
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Figure 8: Increase of the average computational cost per sample expressed in seconds as a function of the level parameter ` using the mesh

refinement as a fidelity parameter in the MLMC experiment. The dashed line corresponds to a fit of the computational cost proportional to 2γ

with γ « 1.38, see condition (C3).

With this hierarchy of low-fidelity models, we set up an MLMC experiment for a sequence of decreasing absolute tolerances

on the RMSE defined as εpkq “
εpKq

fK´k
, k “ 1, 2, ...,K, with f “ 1.3, K “ 10 and a target absolute tolerance of εpKq “ 5.

In Figure 9, we plot the number of model evaluations taken on each level ` “ 0, 1, . . . , 4, for different target tolerances εpkq.

Notice how most model evaluations are taken on the coarser levels, where samples are cheap, and only a handful of model

evaluations are required on the finer levels. For example, on the finest level ` “ 4 and for the target tolerance εpKq, only two

model evaluations are required. Notice that for levels ` “ 0, 1 and 2, a minimum number of samples N` “ 10 is required.

These warm-up samples are used to estimate the variance of the multi-level differences Vr∆Q`s, as they appear in expression

(7) for the optimal number of samples N`. On levels ` “ 3 and ` “ 4, the variance of the multi-level difference is estimated

by linear extrapolation through the already available estimates for Vr∆Q`s on previous levels.

In Figure 10, we illustrate the decay of the expected value of the multi-level differences Er∆Q`s and the decay of the

variance of the multi-level differences Vr∆Q`s. The latter quantity expresses the efficiency of the low-fidelity models as a

control variate for the quantity of interest. The faster the decay of the variances Vr∆Q`s, the more efficient the MLMC

estimator will be. In this experiment, we numerically fitted the values Er∆Q`s 9 2´α` with α « 1.04 and Vr∆Q`s 9 2´β`

with β « 2.89. Notice how the value for Vr∆Q`s and Er∆Q`s at level ` “ 4 is extract from only two model evaluations, so

the predicted value for the expected value and variance of the multi-level difference may be inaccurate. As a consequence,

the rate β might be an underestimation of the actual value. In either case, with 2α ě minpβ, γq and β ą γ, we expect the

cost of the MLMC estimator to scale as Opε´2q, where ε is the imposed tolerance on the RMSE, i.e., the most optimistic

scenario from (8). This is indeed confirmed in Figure 15, where we show the cost of the MLMC estimator, expressed in

wall clock time (seconds), as a function of the imposed tolerance ε. For comparison, and also on Figure 15, we indicate

the cost of an equivalent single-fidelity MC simulation. We did not actually perform these simulations, because of their
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` εp10q “ 5.000 ˆ 100

εp9q “ 6.500 ˆ 100

εp8q “ 8.450 ˆ 100

εp7q “ 1.099 ˆ 101

εp6q “ 1.428 ˆ 101
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εp4q “ 2.413 ˆ 101

εp3q “ 3.137 ˆ 101

εp2q “ 4.079 ˆ 101

εp1q “ 5.302 ˆ 101

Figure 9: Required number of samples N` at each level ` “ 0, 1, . . . , 4 to reach a target accuracy of εpkq, k “ 1, 2, . . . , 10, in the MLMC experiment.

On levels ` “ 0, 1 and 2, a minimum number of warm-up samples N` “ 10 is imposed to get an initial estimate of the variance of the multi-level

differences Vr∆Q`s. For the target tolerance εtarget “ εp10q, only two evaluations of the high-fidelity model are required. Note that the number of

samples N` for εp1q and εp2q coincide on the figure.

excessive computational requirements, but estimated the cost of the corresponding MC simulations using the average cost

of a high-fidelity simulation and the estimated variance of the quantity of interest. Notice how the MLMC simulation for

the target tolerance εtarget “ 5 is about 12 times faster than an equivalent MC simulation, as the computational cost is

reduced from 31 days to 2 and a half days. The numerically observed cost-complexity rate of the MLMC method is Opε´2q,

asymptotically for εÑ 0, as predicted.
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Figure 10: Behaviour of the expected value (left) and variance (right) of the quantity of interest Q` and the multi-level difference ∆Q` as a function

of the level ` using the mesh refinement as a fidelity parameter. We numerically fitted the values Er∆Q`s 9 2´α` with α « 1.04 and Vr∆Q`s 9 2´β`

with β « 2.89.

Figure 11 show the distribution of the total cost across different levels, as a function of the tolerance ε on the RMSE of

the MLMC estimator. As the tolerance ε decreases, the cost of the MLMC estimator increases, a larger fraction of the cost is

spent on the coarser levels, and only a minor fraction of the cost is spent on the finer levels. The total cost here is measured

in computational time (in seconds) spent on these levels.
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Figure 11: The distribution of the total cost across different levels. The level of fidelity corresponds to the discretization of the mesh: 83 (` “ 0),

163 (` “ 1), 203 (` “ 2), 323 (` “ 3), 643 (` “ 4).

6. Case study 2: MIMC for Aluminum

6.1. CPFE models of Aluminum

Table 2: Parameters for phenomenological constitutive model for Aluminum (cf. Table 2 in Roters et al [37]).

variable description units reference value

C11 elastic constant GPa 106.75

C12 elastic constant GPa 60.41

C44 elastic constant GPa 28.34

9γ0 reference shear rate s´1 0.001

τ0 slip resistance MPa 31.0

τ8 saturation stress MPa 63.0

h0 slip hardening parameter MPa 75

n strain rate sensitivity parameter – 20

a slip hardening parameter – 2.25

hαβ
1

slip-slip interaction matrix component – 1.0 or 1.4

In this case study, we consider a MIMC case study with multiple mesh resolutions and multiple constitutive models,

simultaneously. The first index `1 of ` “ p`1, `2q corresponds to the mesh resolution index, whereas the second index

`2 corresponds to the constitutive model index, respectively. The phenomenological constitutive model (i.e. `2 “ 0) is

considered as the low-fidelity model, whereas the dislocation-density-based (i.e. `2 “ 1) is considered as the high-fidelity

constitutive model. Again, multiple mesh resolutions for microstructure RVEs are considered in this case study, varying at
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Table 3: Parameters for dislocation-density-based constitutive model for Aluminum (cf. Table 7.1 in Kords [48]).

variable description units reference value

C11 elastic constant GPa 106.75

C12 elastic constant GPa 60.41

C44 elastic constant GPa 28.34

µ isotropic shear modulus GPa 26.27

ν Poisson ratio 0.345

b length of Burgers vector nm 0.286

Ω atomic volume nm3 0.017

qde minimum edge dipole separation nm 1.6

qds minimum screw dipole separation nm 10

λ0 dislocation multiplication constant – 60

k1 edge contribution to multiplication – 0.1

ρ0 initial overall dislocation density m´2 6 ¨ 1010

DSD self-diffusivity (at T “ 300K) m2s´1 7 ¨ 10´29

QS solid-solution activation energy eV 1.25

cat solid-solution concentration – 1.5 ¨ 10´6

dobst solid-solution size nm 0.572

τPeierls Peierls stress MPa 0.1

wk double kink width nm 2.86

p energy barrier profile constants – 1.0

q energy barrier profile constants – 1.0

να attack frequency GHz 50

η dislocation viscosity Pa s 0.01

k3 edge jog formation factor – 1.0
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83, 163, 203, 323, and 643, which corresponds to `1 “ 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, respectively, and similar to the first case study (Section 5).

A schematic illustration of the multi-fidelity hierarchy is shown in Figure 2. Following previous studies [37, 73, 74, 75], we

utilize the values of the model parameters listed in Table 2 and Table 3 for phenomenological and dislocation-density-based

constitutive models, respectively.

Figure 12: Microstructure crystallography texture of Aluminum with pφ1, θ, φ2q “ p45, 35, 65q.

.

The grain size is described by a log-normal distribution as in Equation (23) with µD “ 4 and σD “ 1.2. The crystal-

lographic texture for α-Ti is shown in Figure 12, with the Euler angles of pφ1, θ, φ2q “ p45, 35, 65q. Microstructure RVEs

of 320µm3 are considered at multiple mesh resolutions: 643, 323, 203, 163, 83. Uniaxial loading condition is applied with

9F11 “ 10´3s´1. Figure 13 presents an illustrative microstructure ensemble consisting of five Aluminum microstructure RVEs,

with the aforementioned grain size and crystallographic texture. In this case study, the quantity of interest is the effective

yield stress, calculated by offsetting the effective strain at 0.2%.

(a) Al RVE 1. (b) Al RVE 2. (c) Al RVE 3. (d) Al RVE 4. (e) Al RVE 5.

Figure 13: An illustrative microstructure ensemble of five Aluminum RVEs.

6.2. Application of adaptive MIMC for Aluminum

We extended the one-dimensional hierarchy of low-fidelity models based on a varying mesh size by including another

constitutive model, based on phenomenological plasticity. Thus, we add another dimension for refinement or coarsening that

can be exploited with the MIMC method outlined in Section 2.4. We run the adaptive MIMC algorithm for the same sequence

of decreasing tolerances εpkq, k “ 1, 2, . . . , 10, each time using the greedy adaptive algorithm to construct the set of indices to

include. In Figure 14, we show the sequence of low-fidelity hierarchies constructed by the adaptive algorithm for the target

tolerance εtarget “ 5. Notice how the high-fidelity model, i.e., the model using the largest grid and the dislocation-based
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constitutive model, corresponding to level ` “ 4 in the MLMC experiment from Section 5.2, is never activated. The final set

of indices constructed by the adaptive algorithm contains 6 models with different levels of fidelity.

old index set

active index set

maximum profit

L “ 0 L “ 1 L “ 2 L “ 3 L “ 4

Figure 14: Shape of the index set constructed during different iterations of the adaptive algorithm. The lower left index corresponds to index p0, 0q,

i.e., the coarsest mesh size and the low-fidelity phenomenological model. Indices on the horizontal axes indicate a smaller mesh size, while indices

in the vertical direction indicate a change in the constitutive model (from phenomenological to density-based). Notice how the high-fidelity model

(i.e., using the largest grid and the dislocation-based constitutive model) is never activated.

To investigate the performance of the adaptive MIMC algorithm for our CPFEM application, we plot the cost of the

adaptively constructed MIMC estimator, expressed in wall clock time (seconds), as a function of the imposed tolerance ε in

Figure 15. Notice how the adaptive MIMC method achieves a requested tolerance ε in less time, when ε is small enough.

For the two largest tolerances εp1q and εp2q considered in this experiment, the adaptive MIMC algorithm takes slightly longer

compared to the MLMC method, however, it is still much faster than the predicted cost of the corresponding MC simulation

for these tolerances. For the target tolerance εtarget“ 5, the adaptive MIMC simulation is approximately 2.7 times faster

than the corresponding MLMC simulation. This results in an overall speedup of more than 30ˆ compared to the standard,

single-fidelity MC simulation. Notice that this gain in computational effort is mainly observed in the prefactor, i.e., the

cost-complexity rate of the adaptive MIMC method is still Opε´2q. This is in agreement with the results reported in [4].
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Figure 15: Cost of the AMIMC and MLMC methods compared to the (estimated) complexity of the single-level MC method, expressed in terms

of the total simulation time in seconds, as a function of the tolerance ε on the RMSE. For the target RMSE tolerance of ε “ 5, the MLMC method

is approximately 11.6 times faster than the MC method, and the adaptive MIMC method is 2.7 times faster than the MLMC method, resulting in

a final speedup of adaptive MIMC over MC of 31.5ˆ.

Figure 16 show the distribution of the total cost across different indices, as a function of the tolerance ε on the RMSE of

the MIMC estimator. As the tolerance ε decreases, the cost of the MIMC estimator increases, a larger fraction of the cost

is spent on the coarser indices, and only a minor fraction of the cost is spent on the finer indices. The total cost here is

measured in computational time (in seconds) spent on these indices.
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Figure 16: The distribution of the total cost across different indices. The first index `1 of the fidelity indices corresponds to the discretization of

the mesh: 83 (`1 “ 0), 163 (`1 “ 1), 203 (`1 “ 2), 323 (`1 “ 3), 643 (`1 “ 4). The second index `2 of the fidelity indices corresponds to the

constitutive model: phenomenological (`2 “ 0), dislocation-density-based p`2 “ 1q.

7. Discussion

Microstructures, often represented as pixelized images or voxelized volumes, are high-dimensional and by nature, intrin-

sically noisy. It is the intrinsic randomness of microstructure, which is the aleatory uncertainty, and the high-dimensional

representation that make a practical difference between UQ in process-structure and UQ in structure-property relationship.

In the process-structure relationship, the uncertainty is associated with the (high-dimensional) outputs, which UQ liter-

ature offers many tools to efficiently solve UQ forward and inverse problems. In the structure-property relationship, the

uncertainty is associated with the (high-dimensional) inputs, which essentially requires a sampling approach (such as Monte

Carlo estimation for an ensemble of microstructures). Arguably, there are more mathematical tools to solve a UQ problem

with random outputs than with random inputs. Long story short, conceptually, the UQ problems on process-structure and

structure-property relationships are of the same mathematical nature; practically, they are not, because microstructures are

high-dimensional and intrinsically random. Thus, the structure-property relationship is more computationally complicated

than the process-structure relationship.

Because structure-property relationship is more prone to uncertainty compared to process-structure relationship, it is

often desirable to impose a UQ framework to quantify both aleatory and epistemic uncertainties. In the structure-property

relationship, the aleatory uncertainty can be understood as the one induced by microstructure, whereas the epistemic un-

certainty can be attributed to parametric and model-form error in general. The proposed framework in this paper is solely

dedicated for quantifying aleatory uncertainty problem in the structure-property relationship.

For certain applications where aleatory uncertainty is substantial, such as additive manufacturing [76, 77] or small-scale

components, the proposed framework can be deployed to further accelerate the UQ process. Jared et al. [78] pointed out

that the aleatory uncertainty associated with homogenized materials properties could be attributed to the fact that additive

material properties “can experience significant local variations, whether controlled or stochastic, based on changes in part
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geometry and process inputs”. The framework proposed in this work could be used to further accelerate the qualification of

additive manufactured parts, resulting in improvements of materials properties.

Fatigue applications share the same argument with additive manufacturing, where statistical effects play an even more

important role when it comes to fatigue life. The statistical notion of fatigue life has been pointed repeatedly in the

literature [79, 80], where Gumbel [81, 82], Weibull [83, 84], and (log-)normal distributions [83] are often used to model

the extreme value statistics. Utilizing CPFEM to investigate microstructure-sensitivity fatigue has been studied in the last

decade or so and is still very much an active field of research, notably by David McDowell and collaborators [85, 86, 87, 88,

89, 90, 91, 92].

We should also point out that UQ plays a critical role in the material design process by enhancing the reliability of materials

design. The Materials Genome Initiative (MGI) was established with the ultimate goal of significantly accelerating materials

design process by modernizing its approaches. Prior to the MGI, materials were mainly designed based on experiments and

theoretical analysis, which typically takes 20-50 years to develop. To significantly reduce resource-intensive procedure [93],

the MGI adopts ICME development with computational materials models and simulations, recently further leveraged by

machine learning, to design materials as solving an inverse problem in the process-structure-property relationship. Due to

significant variability attributed to microstructure, it is often desirable to deploy a robust design framework that accounts

for uncertainty during the process. MLMC and MIMC stand out as a significant mathematical UQ tool that completes the

UQ task conveniently. UQ and optimization go hand-in-hand: by considering materials design as an optimization under

uncertainty problem, one can robustly design materials by limiting its microstructure-sensitive behaviors.

In this work, we only consider multiple mesh resolutions and constitutive models as an example for MLMC and MIMC,

respectively; however, many other parameters could also be utilized. Notable examples include time-step and orders of

numerical integrator in the underlying numerical integrator (for DAMASK, the underlying numerical solver used in this study

is PETSc), multiple mesh resolutions, multiple constitutive models, element type in FEM formulation (Feather et al. [94]) in

terms of hp-formulation for FEM as described by Blondeel et al. [95]. A discussion of hp-refinement in DAMASK can also be

found in Shanthraj et al. [59].

In this paper, as in the vanilla MLMC and MIMC, we restrict the number of quantities of interest to one. While certainly

these MLMC and MIMC algorithms can be extended to multiple quantities of interests to capture stress as a function of

strain, in the scope of this paper, we solely focus on demonstrating the efficiency of these MLMC and MIMC algorithms

over the classical MC algorithm that is still being used in the crystal plasticity finite element literature, while leaving further

potential applications for future works.

Besides MLMC and MIMC, many other methods are also available in the literature; examples include, but are not limited

to, multi-fidelity Monte Carlo (MFMC) [96, 97, 98], approximate control variate generalization of MFMC [99], multigrid

(quasi-) Monte Carlo [100, 101], multi-index stochastic collocation [102, 103, 104]. It should be noted that machine learning

predictions can play a role of low-fidelity with low computational cost and relatively high error, as demonstrated in one of

our previous studies [105]. It is worth mentioning that sometimes it is difficult to assign the fidelity of different constitutive

models, compared to the mesh resolution. However, in the case of phenomenological versus dislocation-density-based models,

generally speaking, dislocation-density-models are more accurate in predicting homogenized behaviors.
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8. Conclusion

In this work, we proposed a generic MLMC and MIMC for quantifying uncertainty in structure-property relationship

through a multi-fidelity framework. The proposed approach is based on applied mathematical work of MLMC and MIMC,

which views the microstructure RVE as a stochastic sample, where multiple fidelity of mesh resolutions, constitutive models,

and numerical solvers are applied on the microstructure RVE to map from the materials microstructure space to the materials

property space. Our approach is demonstrated with two case studies. In the first case study, we demonstrated the efficiency

of MLMC, where multiple mesh resolutions are considered. In the second case study, we demonstrated the efficiency of

MIMC, where multiple mesh resolutions and multiple constitutive models are considered simultaneously. In both case, the

effective yield stress is the quantity of interest. Compared to the classical MC method, which utilizes the microstructure

ensemble approach, in the first case study, MLMC offers a 12ˆ speedup factor; in the second case study, MIMC offers a

2.7ˆ speedup over MLMC, whereas MLMC offers a 11.6ˆ speedup compared to MC. We conclude that the multi-fidelity UQ

methodology proposed in this paper offers a significant reduction in computational cost for quantifying uncertainty associated

with microstructure variations in the context of CPFEM.
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