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Abstract

We present a novel multilevel Monte Carlo approach for estimating quantities of interest for
stochastic partial differential equations (SPDEs). Drawing inspiration from [I7], we extend the anti-
thetic Milstein scheme for finite-dimensional stochastic differential equations to Hilbert space-valued
SPDEs. Our method has the advantages of both Euler and Milstein discretizations, as it is easy to
implement and does not involve intractable Lévy area terms. Moreover, the antithetic correction in
our method leads to the same variance decay in a MLMC algorithm as the standard Milstein method,
resulting in significantly lower computational complexity than a corresponding MLMC Euler scheme.
Our approach is applicable to a broader range of non-linear diffusion coefficients and does not require
any commutative properties. The key component of our MLMC algorithm is a truncated Milstein-type
time stepping scheme for SPDEs, which accelerates the rate of variance decay in the MLMC method
when combined with an antithetic coupling on the fine scales. We combine the truncated Milstein
scheme with appropriate spatial discretizations and noise approximations on all scales to obtain a
fully discrete scheme and show that the antithetic coupling does not introduce an additional bias.

Keywords: Stochastic Partial Differential Equations, Multilevel Monte Carlo, Milstein Scheme, Vari-
ance Reduction, Antithetic Variates.
Subject classifiction: 65C05, 65C30, 656M12.

1 Introduction

Stochastic partial differential equations (SPDEs) are encountered in a range of applications spanning
natural sciences, engineering, and finance. Examples include stochastic epidemic compartment models [27]
and the valuation of forward contracts in interest rate or energy markets [12] 10} 3]. However, a common
challenge in these applications is that SPDEs do not possess a closed-form solution and must therefore be
approximated numerically. Fortunately, numerous numerical schemes for approximating various types of
SPDEs have been established. A non-exhaustive list of references [21], (2, 22] [4] T4 25], 23| 19, [T 8] provide
strong approximation results, while others [13] 25 24, [9] offer a weak error analysis.

Once the ’pathwise’ approximations are obtained, they are utilized in sampling-based approaches to
estimate specific quantities of interest within the SPDE model. Monte Carlo (MC) methods are a common
choice for this purpose. However, due to the low regularity of the model, standard MC approaches may
become prohibitively expensive even for comparatively simple SPDEs. In addition, higher-order schemes
for discretizing the stochastic space, such as stochastic Galerkin or Quasi-Monte Carlo methods, are not
feasible due to the limited regularity of the model. Thus, the multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) method
[15] seems to be the only viable option for accelerating the estimation of expectations for SPDEs. This
approach has been studied in the context of SPDEs in [6] 5 [16] [26].
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One common drawback of the schemes presented in [6] [5, 26] is that they rely on a simple Euler dis-
cretization in time, which leads to slow temporal convergence rates. In contrast, the authors of [I6] propose
a MLMC-Milstein scheme that uses a finite difference approximation in space to accelerate temporal con-
vergence. However, their SPDE model is considerably simplified, as it is only driven by a one-dimensional
Brownian motion. Consequently, it is not necessary to simulate Lévy area terms. The simulation of
these terms is already a substantial issue for two-dimensional stochastic differential equations (SDEs)
without certain commutativity conditions on the diffusion term. Moreover, the problem is exacerbated
for infinite-dimensional driving noise, which is the natural setting for SPDEs.

1.1 Contributions

The objective of this research article is to address the previously mentioned issues by introducing an
antithetic multilevel Monte Carlo-Milstein scheme for parabolic SPDEs. Our work is based on the an-
tithetic MLMC scheme for SDEs presented in [I7] and offers several advantages. Firstly, under natural
assumptions, our scheme achieves higher-order convergence rates, similar to those of the ’standard’ Mil-
stein scheme. Secondly, the antithetic approach eliminates the need to sample Lévy area terms, making
the scheme easy to implement. Our complexity analysis demonstrates that the proposed MLMC algo-
rithm can significantly reduce computational time by several orders of magnitude. Finally, we extend the
results for SDEs from [I7] by allowing for unbounded, random initial conditions and not requiring a global
Lipschitz condition on the Milstein correction term.

1.2 Outline

The article is structured as follows: first, in Section 2l we provide the necessary notation and background
on functional analysis, infinite-dimensional Wiener processes, and parabolic SPDEs. In Section [B we
propose discretization methods for the spatial, stochastic, and temporal domains of the SPDE. The
main contribution of our paper is presented in Section [ where we introduce the antithetic Milstein
scheme and prove its expected variance decay in Theorem Il We then analyze the complexity of the
associated antithetic MLMC Milstein scheme in Section [f] and present numerical experiments in Section [6]
to complement our theoretical analysis. All proofs are provided in an appendix for clarity.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic Notation

Let (Y, ||-|l)) and (Z, ]| z) be two Banach spaces. The Borel o-algebra of ) is generated by the open sets
in Y and denoted by B(Y). We further denote by £(Y, Z) and £()’) the set of linear bounded operators
O:Y — Zand O : Y — Y, respectively. For any (bounded or unbounded) operator O : Y — Z, we
denote its adjoint by O* : Z — ). Let )y C Y be an open subset and let F': ) — Z be a twice Fréchet
differentiable mapping on ). The first two Fréchet derivatives of F' are given by F': Yy — L(Y, Z) and
F'": Yy = LV, LV, Z)) ~ LY x YV, Z). For the remainder of this article, C > 0 denotes a generic
positive constant which may change from one line to another. The dependency of C' on certain parameters
is made explicit if necessary.

2.2 Hilbert-Schmidt Operators and RKHS

Throughout this article, we consider two separable Hilbert spaces (U, (-, )y) and (H, (-,-)m). The space
of Hilbert-Schmidt operators on U is given by

Lus(U, H) :={0 € LU, H)| |OIZ s,y = D_ |Oully < +00},
keN



where (uy, k € N) is some orthonormal basis of U. Recall that (Lys(U, H), ||| ¢ s(u,#) IS separable, while
this is in general not true for £(U, H). Further, Lys(U, H) is a Hilbert space equipped with the tensor
product
(01,02) ysw.iry = D _(Oru, Oaug)r, 01,04 € Ls(U, H).
keN

The tensor product of U and H is denoted by (U ® H, (-, )ugu). For ¢ € U and ¢ € H we associate to
¢p®1 € U® H the rank one operator Oy € Lys(U, H), such that Oy yu = (¢, u)y1 for all w € U. Thus,
we use the identification U ® H ~ Lys(U, H), as U ® H and Lys(U, H) are isometrically isomorphic.

We denote by £;1(U) the space of all trace class operators on U, and by £] (U) the subset of all non-
negative, self-adjoint operators on U with finite trace. The trace of Q € L] (U) is denoted by Tr(Q) < oc.
For any @ € L] (U), the Hilbert-Schmidt theorem yields that the ordered eigenvalues 7, > 12 > - -+ > 0 are
non-negative with zero as only accumulation point, and the corresponding eigenfunctions (ex, k € N) C U
form an orthonormal basis of U. The square-root of Q € LT (U) is defined via

Q"¢ :=>" (b, ex)ver, ¢€U.

keN

Since Q'/? is not necessarily injective, the pseudo-inverse of Q'/? is given by
Q V2= ¢, Q"¢ =y and |¢|y = inf {H(p”U . €U is such that Q"*p = ¢}.

We define reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) associated to @ as the set U := Q/>(U) equipped
with the scalar-product
(1, 02)u = Q7 01,QVP02)u, 1,02 €U.
Note that (y/fkex,k € N) forms an orthonormal system in U, hence
IO1Z sriry = D_ mellOexlzy, O € Lus(U, H).
keN
2.3 DMartingales on Hilbert Spaces

We consider a filtered probability space (2, F,P,(F, ¢t > 0)) with normal filtration and a finite time
interval T = [0,T]. The Lebesgue-Bochner space of all p-integrable, H-valued random variables is given
as

LP(Q; H) := {Y : Q — H is measurable with ||Y|| (o) := E(HYH%)UP < oo} , peE[l,o0).

Solutions to stochastic partial differential equations (SPDEs) are defined as predictable H-valued pro-
cesses. The predictable o-algebra Pr is the smallest o-field on Q x T containing all sets of the form
A X (s,t], where A € F; and s,t € T with s < ¢. An H-valued stochastic process Y : @ x T — H is called
predictable if it is a Pr/B(H )-measurable mapping. The set of all square-integrable, H-valued predictable
processes is denoted by

Xr = {X :Q x T — H|X is predictable and sup E(|| X (t)||%) < oo} . (1)
teT

All appearing equalities and estimates involving stochastic terms are in the path-wise sense and are
assumed to hold almost surely, thus we omit the stochastic argument w € ) for notational convenience.

Definition 2.1. Let (ex, k € N) be an arbitrary orthonormal basis of U and denote M?(U) the set of all
square-integrable, U-valued martingales.



1. For Y € M2(U), denote by (Y,Y) : @ x T — R the unique predictable (quadratic variation) process,
such that T 5 ¢t — ||Y(t)||?] —(Y,Y), is a real-valued martingale. The covariation of two martingales
Y,Z € M?(U) is given by the polarization identity

YV, Z):==((Y+2,Y + 2)— (Y,Y) = (Z,Z)).

1
2
2. The operator-valued angle bracket process ({Y,Y)) : Q x T — L (U) of Y € M?(U) is defined as

(YY) QX T = Lus(U), t— Y ((Y(),er)v, (Y(),e)v), ex @ er.
E,lEN

It holds that ((Y,Y)) is the unique process such that T 3 ¢ — Y (t)@Y (¢)— ((Y,Y))¢ is an £ (U)-valued
martingale. Further, there exists a unique process Qy : O x T — Lf(U ), called the martingale covariance
of Y, such that

(YY), = / Qy(s)d(Y,Y),, teT, (2)

see e.g. [30, Theorem 8.2/Definition 8.3]. We consider H-valued stochastic integrals fot G(s)dY (s) with
predictable, operator-valued integrands G : Q x T — L(U, H) such that G o Q;f QO x T Lys(U, H).

2.4 Wiener Process on a Hilbert Space

Definition 2.2. [31], Definition 2.1.9] Let Q € L] (U). A U-valued stochastic process W = (W (t),t € T)
on (Q, F,P) is called a Q-Wiener process if

e W(0)=0,
e W has P-almost surely continuous trajectories,
e W has independent increments, and
e for all 0 < s <t < T there holds that W (t) — W (s) ~ N(0, (t — 5)Q).
For any Q-Wiener process there holds the identity
E((W(t) — E(W (1)), 6)u (W () — EW (1), 0)0) = HQé,¥)u, 6, €U, teT.

It follows that (W, W), =t Tr(Q) and ((W,W)); = tQ (note that Qy = Q Tr(Q) ™! in (@) is constant with
respect to ¢ in this case). Further, recall that W admits the Karhunen-Loéve expansion

W(t) =S (W(t),ex)ver £ > yiwwi(t)er, teT, (3)

keN keN

where the relation < signifies equality in distribution and (wg, k € N) is a sequence of real-valued and
independent standard Brownian motions.

2.5 Stochastic Partial Differential Equations
We consider the stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE)

AX (1) = (AX(t) + F(X(t)))dt + G(X())dW (1), X(0) = Xo, (4)

where A: D(A) C H — H is a densely defined and unbounded linear (differential) operator. The initial
value X is a H-valued random variable, W is a Q-Wiener process, and the coefficients F' and G in



Eq. ) are (possibly) non-linear measurable mappings F': H — H and G : H — Lys(U, H), respectively.
Throughout this article we will assume that (—A) is self-adjoint, positive definite and boundedly invertible.
Consequently, the eigenvalues (A\,,n € N) of (—A) are positive, non-decreasing and only accumulate at
infinity, with the corresponding eigenfunctions (f,,n € N) spanning an orthonormal basis of H.

By the Hille-Yosida Theorem, A is the generator of an analytic semigroup S = (S(t),t > 0) C L(H)
(see e.g. |25, Appendix B.2]). The fractional powers of (—A), given by

(_A)av = Z)‘z(vafn)an (S H,

neN

are well-defined for any a € R. Moreover, (—A)* : D((—A)%) — H is a closed operator, with D((—A)*)
being dense in H (see e.g. [29, Chapter 2, Theorem 6.8]). We define the Hilbert space H® := D((—A)*/?)

o

equipped with the inner product (-,-), := ((—A)%-,(—A)% )y, which will in turn be used to quantify
smoothness of solutions to ({@]).

Example 2.3. Let H = L?(D) for on a bounded, convex domain D C R? and let A = A be the
Laplace operator with zero Dirichlet boundary conditions on D. It then holds that H?> = D((—A)) =
H?(D) N H (D). More generally, it holds for o € [1,2] that H* = D((—A)*/?) = H*(D) N H} (D), see [11]
Proposition 4.1].

We formulate suitable, but natural assumptions on the initial value and the coefficients of the SPDE ()
in the following. We also repeat the above conditions on A for the reader’s convenience.

Assumption 2.4.

(i) The operator A : D(A) C H — H is self-adjoint, densely defined in H and the infinitesimal generator
of an analytic semigroup S = (S(t),t > 0) C L(H). Moreover, (—A) : D(A) — H is boundedly
invertible, i.e. 0 € p(A), where p(A) is the resolvent set of A.

(ii) Xo € L¥(Q; H) is a Fo-measurable random variable.

(iii) The mappings F : H — H and G : H — Lps(U, H) are twice Fréchet differentiable on H with
bounded derivatives, i.e. there is a C' > 0 such that for all v € H there holds

||F/(”)||£(H) + ”FH(U)HL(HXH,H) <C

HG/(U)HL(H,ﬁHS(L{,H)) + ”GN(U)||£(H><H,EHS(Z/I,H)) <C.

(iv) There are constants C' > 0 and « > 1 such that for all v € H® there hold the linear growth bounds

IE @) o + NG £ s 1oy < CA+ 0] o),
||G/(U)||g(ga,LHs(u,Ha)) <C.
Remark 2.5. We require X € L3(Q; H), rather than Xy € L?(Q; H), in Item for some technical

steps in the proofs (cf. Lemma in the Appendix), as we apply Holder’s inequality to obtain suitable
mean-square error bounds.

Mild solutions to SPDEs are characterized by path-wise identities that hold almost surely as follows:
Definition 2.6. [30, Chapter 9] Let Xt be asin (). A process X € Ar is called a mild solution to Eq. ()
if for all £ € T there holds P-a.s.

X(t) = S(t)Xo + /0 S(t — s)F(X(s))ds + /0 S(t — )G(X (s))dW (s). (5)



In Eq. @), S: T — L(H) is the semigroup generated by (—A), thus S(¢) = e~*4 and Eq. (B) may be
interpreted as a variation-of-constants formula. Well-posedness of () in the mild sense, and regularity of
solutions has been investigated under suitable assumptions on F, G and Xy, see e.g. [30, Theorems 9.15
and 9.29] or [25] Chapters 2.4-2.6]. We condense the main results in the following statement.

Theorem 2.7. Under Assumption[2.4) there exists a unique mild solution X € Xy to [@), such that for

all p € (0,8] and k € [0, &) it holds that

E(|X(t) = X (s)]1%,.)""
|t _ S|min(1/2,(0¢*~)/2)

supE(| X (@#)]|%..) < oo and sup < 0.
teT

t,se€T

3 Pathwise Approximations

3.1 Spatial Discretization
To derive a spatial approximation based define V := H' = D((—A)"?) and consider the bilinear form
B:VxV =R, (v,w) e (—4)%0, (—A)"*w). (6)
In Example 2.3] where A is the Laplacian with zero Dirichlet boundary conditions on a convex domain
D C R?, we have V = H}(D), and B(v,w) = (Vv, Vw)y.
We replace V' by a finite dimensional subspace Vi with N := dim(Vx) € N. This encompasses several
spatial approximations, for instance spectral Galerkin methods, where IV is number of terms in expansion,

and finite element methods, where the mesh refinement parameter h > 0 is related to N via N = O(h~%).
We introduce the discrete operator Ay : Vy — Vi by

(—AN’UN,’U}N) = B(’UN,’U}N), UN,WN € V. (7)

Then, (—Ap) generates an analytic semigroup (Sy(t),t > 0) of linear operators Sy(t) : Vy — Vi via
Sn(t) := exp(—tAn). Let Py : H — Vy be the H-orthogonal projection onto V. The semi-discrete
(mild) problem is then to find Xy : Q x T — Vy such that for all ¢ € T there holds P-a.s.

XN(t) = SN(t)PNXQ + ‘/Ot SN(t - S)PNF(XN(S))dS + /Ot SN(t - S)PNG(XN(S))dW(S) (8)

3.2 Noise Approximation

Recall the Karhunen-Loeéve expansion of W from Equation (Bl), where the scalar products (W(:),er)n
are real-valued, independent and scaled Brownian motions with variance n, > 0 (the k-th eigenvalue of
Q). In general, infinitely many of the eigenvalues 7y, are strictly greater than zero, hence we truncate the
series in Eq. (@) after K € N terms to obtain

K

Wi(t) ==Y (W(t),ex)ver, teT.
k=1

It can be shown, see for example [7], that Wk converges to W in mean-square uniformly on T with
truncation error given by

E(|Wk(#) - W) =t Y m, teT.
k>K

Combining the semi-discrete mild formulation from (8) with the noise truncation then yields the problem
to find Xy x : Q@ x T — Vi such that for all ¢ € T there holds P-a.s.

XNJ{(t) = SN(t)PNXO + /Ot SN(t - S)PNF(XNJ{(S))CZS + ‘/Ot SN(t - S)PNG(XN)K(S))CZWK(S) (9)



3.3 Time Stepping

The temporal discretization is based on rational approximations of Sy. Recall that (—Ayx) : Vy — Vy isa
linear, posmve definite, self-adjoint operator and that N = dim(Vy) € N. There exists an H-orthonormal
eigenbasis ( fioo., fN) C Vi of eigenfunctions of (—Ay), with corresponding non-decreasing eigenvalues

(A1,...,An) such that A; > 0. We denote the spectrum of (—Ay) by o(—Ay) and consider a rational
function r defined on o(—Ay).

Now fix M € Nand let 0 = tg < t1 < -+ < tpy = T be an equidistant grid of [0,7] with time step
At := T/m. Further, let r(AtAy) be a rational approximation of Sy (At) = exp(—AtAy), given by

r(AtAy)v Z (AtA) (v, fu) i fny v € H. (10)
The drift part in (@) is then approximated in each time step by the forward difference

tm+1
/ SN(thrl — S)PNF(XNﬁK(S))dS ~ T(AtAN)PNF(XNyK(tm))At.
t’!n

To introduce the approximation of the stochastic integral, recall that G’ : H — L(H,Lys(U, H))

denotes the Fréchet derivative of G. For any k € N such that n, > 0, we define wy := n;I/Z(W, €r)U,
hence (wy, k € N) is the sequence of independent Brownian motions in the Karhunen-Loéve expansion of
W. Further, for m =0, ..., M —1 and any stochastic process W : Q@ x T — H with H € {R,U, £1(U)}, we
denote by A, 20 := W(ty41) — W(ty,) the increment with timestep [ty tm+1] (we will use in particular
W € {W, Wk, wi}). We employ a truncated Milstein scheme to approximate the stochastic integral in (@)
by a first order Taylor expansion of G via

/ " SN(tm—i-l — S)PNG(XN)K(S))dWK (S)

m

x/th SN(tmy1 — 8)PNG(X N,k (tm))dWk (s)

m

+ / - Sn(tmt1 — s)Pn [GI(XN,K(tm)) </S Sn(s — T)PNG(XN,K(T))CZWK(T))} AW (s)
%T‘(AtAN)PNG(XN,K(tm))AmWK
Fraeanpy [ 6 n(tn) (PNG<XN,K<tm>> | dWKm) AWic (s)

%T‘(AtAN)PNG(XN7K(tm))AmWK

r(AtAN)Py &
SRR\ PLE S Z G (XN k(tm)) (PNG(XN .k (tm))er) ex (VIEmAmwr Amw; — S imieAt),

2 k=1
where 0y is the Kronecker delta. This approximation corresponds to the truncated Milstein scheme in
[17] for finite-dimensional SDEs. Now define for any s € [ty,, T'] the £1(U)-valued process
K
Wi, (8) i= (Wic(5) = Wi (tm)) ® (Wi (8) = Wi (bm)) = (5 = tm) Y 1 €k @ e, (11)
k=1

and note that Wy, i is a continuous, square-integrable, £ (U)-valued martingale on [t,,,T]. Further, let
Q®Q e L(L(U)) begivenby QRQ(¢® @) = Qdp @ Q for all @ ¢ € LT (U). As Wi (s) — Wi (t,,) is
Gaussian, there is a C' > 0 such that for all s,¢ € [t,,, T] with ¢ > s there holds

<<Wm,K7 Wm,K>>t - <<Wm,K7 Wm,K>>s S C(t - S)2Q & Q (12)



We use the operator-valued processes Wi, i to write the truncated correction term in a compact form.

Proposition 3.1. Let Assumption hold and let Wy, i be defined as in ) for m =0,....M — 1
and M € N, and let further Apwg ;= W(tms1) — W(tm),ex)v for k € N. There exists a mapping
G:H— Lys(LusU), H), such that for any X € H and M € N there holds

tmt1 K
/ g(X)dmeK(S) = % Z G/(X) (PNG(X)GZ) CL (\/WAmkamwl — 5k7177kAt) . (13)

m k=1

Moreover, G is Fréchet differentiable on H and satisfies the linear growth bounds

1GC  £nsensey. vy + 19 (X (o cusense.my < CA+ X |w), X € H, (14)

and .
1GC) | epuensny oy < CO+ IXII), X € (15)
Proof. See Appendix [Bl O

Based on Proposition 3.1l we obtain the fully discrete problem as to find YON’K, YlN’K e ,YI\]/[V’K Q-
Vi such that YON’K = Py Xy and for all m =0,..., M — 1 there holds

YN = r(AtAN) Py (Y + PV AL+ G ) AWk + G A Win k) 4 (16)

where we have used ([3)) to define the last term in () as

tm41
GV NN, Wi i = / GYNEYaw,, k(s), m=0,...,M —1.
t

m

The first tree terms on the right hand side of (I6) correspond to an Euler approximation of X, the
fourth term is the truncated Milstein correction. We emphasize that the scheme in ([I8) does not require
the simulation of any iterated stochastic integrals, and is therefore straightforward to implement. We
formulate the following assumption on strong and weak convergence of the fully discrete scheme.

Assumption 3.2.

(i) The rational approximation r of Sy is of order ¢ € N and stable. That is, r(z) = e™* + O(29™1) as
z—0,|r(z)] <1for z>0and lim, ,. r(z) = 0.

(ii) Subspace approximation property: Fix a > 0 and let (Vy, N € N) be a sequence of subspaces
VN C V such that dim(Vy) = N. There are constants C,a > 0, depending on « and d, such that
for any N € N and any v € H® there holds

lv=Prolly < ON" ol and AR Pyv| < C ol gminces -

(ili) Strong convergence: There are constants C, &, 8 > 0 such that for p € (0,8] and all discretization
parameters M, N, K € N there holds the strong error estimate

=0,...,

Remark 3.3. Item essentially states that the truncated Milstein term does neither increase, nor
spoil the strong rates of convergence, as compared to the standard Euler scheme. We justify this in
Theorem B35 below. However, the Milstein correction accelerates variance decay for an antithetic coupling
in the MLMC estimator. If the eigenvalues of @) exhibit the decay n; < Cj —fo for some fy > 1, we may
choose 8 = 1/2(8y — 1 — &) > 0 for an arbitrary small § € (0, By — 1) in Item [(iii)]



Example 3.4.

1. Assume the setting in Example[2.3] i.e., we consider the stochastic heat equation on a convex domain
D. Let Vy be a space of linear finite elements with respect to a regular triangulation of D with
mesh width h = O(N~%) for N € N. Assumption [3.2] then holds with & = min(a,2)/q, where « is the
spatial Sobolev regularity of X as in Assumption 2:4] see e.g. [25, Chapters 3 and 5].

2. For the Dirichlet-Laplacian in Example 23, we have by Weyl’s law that \, = O(n”%) as n — oc.
For a spectral Galerkin approach with Viy = span{fi,..., fn}, Assumption thus holds with
& = @/d and we obtain the stronger relation

|| < la

for a > 2. However, this will not affect efficiency of our antithetic scheme in Section [l therefore we
formulated Item in a unified way to encompass spectral Galerkin and finite element approaches.

We conclude this section by recording an error estimate on the truncated Milstein approximation.

Theorem 3.5. Let Assumptions[2.7] andlﬂ hold, and denote by YN5 {0,...,.M} x Q — H the
truncated Milstein approzimation in (I6]).

1. For any p € [2,8] there is a constant C > 0, independent of M, N and K, such that

max | E (Hyg-ﬂ\g) < CO+E(|Xo]%)) < oo (17)

m=0,...,

2. Let the standard Euler discretization of (Z4) be given by 170 = Py Xy and
YR = r(AtAN) YN E 4 r(AtAN) Py F(YY )AL 4 r(AtAN ) Py GV KA, Wi,

form=0,...,M — 1. Then, for any p € (0,4] there exists a constant C > 0, independent of M, N
and K, such that
~ 1/p
max E(HY,,JX’K—Y,,]X’KH%) <CM™~2.
M

.....

Proof. See Appendix [Bl O

Remark 3.6. The second part of Theorem [3.5] justifies Assumption since the truncated Milstein
correction does not affect the temporal convergence of order O(M ~'/?) for the Euler scheme, neither does
it introduce an additional bias with respect to N or K.

4 Antithetic Multilevel Monte Carlo-Milstein Scheme

To construct an antithetic estimator, we consider coupled ”coarse” and ”fine” approximations of X given
by the truncated Milstein scheme in (I6]), with refinement parameters M, N and K adjusted accordingly.
First, let Y¢ := Y""® be the coarse step discretization with a fixed time step At = T/m and fixed N, K € N
as in ([I0). That is, Y;¢ is given by Yy := PyY) and

Yy 1 =1(AtAN)Py (Y, + F(Y,0)At + GV ) AWk +G(Y ) AW k), m=0,....,M—1. (18)

For the corresponding fine approximation, let 9t := At/2 and set a cutoff index K € N such that K; > K
for the noise approximation. We define the fine increments

OmWKf = WKf (tm + Dt) - WKf (tm), Dm+1/2WKf = WKf (tm+1) - WKf (tm + Ot)
Ky

07 Wik = Win i (tm + 01), Oni1/2Wm k; = Omy12Wk, @ 0pq12Wik, — 0t Z Nkek & k.
k=1



Note that Ay Win k; # Omg1/2Win i, + 9mWm K, but there holds
Am)/vmb.,Kf = D1n-|—1/2)/v7n.,Kf + am)/vmb,Kf + am+1/2WKf X DmWKf + amWKf X am+1/2WKf. (19)

We further consider a finite dimensional subspace Vi, C V with dim(Vx,) = Ny such that Ny > N =
dim(Vy). The corresponding discrete operator is denoted by An, : Vy, — Vi, its associated semigroup
by Sn;, and Py, : H — Vi, is the H-orthogonal projection onto Vi,. Finally, we set a cutoff index
K; € N such that Ky > K for the noise approximation on the fine scale.

The fine step discretization v/ Qx {0,%Y2,1,..., M —1/2, M} — Vi, is then given by Yof := Pn; Xo,
vl Ja = T(OLAN)Pr, (Y + F(Y0)0t + G0 Wi, + GV, )00 Wk, ) (20)
and
v,/ =r(dtAN,)Py, (Yhi+1/2 + F(ij/Q)ot + G(Yh’iﬂﬂ)amH/QWKf + Q(Y,;’;Hﬂ)omﬂ/zwmxf) .

(21)
The antithetic counterpart Y.* : Q x {0,%/2,1,..., M —1/2, M} — Vy, to Y/ is defined via Yy := Py, Xo,
Yiii1/2 = r(0tAn,) Py, (Ve + F(Y,2)ot + GV, ) 0mp12Wi, + GV ) 0mi1/2Wi ;) » (22)

and
Y1 =r(0tAn, )Py, ( mt12 F( £+1/2)Dt + G(Y$+1/2)amWKf + g(Y7g1+1/2)Dmequ) - (239)
The foundation of our MLMC Milstein approach is to show that the difference of the antithetic average

V) +Y2
m ‘= 2 )
to the coarse scale Y5, approximations exhibits a rapid decay in mean-square. This property is established
in our main result:

Theorem 4.1. Let Assumptions[2.4] and[3.2 hold for some o > 1, and let M,N¢, N, Ky, K € N be such
that Ny > N and Ky > K. Further, let Y. be as in ([I8) and let Y. be the antithetic average of the fine
approxzimations as in 24)). Then, there is a constant C' > 0, independent of M, N, and K such that

m=0,...,M, (24)

max B (|[Vn = Yil[},) < C (M- mned) y no20 g oo26), (25)
m=0,..., M
Proof. See Appendix O

Remark 4.2. For the truncated Milstein scheme without antithetic correction, we have
max (|| - Vi|}) <O (M7 + N7 4 k%), (26)
m=0,..., M

and therefore a slower variance decay with respect to the time step At =T /M.

5 Multilevel Monte Carlo Approximation
Let Z : © — R be a real-valued, integrable random variable, and let (Z @ i e N) be a sequence of

independent copies of Z. For any finite number of samples 9t € N we define the singlelevel Monte Carlo
estimator of E (Z) by

N
En(Z) = % >z, (27)
i=1

10



We aim to estimate E (¥ (X)) for a given functional ¥ : H — R by multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC)
methods. To this end, let My, L € N and let M, = My2¢ for £ = 1,...,L. Based on Theorem A1 we
balance the error contributions in (25]) on all levels by setting the remaining approximation parameters as

Ny = [M™2P%] and Ky = [M;™7P7 0=1,... L. (28)

We denote for £ =2, ..., L by Y**~1 the coarse step approximation in (I8) with discretization param-
eters given by My_1, Ny_1, K,_1. For £ =1,..., L, we let denote by Y /¢, Y% the fine step discretization
and its antithetic counterpart, respectively, both with discretization parameters M; = M, = 2M,_; and

Ny = Ny, Ky = Ky. Furthermore, we define Y = 2(Y Tt + Yoty

N a,l
(YT +w (v

UE=0, ,U5:=0(Yy;), and U= 5 , for¢=1,...,L. (29)
We introduce the antithetic multilevel Monte Carlo estimator as
L
EYH (W) =) B, (W, — U5_y), (30)
r=1
where Ny, ..., Ny € N are level-dependent numbers of samples. Since YI\J;Z 4 YI\‘Z’E, it holds that

E (EME(0)) =R (\IJ(YAJ}LL)) .

To analyze the mean-squared error (MSE) and computational complexity of the estimator in (30), we
formulate the following assumptions on the sample complexity and the weak error.

Assumption 5.1. For fixed My € N and any ¢ € N, let M; = My2* and Ny, K; € N be as in (28).

(i) Sample complexity: Denote by Cy the cost of generating one sample of 7' on any a given refinement
level £ € N. There are constants C' > 0 and v > 0 such that for any ¢ € N there holds

Co < CM; 1.

(ii) Weak convergence: Let & and 3 be as in Assumption let ¥ : H — R be Fréchet differentiable
with bounded derivative, and let 6 € (0,1) be arbitrary small. There is a constant C' = C(¥, ) > 0
such that for £ € N there holds

B (X (1) - B3| < om e

Remark 5.2. The parameter v in Item essentially depends on the cost of evaluating G. In case
there is some sparsity to exploit in G, the cost of one evaluation may be as low as O(max(Ny, Ky)), in
which case (28] yields that v = 1/2 - min(a,2)/min(a,8), see for instance the numerical example in Section
On the other hand, the cost of one evaluation may be as large as O(NZK?), if evaluating G entails full
matrices and nested summations in the discretization scheme, which makes each sample significantly more
expensive.

Assumption IEI on the weak approximation error is natural, one often recovers (almost) twice the
strong rates for semi-linear, parabolic SPDEs; see e.g. |25 Theorem 5.12] or [24] Theorem 4.5]. In other
words, the weak error with respect to Ny and K is of order (’)(N[Qa“; + KE_QBH) for any arbitrary small
4 > 0, and the balancing in ([28)) yields with o > 1 that

[E(U(X(T))) ~ E(U(V)| = O 4 N72540 1 k%040 = 07 +9),

11



Theorem 5.3. Let Assumptions [2.4), and [51 hold. For any € € (0,e™1), there exists an antithetic
multilevel Monte Carlo-Milstein estimator EL(V(Yyr)) of E(¥(X(T))) such that there holds

E (|B () - E((xX()]*) <2,

and the computational complexity Cyy, of Er(V(Yar)) is bounded by

Ce2, min(a,2) > 1+,
Cur < § Ce?[log(e)?, min(a,2) =1+ 7, (31)
Ce 2%~ et , min(a,2) < 1+ 7.
Proof. See Appendix O

Example 5.4. To show that all three cases in ([BI]) are conceivable, recall Example B4 where & =
min(a,2)/q (FEM) or & = @/d (spectral Galerkin method). Assuming for simplicity that o € [1,2], & = /4,
and that G may be evaluated with complexity O(max(Ny, K;)). The error balancing (28] then yields

)

max(Ng, Kp) = M mex(/2e1/20)
and thus Item holds with

v = amax(4/2q,1/28) < a—1 <= max(42,/28) < a— 1.

6 Numerics

Let D = [0,1]¢ for d € {1,2,3}, let H := L*(D) and denote by A := A the Laplace-operator with
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions. We further assume that U = H and denote by (ex, k € N)
and (Mg, k € N) the eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of — A, respectively. By Weyl’s law A\, = O(k¥*) for
k € N and for rectangular and circular domains the precise eigenfunctions and eigenvalues of A are given
in closed form, see e.g. [I8, Section 3]. We consider the stochastic heat equation given by

dX(t) = AX (D)t + G(X(E)dW (1), te[0,1], X(0)= Xo, (32)

for Xo € L3(Q; H?). The driving noise is modeled by a Q-Wiener process W : Q x [0,1] — H with
covariance operator @ := ((—A\)~*) for a smoothness parameter s > 0. Since \, = O(k7¢) for k € N, Q
is trace-class for s > d/2; in which case W admits the Karhunen-Lo&ve expansion

1/2
W(t) := an/ wy (t)ex, (33)
keN
where 7, = /\];S and w,ws, ... are independent one-dimensional Brownian motions. Hence, truncating

the expansion ([33) after K terms yields an error of order O(K*~2%/4) with respect to ||||§I, uniform in
[0,T], and implies that Assumption B2 holds with g = (2s/d —1) /2. Alternatively, we could define

the diffusion part of Equatlon B2) as (Xt)th, where W is Gaussian white noise (i.e. has covariance
operator Q = Z) and G(v)ey, := nk/ G(v)ey, for allv € H and k € N. By [25, Theorem 2.27] it then follows
that Equation (32) admits a unique mild solution X such that X (t) € L¥(Q; H*) for o € [1, min(1 + s, 2)]
and all ¢ € [0,1]. We fix the diffusion coefficient G to be linear and given by

o0
=Y (v en)mert1 (U, /rriess)u + (9, er) mer(u, /ker)u
k=1

12



for all v € H,u € U = Q/*H and some fixed g € H. We use a spectral Galerkin approach and expand
Y°, Y7 and Y in the same basis, for example

N

_ E c

- ym,k Ck
k=1

for {yfnk}{le € RY and m = 1,..., M. Recall from Example [3.4] that Assumption then holds with
& = @/d. The scheme in (I8) simplifies to

Ymar1 = "(AtAL) (Ym1 + (9, 1) HAmw1)

1
Ymi1,2 = T(At A2) <ym 2+ (Yma + (9, €2)m) Apws + 5(9761)H Amw2Amw1> .
Y1k = TAENL) (Ym,k + X<k (Ymk—1 + (9, ex) i) Apwy)
r( At
+ X<k ———— (AtAr) (Ym,k—2 + (9, €x—1) 1) AnywrApwy_1.

2

for K > 2,k =3,...,N, and for y being the characteristic function. The schemes in (20) and 1) for
{yj; k}i\/:f , and [22) and 23) for {y%, k}iv:f , simplify similarly. The cost of evaluating the previous scheme is
O(N ) for every time step since only O(min(N, K)) independent Brownian increments A, w1, ..., Ajwy
are needed. We set (g,ex)g = k~'/27° and (Xo,ex)y = k~/272/47¢ for k € N and some ¢ > 0. Note

that with this choice G(v) € Lys(U, H) for all v € H and Xy € L8(Q; H?). In Figure [ we fix M and

K to some sufficiently large values and plot estimates of the difference max,, || Y;N-% YN_N] K|| L2(:H)

for several values of N. The plot verifies the convergence order with respect to NV in Assumption as
O(N~min(s+1,2)/d) Next, we choose N and K in terms of M as in (28). In this case the cost per sample
is O(M**7) where

~v = max(4/2,¢/28) = d max(1/2, min(1+s,2)/(25—a)).

We plot in Figure[2lestimates of the left-hand sides of ([25]) and (26]) which verifies the claim of Theorem A1
and the improved convergence order of the variance for the antithetic estimator. In particular, the variance
convergence order is O(M~ir(@:2)y — O (M~ ™in(s+1.2)) for the antithetic estimator and O(M ') for the
truncated Milstein scheme without antithetic correction. Both figures also clearly showcase the reduced
convergence rates in terms of N and M when d = 1 and as the smoothness parameter s decreases.

7 Conclusions

We have developed an antithetic MLMC-Milstein scheme for parabolic SPDEs, which offers a significant
improvement in computational efficiency for estimating quantities of interest in SPDE models. This
scheme circumvents the need to simulate intractable Lévy area terms, making it particularly advantageous
for SPDEs with multiplicative noise and non-commutative diffusion terms. In our study, we have derived
precise variance decay bounds for a fully discrete scheme that incorporates antithetic time stepping, spatial
approximations, and noise approximations. Furthermore, we have bounded the computational effort by
considering the cost associated with evaluating the noise term. These results provide valuable insights
into the efficiency and accuracy of our proposed scheme.

There are several possible extensions to the current work that could be explored. A further step to
enhance efficiency would be to develop a higher-order noise approximation that achieves a better rate
than O(K~7) in relation to the truncation index K (cf. Theorem [L1]). Additionally, the methodology
employed in this study could be extended to incorporate discontinuous Lévy driving noise, provided that
it possesses a sufficient number of moments. While this extension may initially seem straightforward, it is
important to emphasize that our results heavily rely on the continuous version of the Burkholder-Davis-
Gundy inequality (Eq.[36), while only a weaker version (Eq.[3H) is available for discontinuous martingales.
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Figure 1: Estimates of the L2(Q; H) difference max,, ||[Y,N-% — Ynl;\/iN—"KHLQ(Q;H) for the numerical ex-
ample in Section [0l and when using the Galerkin method for different number of terms, N, in the spatial
approximation. The estimates were obtained using Monte Carlo sampling with at least 4000 samples.
The dashed reference lines are oc N~ ™in(1+5:2)/d anq verify the assumed convergence rates in Assumption
0.2
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Figure 2:  Results for numerical example in Section [0 and M, N and K as in 28). (left) Shows
the left-hand sides of (28), the variance for the antithetic estimator, and (26)), the variance for the
“Standard” truncated Milstein estimator without the antithetic correction, for the smoothness pa-
rameter s = 3d/4. (right) Shows the relative variance decay between the two estimators, i.e.,
max E (|| Vo = Vi[5, ) / mas B (v - VI,
ters s. The variance estimates were obtained using Monte Carlo sampling with at least 4000 samples.

= O(M~™in(s1)) " for different smoothness parame-
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Consequently, a completely different proof technique would be required, even for the relatively simple case
of Poisson driving noise.

Another intriguing avenue for exploration would be the consideration of first-order hyperbolic SPDEs,
which commonly arise in the modeling of energy forward contracts [I0, B]. In such cases, the weak
formulation of SPDEs becomes essential for pathwise discretizations, see [8], as the associated semigroups
lack the smoothing properties observed in the parabolic case. Furthermore, recent developments have seen
the application of a modified version of the antithetic Milstein scheme to finite-dimensional stochastic
differential equations with non-Lipschitz drift [28]. Extending this result to SPDEs in infinite dimensions
would be both intriguing and worthwhile.
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A It6 Isometry and Burkholder-Davis-Gundy Inequalities

We record the following It isometry and Burkholder-Davis-Gundy (BDG)-type inequalities for Hilbert
space-valued stochastic integrals in the setting of Section

Lemma A.1. Let Y € M?(U) and let G : Q x T — L(U, H) be a Pr/B(Lus(U, H))-measurable process

such that
e ( [ leeroiol;

1. There holds the isometric formula

E( /OtG(s)dY(s) :>= </ o) @(s )‘

2. If for some p > 2 there holds

= ( [ fowreso;

then there is a C = C(T,p) > 0 such that

u«:(/otG(s)dY(S) 1>SCE</ lceef )|

Moreover, if Y has continuous trajectories, then

E(/OtG(s)dY(S) Z)scza (/ [EOIE )\

For a proof of (34)) see e.g. [30, Theorem 8.7], the BDG inequality (B0) for continuous martingales
may for instance be found [20, Eq. (1.5)] and the references therein. The previous result simplifies for
Wiener processes with constant martingale covariance Qy = Q Tr(Q)~! as in Section 24l In this case,
the It6 isometry and BDG inequality from Lemma [A.T] admit the following form.

day, Y>S> < 0.

Lps(U,H)

d{Y,Y). |, teT. 34
(D) ( >s> (34)

Lus(U,H)

d{Y, Y>s> < 00,

day, Y>S> , teT. (35)

Lus(U,H)

p/2
d (Y, Y)S> , teT. (36)

Lys(U,H)
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Corollary A.2. [30, Corollary 8.17 and Lemma 8.27] Let W be a Q-Wiener process and let G : Q x T —
LusU,H) be a Pr/B(LusU, H))-measurable and square-integable mapping.

1. There holds the isometric formula
t t
E ( ) Z/O E (||G(S)||2LHS(M,H)) ds Z/ > mE (| G(s)exF) ds. (37)
H

‘ 2
/ G(s)dW (s)
0 0 ken

2. 1If, in addition, for some p > 2 there holds

([ 166 ) < o=

then there is a C' = C(p) > 0 such that for t € T there holds

E (‘ ;) <CE <</Ot |G(S)|%Hs(u.,H)dS>p/2> : (38)

B Proofs of Section [3

Proof of Proposition[31. For any fixed X € H, define

/ G(yaw(s)

Gx :UxUwr H, (¢,p)— %G’(X)(PNG(X)qﬁ)gp.

As G'(X) € L(H, LU, H)) and G(X) € LU, H), it readily follows that Gx is bilinear. Thus, there exists
a unique Gx € LU U, H) ~ L(Lys(U), H) such that

Gx(9.0) = Gx(0®¢), (6,9) €UXU. (39)
We thus define G : H — L(Lpus(U), H), X — Gx, and ([3) follows by the linearity of Gx together with

K
AmeﬁK = (WK(tm+1) — WK(tm)) ® (WK(tm+1) — WK(tm)) — Athk er X e
k=1

K
= Z (Amkamwl — 5k,l77kAt) er X ej.
k=1

To show that G(X) € Lus(LusU), H) for all X € H, we use [BY) and that (,/Trer ® /e, (k,1) € N?)
is an orthonormal basis of Lys(U) to obtain

IGZ psenseor.m = D 19X (Viwer @ /el 3

K lEN
= 2 3 ¢ (X)(PrG(X) 12
=1 N Vker)vmedl
k,lEN
= 4Z||G' ) (PN G(X)V/mer) | 2 o,
keN
1
< ZHG/(X)H%(H,LHS(Z/{,H)) S IGX)iwenl

keN

= NG N, nstea, 100 | GO Z e,y
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Using that G is twice differentiable with bounded derivatives from Assumption Iﬂl we obtain

IGCONZ sz sy o) < CA+1X]1)?

The bound in (&) follows analogously, by using Assumption DEI instead.
The Fréchet derivative G’ € L(H x H,Lys(LusU), H)) of G is for all (X,Y) € H x H given by

GgX)Y)(¢@p) = % (G"(X)[PnG(X)9, Y]p + G'(X) (PG (X)(Y)d)g), ¢, €U.

The last estimate then follows since G’ and G” are globally bounded by Assumption 241 ((iii)]), since

GO )6 @ D ensienstons
< (16" PVGE)6. Y cy.m) + |6 () PN VX)) 2t Il

< S (16" (Y etrwt ey IGESNY 11 + 167 (0 e casae s |G CONX Vol

< 2 (16" (X casta ap IO | asir my I

+ ||G/(X)||£(H,LHS(Z/I,H))||G/(X)||£(H,LHS(M,H))||Y||H) D lleclsplles
CA+ XY rlle @ lley @

O

We next record some stability and error estimates on the rational approximation r(AtAy) = Sy (At)
to prove Theorem [3.5]

Lemma B.1. Let Assumption Iﬂ and hold.
1. For any N € N, At >0 and o > 0 there holds

Ir(AtAN) Pyl oy <1 and - ||r(AtA)[| pogay < 1.

2. For any a € [0,2(q + 1)] there exists C > 0 such that for any At > 0 there holds
[P(ALA) = I|| £ (e gy < CAL.
3. For any o € [0,2(q + 1)] there exists C' such that for any N,At >0, j € N and v € H® it holds
I(r(AtAN) = Sn(jA)) Pyl < CAE™™ 2 [[0]| fruinca,s)-
For ot := —t and j € N there holds
1(r(0tAn)* = r(AtAN)) Prollar < CAE™™ 20| gino.ay

Furthermore, there exists a > 0 such that

I(r(AtAN) Py — Dol < C(AE™ 2 4 N7 Jo]| -

Proof.
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1. These stability estimates are well-known and may be found for instance in the proof of [32, Theorem
7.1]. We give a short proof here for the reader’s convenience.
Let (fl, cey fn) denote the eigenbasis of (— Ay ), and recall that the corresponding eigenvalues satisfy
An >0foralln=1,...,N. Since r(z) < 1 for all z > 0 by the first part of Assumption we
have for all v € H that

N

Z At)\ P]\]’U,']?;l)H:)E;I

|I7(AtAN)Pyol3 = < |[|Pxoll < ol

H

For the second part, let A\, > 0 and f,, € H denote for n € N the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of
(—A). Similar as for the first part, we have

(Al = D AR (APl (v, fa)ml? < D A, f)ul® < ol

neN neN

2. The triangle inequality yields for any v € H* that
[r(AtA) — IHﬁ(HO‘ H) < [[r(AtA) - S(At)”L(HQ,H) + [|S(At) - I”L(HQ,H) < CAt,

The first term on the right hand side is bounded by [32, Theorem 7.1], the second term by [29
Theorem 6.13, part d)].

3. The first part is again given in [32] Theorem 7.1] together with Assumption that yields
min(a,2)
| A% Pa]| < C 0l ez

The second part then follows immediately by the triangle inequality, since Sy (2j50t) = Sy (jA?).
The final estimate follows by

[(r(AtAN)Py — Dvlla < ||(r(AtAN) — )Pyl g + [[(Py — Dol g
< CAP eI g p UHH +[(Py = Dol

<C (Atmin(a,2)/2 + Nfa) ||U||Ha 7

where the second estimate is derived in the same fashion as part 2.), and we have used Assump-
tion in the last step.

O
Proof of Theorem[3A 1. For m =0,..., M — 1, we re-iterate the representation in (6] to obtain
Yot = r(AtAN)" Py Xo+ Y r(AtAy, ) Py F(Y ) At + Z (AtAn, ) PNG(Y, ) A i Wi
j=0 7=0
(40)

+ Zr (ALAN)PNG(Y, o) Ay i Win—j i

=T AtAN) PNX() + I + 11 + II1.

The first term is bounded in LP(); H) by Jensen’s inequality and the first part of Lemma Bl

E(IMl) < Atrm? 1ZE( r(AtAy, ) PyPS)|| ) SCAtj_iOIE(1+HYWJy;I; "),
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where the last bound holds since F' is of linear growth.
For the second term, we use the BDG inequality in (B8] together with Jensen’s inequality and the
linear growth of G to obtain

p/2
E(L) < oE | |3 ar HNNANNJ'PNG(Y%V ), st
i=0 ’
as(U,H

P
To bound the last term, recall the bound in ([I2]), which shows with the BDG inequality from (36) that
E (J[TI1%)

SCE Z/J+1

<CArY E (1+ Hym;j
j=0

p/2

H(AAN T PNGYQN L (9)

d Win—j i, Wim—j.k)

p/2

At?
LusURU,H)

< CE ZHQ

< CAPmP/> ZE (Hg )

—
Lus(L1(U),H)

p
).
H

where the last bound holds due to the linear growth bound (I4)).
Substituting the estimate for I-IIT into (@0) and taking expectations yields

241 )
< caw/ ZE (1 + HYW—J
=0

N,K - N,k ||P
E(|vai]])) = ca+EQxo) +ae> E (|| ),
j=0
and the first part of Theorem follows by the discrete Gronwall inequality.
2. Let ey, := YWJY’K - YN’K for m =0,..., M to obtain the error representation

€m+1 Z AtANf )JPN (F(Yn]jiij() - F(}/}mNin)) At
7=0

+3 r(AtAy, ) Py (G(YN’K ) — GYNE )) A jWar

m=j m=j

s L

0

J

+ 3 r(ALAN) PN G (Y YW i

I

Il
=)

J

Using that F' and G are Lipschitz and repeating arguments from the first part of the proof yields

E(lemsillty) < C | ALY E (llesllhy) + A2 R (||v511%,)

Jj=0 J=0
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The claim then follows with Grénwall’s inequality, since we have shown that E (||Y;]|};) < oo is uniformly
bounded with respect to At in the first part. O

C Proof of Theorem [4.1] — Antithetic Variance Decay

Our strategy to prove Theorem E] closely follows the approach in [17]. We bound E(||Y,, — Y,5||%) b
deriving appropriate difference equations of the antithetic average in ([24) and by bounding higher-order
remainder terms. We introduce the semi-discrete temporal fine discretizations YF.Qx {0,1/2,1,..., M —
o, M} — H via Yj = X,

V1o = r@ta) (VL + FT0t+ G Wi, + G(VhomWnx, ) (41)
and

Yf+1 =r(0tA) (yf+l/2 +F(Y +1/2)ot+G( +1/2) m+1/2 +G( erl/2) mt1/2Wm, Kf) (42)

Note that we have used A instead of Ay, as compared to Equations (@I and (#2)), hence v/ involves
temporal and noise discretization, but no spatial approximation. The corresponding antithetic fine semi-
discretizations Y* are defined analogously by replacing Ay, by A and Py, by I in ([22) and (23).

The next two auxiliary results establish a bound on vi—y/ ;
Lemma C.1. Let Assumptions[2] and hold. For any p € (0, 8] there is a constant C = C(p) >0
such that for all M,Ny, Ky € N and m = 0,Y/2,1,..., M — 1/2 there holds

(H a2 — T(OtAN, YfH )+E(H 12— (atANf)Y,gH;) <CM~"" (43)

Proof. We have by Equation (20), Lemma [B.l and Jensen’s inequality that

B (a2 = roram L)

< C (E([[r@tan,) Py, FGH[S ) + E ([[r@tAn, ) Py, GO 0mWic, I3 ))

0tAN, )P p
+CE ( wg(yhé)amwmﬂf >
H

2
< (E([FEhIf) o +E([GEDomW, ) + CE ([90500m Wi, ) -

The second part of Corollary [A:2] shows together with (I2)), Assumption ZA[(iii)] and Proposition Bl
that

(H F s~ r(0tAN,) YfH )= (o (1+ V2] + ot 2E (|6ODIT, i )
+ COE (|02 a0.an)
< Cot?E (1+||v4])
< Cot?/2,

For the last step we have used that E (HY,,J;HZI){) is uniformly bounded by Theorem The bound for
(HY 1jp — (Ot AN,V

ZI){) follows analogously. O
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Lemma C.2. Let Assumptions and [32 hold. Then, there is a constant C = C(p) > 0 such that for
all M,N;, Ky e N andm =0,Y2,1,..., M —1/2, M there holds

~ p p
]E(HY,{IHHQ +HY“ H) <c, forpe (0,8, and
~ 4 P ~
E(|v,-YI +|lve-v° <C(M™P+N;P 4+ K;P%) forpe (0,4
m m H m m H f f

Proof. We may represent f’,fl for any m =0,1/2,1,..., M — 1/2, M by the expansion

2m—1

f/f (OtA)Qij + Z (tA)2n—i (F( /2)0t+G( J/2) i2Wie, +6( J/2) i72Wj/2), Kf) (44)
7=0

This in turn shows with the first part of Lemma [B.I] Jensen’s inequality, and the second part of Corol-
lary for p € [2, 8] that

p

a) <€ B

2m—1
)+ 2 E([FO)
j=0
2m—1
+cY E(HG 7 ‘
=0

asU,H)
2m—1

P /21
+C JZ:% E (Hg ’m(m( u), " ‘a)) (2m)?=ot?
B (|5 ],.) +o Z (e ]5)

2m—1
]/2HHQ)

<C E(||Xo||”-a) ISR ]E(’
§=0
We have used Assumption Iﬂl and Proposition 3] to derive the second inequality. The discrete
Gronwall inequality now shows that

E (H?JLH’;) <C(1+E(I1Xol.)) < oo. (45)

p

B (|7

) (2m)P~Lot?

) (Qm)p/2—1 otP/?

IN

Thus, E (Hm”:{ ) < oo forall pe (0,8, and B (Hf/,;;

; ) < oo follows analogously.
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To show the second part, we use again ([44]) and repeat the above reasoning to find for p € [2,4] that

B ([t - o)

i) <cs (g

)+Oat Z (HF )~ F(Y/,)

2m—1
fy_ N s
+ ot JZ::O E (HG(Yj )~ G(V1,) amu,m)

2m—1
Cotl+p/2 E H v/ ‘P
+ C0 Z g(y, J/2 — 4l 3/2) Lus(LusU),H) (46)

2m—1
<O (E(|Py, - DXoll}) +0t 32 B (v, - Ta)
j=0

2m—1
~ p
Cot't7/2 N " E H v ‘ '
+ Z g(y, J/2 — 4l 3/2) Lus(LusU),H)

The second estimate follows since F' and G are Fréchet differentiable with globally bounded derivatives. To
bound the last term in ([46), we recall that G’ satisifies the linear growth bound derived in Proposition 31
to obtain by Holder’s inequality and (45])

S|P ! v

(Hg ir2) g<3@/2)‘£Hs<£Hs<u>,H>>§CE (e (1.5, 75, ) [0 = 9] ,)
S\
<OE<} J/2 YJ/2 ) ’

Assumption B2((iii)| implies that the semi-discrete approximation satisfies for p € [2,4] that
jot S

¢ (HY (%F) ¥

Together with the first part of Theorem and the strong error from Assumption this shows

~ p
vf
<Hg 3/2 g( 3/2) LHS(EHS(Z/{)vH)>
2p 12
L ) (47)

1/2
. 2p
=¢ E( fov (%) H> “E(HY(z) g

<C (atp/2 + N;7O +K;P") .

2p\ /2
) <C (atp/2 +K;pﬂ) .

Substituting [@T) back to ([@6) now yields with Assumption

E(HY,{—Y/,{;HZ) <C N7y Z IE(‘

2 — ]/QH )+atp/2 (atf’/2+N LK pﬂ)

pa p2B
<c ot + N7 4 K +DtZ]E(‘ Fy = WH )]
The claim for p € [2, 4] follows by applying the discrete Gronwall inequality, and the estimate for p € (0, 2)
is then obtained immediately by Hoélder’s inequality. O
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Lemma enables us to derive a difference equation on the fine approximation Y./ .
Proposition C.3. Let Assumptions and[3.2 hold. Then, for any m =0,..., M — 1 there holds that
V) = r(0tAn, ) Py, (Y + FV)AL+ GVE)A WK, + (VAW K, ) (48)
—r(0tAN, )2 PN, G(YE) (Omi1 /oW, @ 0mWi, — 0mWik, @ 0112Wk, )+, + OF

where =f,OF - Q — H are random variables such that
E(|[5I15) < Cot? (M- mine2) 4 N728 4 40),
E (0} |Fi,) =0 and E(|JOL[}) < Cot (M mn(ed 4 N727 4 7).

The constant C is independent of M, Ny and K;.

Proof. Assume for simplicity that Assumptions [24] and hold with « € [1,2]. Equations (2I) and (20
show that

V], =r®tAN,)? Py, (YL + FYH) At + G0, Wi, + (V)0 Wi k,)
1N, )P, (FOVL 3 )+ G L )01 o Wi, + GV 00 s Wi i, )
and by Equation (I9) we have
0 Wi i ; = A Win ic; — Omg1/2Wm k; — Omg12Wr; @ 0 Wik, — 0 Wi, @ 0011 0Wk,
Rearranging some terms yields

v/

1 =1(0tAN, )Py, (YL + FY)At+ GV AW WK, + GV, AW Wa k)
—r(0tAN,)* PN, G(Y) (0mi12WE, ® 0mWi, — 0 Wik, @ 0y11/2Wk,)

+r(0tAn, )Py, [F(Y L, ) = r(0tAN, ) Pr, F(Y,))]ot

+r(dtAn, )Py, [G(y,-,{ 11/2) — r(OtAN, )PNfG(y,-,i)} Vi1 Wi,

— 2r(0tAN, ) Pn,7(0tAN, ) PN, G (Y1) 0m Wi, @ 0yt oW,

+r(dtAn, )Py, [g(yg; 1) r(OtANf)PNfQ(Yh’i)} i1/ Won i, -

The first two lines in the above equation correspond to the first two terms on the right hand side in (8],
and we label the remaining terms via

I, = [F(Y] ., ) — r@tAn,) Py, F(V))]t,
I’ = [G(Yhi+1/2) — r(DtANf)PNfG(YW{)} Vt1/2Wk, — 2T(0tANf)PNfg(Y"{)0mWKf ® Vppg1/2Wk,
L, =[GV, ) = rEAN ) Py, G| 01 s W i
to obtain
V) =r(0tAN,)? Py, (YL + (YAt + GV AWk, + GV, A Wa k)

— r(0tAN,) 2PN, G(YE) (0mWic, @ 01 /o Wic, — Omyr 2 Wi, ® 0, Wi, ) (49)
+ r(0tAw, )Py, [T, + 11, + 111 |
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We split the first term 17, further into
W, = [PV, 0) = Fr@iAN, )Y + FrOtAn, V) = r@tAn, ) Py, F(VE)| ot = (15 +152) .

A first order Taylor expansion of I,fT’Ll then yields for some ¢!, € H

I'rfél = F(Y7£+1/2) - F(T(OtANf)Y“D
= P& (YL, s — r0tAN, V) (50)

=F'(&)r(otAn,) (FYDAt+ G0 Wk, + GV )0m Wik, ) -
As F,G and G are of linear growth and E(||Y,{||%,) < oc is uniformly bounded by Theorem [BH we have
U= =0 40l

where Zf:1, Of:1 : Q@ — H are random variables such that E(||Z£(|%) < Cot?, E(O/;' |F.,) = 0 and
E(||Of:1%,) < Cot holds for an independent constant C' > 0. To bound I%:2, we use first order Taylor

m

expansions around Y, and }77_{; to show that for some &2, E?,L € H there holds
1/ = F(r(dtAn,)Y,]) — r(d0tAn,) Py, F(Y,})

= F(Yf) + F'(€2) [r@tAn, )Y, = V| = r@tAn,) Py, F (V)

_ [1 - r(DtANf)PNf] FYD)+ F'(€2) [r(atANf) - 1} v!

= [1=r@tan,) Py, | (F) + F@)(Y - V) + F/(&2)[rotan,) - 1) (V4 + Y] - V).

(51)
Lemmas [B1] and thus show together with ITtems and in Assumption [2Z4] that
a —2a —4 a —2& —4
E(|[IL2|%) < C (at +ot? + N2 + K ﬂ) <C (ot + N7+ K; B) .
As ||r(0tAN, )Py, | c(ry < 1 by Lemma [B.1 this in turn shows that
r(tA, )Py, T, = r(otAn, ) P, (1! +152) ot = 251 + OF, (52)

where /.1, 0.1 : O — H are random variables such that for an independent C' > 0 there holds
—=£12 2 a —2a —48 f1 _ 1112 3
E(|=55) < oo (o + N2+ K *), B (04! |F,) =0 and E([O51]}) < Cot.
We expand the second term IIY, in [@J) via

H% = {G(Yni+1/2) — G(T(DtANf )er)} Dm+1/2WKf — 2T(DtANf )PNfg(Yn{)amWKf ® 0m+1/2WKf
+ [G(r(dtAN,)Y,) — r(0tAn, ) Pr, G(Y,E)] 0 2 Wi, (53)
= 15 11572,

We observe that E(IT/;' | F;, ) = 0 and obtain by a second order Taylor expansion of G around (3t Ay Y.
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that for some ¢! € H it holds
5! = G (r(ot Ay, YY) (YWC 2= (DtANf)Y,£> V12 Wi,

1
+iene ) (V1o = r@EAN YL, YL = rQEAN)Y) 0o Wk,
—2r(0tAn; )PNfg(YnJ;)DmWKf ® Vppg1/2Wk,

= G'(r(dotAn,)Y,))r(0tAn, )Py, (F(Y))ot + GY,))0mWk, + G(Y,L)00Win k) ¥mi12Wk,
2G”(§H) ( /2~ (OtANf)Y Ym+l/2 (OtANf)Y#i) 0m+1/2WKf
T(atANf )PNfG/(Yj)(PNfG(Y’ITfL)amWKf) m+l/2WKf
= G'(r(otAn,)Y,))r(0tAn, )Py, (F(Y1)0t + GV, )00 Wik, ) 0ms1/2 Wk,
1
G//(f ) (Y7£+1/2 (OtANf)Y Ym+1/2 (OtANf)YJL) om+1/2WKf
+ GI( (OtANf)Yhi) (T(OtANf)PNfG(Yn{)DmWKf) am+1/2WKf
— r(0tAN, ) Pn, G (Y1) (Pn, G(Y,1)0m Wik )0mi1 2 Wk,
~f1 ~f1  —~f1
=1, +1I, +1II,

m

The second identity follows by Proposition Bl since
G ) 0mWik, @ 0ny1/2Wi, = G (V) (Prn, GV ) 0m Wik, )0ms1/2 Wi, -

As F and G are of linear growth (see Proposition Bl) and G’ is bounded, it follows by the independence
of Yo, 9mWn i, and ,,41/2Wk ;, Lemma [A.Tl and Theorem 3.5 that

E <HTfanj{> <c(1+E(|Ivil5)) o < oo,

Similarly, Lemma [C.] yields with the boundedness of G” that
~f,1112 f 4 3
E HIIm HH < CE HY vj2 = (DtANf)YmHH ot < Cot?.

We use Taylor expansion to split the integrand in HI for some §HI € H into

G/ (r(otAn, )Y, (r(dtAn, ) P, G, 1) 0 Wk, ) — r(0tAn, )Py, G (Y,])(Pn, G(Y,])0m Wk, )
= [G'(r(otAn,)Y)) — G'(YV,])] (r(0tAn, ) PN, G(Y,[ )0, Wk, )
+G'(YV]) (r(otAn, ) Py, GV, )0 Wk, ) — G (V1) (Pn, G(Y,])0, Wk,)
+ G (V) (P, G0 Wk,) — r(0tAn, ) Pn, G (Y1) (P, G, )0 Wk, )
= G"(EM [(r(dtAn,) — DY, r(0tAn, ) Py, G(Y] )0 Wi, ]
+G'(YV]) [(r(dtAn,) — I)Pn, G(Y,])0,, Wk, |
+ (I —r(0tAn, )Py, )G (V1) (PN, G(Y,1)0,Wk,).
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We then use Assumption 24[(iii)] together with Corollary and Theorem [3.5] to estimate

2
) ot
Lus(U,H)

(U

(} i H ) <3E <HG”(§},{I) [(r(dtAy,) _I)Yg;',r(otANf)PNfG(YJL)amWKf}}

+3E (||G’(Yn{) [(r(tAn,) — I) Py, G(Y)0,m Wi, ] Himu,m)
+3E (|[(1 = r@tAn, )Py, )G (V) (P, GO 0w Wie 2, iy ) O

<CE (Iltr(@tAn,) = DYLI% | (r0tAN, ) Pr, G0 Wik, ) [57) 2t
+CE (|| (r(0tAn,) - DPy, G5 ) ot

+ CE (|| (r(0tAn, )Py, = DG/ GO Wi, ) ot

Yj HLHﬁHsZ/{H ‘

<CE ([(r(otAn,) = 1) Y,g;'||‘;) E ([[r@tAn, ) Pr, GO0 Wic, || ot
(
(

<CE (H(r(btANf) — DL +Y - ?“DHH) e

+ CE (||(r(dtAn, )P, — I)G(Y,] ot?

e

+CE H r(otAn, )Py, — )G'( vl HL (H,LusU,H)) ) (HG amWKfHH) ot

(r(0tAn, )Py, = I)(G(Y,]) + G(Y]) - G(Yf))’ Las(U, H>> o

/2
CE tAn, )Py, — DG (VL) + G (V) - G'(Y) :
+ (H © Nf) Ny NG (V) + G (V) — (Y ))Hg(HLHs(UH)) o

+om(

In the last step we have used that G is of linear growth together with Theorem
Assumption Z4I[(iv)| together with Lemmas [B.1l and then yields

e (], )

A\ 2 ST
< Cot? <E< (r(otANf)—I)YJ1HH> +E<HYJL—YT{;HH) )

+ Cot? (E( ’ >+]E<‘ >)
Lus(U,H) Lus(U,H)
ot (& (o) = 06Ty ) 2 (00T ) )

o4\ /2
e
m m H

(r(otAn,) = NG|

awf)-aw)|

< Cot? (at"‘ + N;Z’a) E (’ v

+HGYf‘

+ e
m £(

Lus(U,H) He Lys(U,H®))

< Cot? (Dt"‘ + N7 K;‘*B) .

Thus, we obtain for IT£:! : @ — H that E(ITF,,.) = 0 and E(||II5;12) < Cot2 (Dta + N2 K;“").
For the remaining term IT/:? in  (53), we have that E(IT/;?|F;, ) = 0. Morever, with the It6 isometry
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and analogous calculations as in (50) and (GBIl we obtain the bound
» 2
E(I12)1) = E (|| GO @tAN, V) = r@tAn, ) P, GO 01 2 Wi, || )
< Cot (ot + N7+ K.

To bound the last term ITI/, in @3), we first observe again that E(ITI/ |F,,) = 0. We further use the
BDG inequality in Lemma [A.1] to obtain for some ¢L!1 21 ¢ [ that

e (|utf ) =5 (][00 01100 = rotan ) P, 0] B oW [,

<CE (Hg m+1/2) (OtANf)PNfg(Yf)} £H5(L1(u),H)> tz
2
SCE <Hg Vi) = g(T(DtANf)PNfY“D‘ Lus(L1(U) H)> :
+ CE (|90t An, ) Py, Vi) = SO, v ) OF

+CE ([|G(h) = r@tAN )Py, GO v i) OF

G eV, -

<cs (

r(otAn, )Y, )‘

) ot?
Lus(L1(U),H)

2
+CE (Hg’(gf,fn)(l — r(atANf))Y,,{HﬁHS(El(M))H)) ot?

2
+CE (H —y DtANf))g(Yh’i)||£HS(£1(M)7H)) o2,
~ 1
Holder’s inequality, Proposition B.1] and now show with similar calculations as for IH{n that
2 1/2 4 /2

f 1,111 )4 r f 2

E (HIH’”HH) <CE (1 + ||&m HH) E O Yo i (atANf)YmHH) ot
a4\ Y2 . - 4\ /2

+CE (1 + Hg?,;IHHH) E (H(I —r(0tAn,)) (YL + Y, - Y"{)HH> ot

t2

+CE (H(I — r(0tAn,)) (g(fﬁﬁ) +G(Y) - g(yf))‘

Las(L1 (W), H))
<Cot? (at"‘ + N7 Kf“‘ﬂ) .

A similar result to Proposition [C.3] also holds for the antithetic fine approx1mat10n Ye.
Corollary C.4. Let Assumptions[2.4] and[3.2 hold. Then, for any m =0,..., M — 1 there holds that
o = r(0tAN,)*Pr, (Y + F(Y)AL+ G, A Wk, + G0 AWk ;)
+ T(OtANf)2PNfg(Y7Z) (am+1/2WKf & omWKf - omWKf & oerl/QWKf) (54)
+ =0+ 05,
where Z%,,0% Q0 — H are random variables such that
E (||E‘;n||§1) < Cot? (M’ min(e2) N2 4 K*‘“’) ,
E (0% |Fi,) =0 and E (||0 ||H) < oot (M min(@,2) | N2 K;‘*B) .

The constant C' is independent of 6t = T/2m, Ny and K.
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Proof. Equations [22]) and (23) show that
Ve =r(dtAN, )* Py, (Y2 + F(Y2) AL+ GV, ) AWk, + GV, ) A Wa k)
+r(®tAN,)* PN, G(Y,2) (Omi1/2Wk, @0mWik, — 0 Wk, @ 0,11 /2Wk,)
+ ’I”(atANf)PNf [I% + IIZl + ngn] ,

where sign change in the third line is due to the swapping of the increments 0,,,1,/2Wk, and 6, Wk, in
the antithetic estimator. The remainder terms are given by

I = [F (Y1 2) — r(0tAN, ) Py, F(Y0)]0t,
H;ln = [G(Y7?L+1/2) — T(DtANf)PNfG(Y#l)} DmWKf — 2T(DtANf)PNfg(Y#l)Dm_,_l/gWKf X amWKf,
e, .= [g(ynf ) r(atANf)PNfg(y,;)] O Won i, -
The claim follows analogously to Proposition O

Proposition and Corollary are now combined to derive a similar difference equation for the
(antithetic) average Y, := 1/2(Y.f +Y,%) for m =0,..., M.

Proposition C.5. Let Assumptions[2.] and[32. Then, for any m =0,..., M — 1 there holds that
Yins1 =r(0tAN,)*Prn; (Yin + F(Y )AL+ GV ) AWk, + GV ) AW k) + Zm + Om,
where Sy, Om : Q@ — H are random variables such that
E(|Enll};) < cae (pmine) 4 N725 4 g 40),
E(On|Fi,) =0 and E(|[On]}) < CAt (Mm@ 4 N723 4 g 47).
The constant C' is independent of At = T/m, Ny and K.
Proof. Lemma [C.3] and Corollary [C.4] show that

Ym+1 = T(DtANf) PNf (Y + F( )At + G( )AmWKf + g(vm)AmeJ{f)

+r(dtAn,)* Py, (w - F(?m)> At

G(Y})+G(Vn)

+ ’I”(atANf )QPNf ( — G(?m)) AmWKf

2
GY&)+gve _
+ T(DtANf )QPNf (% _ g(ym)> Ame,Kf
r(dtAyn,)?P
w (Q(Yn%) - Q(Yn{)) (Dm+1/2WKf @0 Wk, =0 Wk, ® am+1/2WKf)

1
+5 (2, + 2% + 0f, + 0%)
= r(0tAN, )’ P, (Vi + F¥ ) At + GV ) AWk, + GV i) AW k)
— _ __ __ 1 .
L+ Tl + T, + TV, + 5 (2l +=%, + 0}, +0%)

__ To bound the first term I,., we use a second order Taylor expansion of F around Y, together with
Y = 3(Y,L +Y2) to obtain for some &/, €% € H

FOD PV gy FE)-FG) s v iy
5 m | 4 m ms tm m

_ F”(é‘j ) F”(ga )( Ya Yf Ya)

16 m)Tm m/°
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Assumption and the triangle inequality further show that
a|l? 4 2 —4a —48
E ([ - Yillz) < CE (I = X(tmlly,) < € (082 + N7 *% 4+ K47).

We then use the global bound on F” and Jensen’s inequality together with Assumption to derive
. F(Y])+ F(yse - P
E(|Tn}) <E <H VD+HEVR) ) AP
H

2
< CE(||Y) — X(mAt) + X (mAt) — Ve[t ) A2
(I = X(mae) + X (man) - [,

< CAP (At2 + N7 Kf*‘”) .

We observe that E(IL,, | F:,,) = 0 holds for the second term, and arrive with It6’s isometry and similar
calculations as for I, at

E(|Tall},) < CAt (A2 + N7 4 K 4).

For the next, we first note that E(IL,,| 7;,,) = 0. To bound III,, in mean-square, we use Proposi-
tion B0 and first order expansion of G to obtain for some &/, €2 € H

G(vh) +G(Vs) _9E)—GE) sy, - TE) &)
2 " 4

Y/ —ve).
2 (Y —Y5)

—G(Ym)

m

Since the intermediate points E,{T,E,‘}n € H are convex combinations of Y,J and Y,2 there holds by
Lemma [AJ] Proposition 3.1l and Theorem

B (I < o2 (@@ - @it v, ) 4
< CE((1+ VA + vl IV - vally) o
< (|vh - val) " o
< AP (At + N7 4 K;w)
< CAt (AL + AN + ALK )
< CAL(A# + N 4 K47,

where we have used Young’s inequality for the final estimate. o
As G is of linear growth by Proposition Bl we obtain analogously that E(IV,,| F;, ) = 0 and

E(|[TVn]l},) < CAt (A2 + N7 4 K4

The dominating remainder terms in the expansion of Y,,;1 are thus =/ =2 OJ 02 and the claim

—m> —m> m?

follows from Proposition and Corollary O

We are now ready to proof our main result.
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Proof of Theorem [[-1} Define €p 41 := Y py1 — Ymle for any m = 0,..., M —1 and assume again without
loss of generality that a € [1,2]. By Proposition [C.H it holds that
em+1 = r(0AN, )Y — 1(AtAN)Y

+ (T(DtANf) Pn,F(Y ) — r(AtAN)PNF(Y))) At
+ (r(dtAn,)*Pn,G(Y 1) — r(AtAN)PNG(YS)) AWk,
+ (r(tAN,)*Pn,G(Y 1) — r(AtAN)PNG(YS)) Ay Win ks (55)
+r(AtAN)PNG (Y, ) (A Wk, — A War)
+ 1(AtAN)PNG (V) (AW i, — A Win i)
+Em +On,
We now re-iterate the representation of Y ,,, and Y,$ to obtain

Cm+1 = T(DtANf)2m70 — T(AtAN)mch

+y ((atANf)2<m-j+l>PNfF(7j) - r(AtAN)m-J‘HPNF(y;)) At
7=0

+Z( (0tAn, )23t Py G(T;) —r(AtAN)’”‘j“PNG(YjC)) AW,
7=0

+
AMS

<
Il
o

( (OtAN ) m- j+1)PNfQ(7j) - T(AtAN)m_j—i_lPNg(ijc)) Aij)Kf

+
s

<
Il
o

T(AtAN)m_j—’_lPNG(Y}C)(AjWKf — AJWM)

+
s

<
Il
o

r(tAN)" T PNG (YN (AW i, — AjWin k)

+ T(OtANf)%nij)(Ej -‘1-6])

INNgE

1[]= ~

=1+ I + II; + IV, + V; + VI + r(dtAy, )2U"D(E; + O;).

(=)

Jj=

The first term I is bounded Lemma B and Assumption since Xo € L3(, H*) b
(||1||H) < 3E (|| r(dtAy, )" T(AtANf)m)?onif) +3E (HT(AtANf)m - r(AtAN)m)YOHiI)
+3E (|[r(atAn)" (Vo - Y3 )
< CE (||(r(@tAn, )™ = r(AtAx, )™ Px, Xo|3;)
+ CE (|| (r(AtAw, )™ = r(AtAN)™) Py, Xo|[3;)
e (]E (HPNfXO _ XOH;‘;) +E (||X0 - PNX0|\§I))
<C (M“" + N—%) .

To bound the terms II;, we define the semi-discrete averages 57'] = % (gf + lN/J“) for j=0,...,m. We
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then obtain for any j = 0,...,n by a first order Taylor expansion for some {Nj, &5 € H that

I, = (r(atANf)2(m_j+1)PNf - r(AtANf)m_jHPNf) (F(? ) — F(Y) + F( J)) At
+ (r(AtAy, )" Py, — r(AtAy)™ T PY) (F(?j) )
+ r(AtAN)" I Py (F(Y ) — F(Y)S)) At
= (r(tAN, )" Py, — r(AtAy,)" T Py, ) (F'@j)(?j V) + F(Y;)) At
+ (r(AtAN, )" Py, — r(AtAN) I PY) (FUE)(T5 - T) + F(T) A
+ r(AtAN)™ I Py (F/(E)(Y; = Y))) At

Lemmas [B.1] and then show together with Assumption that
E(I)3) < cArE (HE - ?JHTH)
L COAE < (r(atANf)Q(m*j“)PNf - T(AtANf)m*HlPNf) F(fg)Hj{)
+ CAE < (r(AtAN, )™ 71 Py, — Sy, ((m — j + 1)At)) F(fg)HZ)
el

< CAPE (AL + N7 4 K4 4 (At + NPT e + lleslly)

+ CAtQE ( (S’Nf((m - j + 1)At) — T‘(AtAN)m_j+1PN) F(i;])

< CAP (M‘O‘ +N; P4 K Y 4 E (||ej||H)) .
By Lemma [AJ] and with similar calculations as for II},, we further obtain
2 2 —a _2a - 2
E (i3, ) + E (I0v13,) < cat (M= + N7+ K77+ E (llegl))

The fifth term V; is bounded by Corollary [A2] and Theorem B.5] via

Ky Ky
E (V%) = ME (|G, ) S m<OAE (14 [YE5) 3 0y < Catr,
j=K+1 j=K+1

where we have used that n; = O(;~(179)=28) for arbitrary small € > 0 in the last step, cf. Remark B3]
Similarly, Lemma [A1] Proposition 3.1l and Theorem [3.5] show that

Ky
Z 77] < CALPK—4,
j=K+1

E(IVLI% ) < CAPE (|90, c0 .m)

Now we finally observe that E (Z |F;) = 0 for Z € {Ill;,...,VI;} and every j = 0,...,n, and thus
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obtain with the estimates on I,1I;, ..., VI; that
m 2
E (llem1l) < CE(I1%) + cm | S (Im1%) +E (5],
j=1
w —= 12
+o Y (B (I3 ) + & (1v,i5) +E (1v05) +E (IV515) +E (05115
j=1

<C M+ N2 4 At Y M 4N 4 K% 1 E (|\ej||§{)

j=1

The claim now follows by the discrete Gréonwall inequality. O

D Proof of Theorem [5.3] — Multilevel Monte Carlo Complexity

Proof of Theorem[53 Fix £ =1,..., L. By Theorem 1] and ([28) there holds that

_ 2 . . .
max E (Han - Y,;;“HH> <O (MNP 4 NS 4+ K ) = oMy,

m=0,...,

Now let /X and Y*% denote the fine approximation and its antithetic counterpart, respectively, on the
finest level L. The bias of the MLMC estimator is then bounded due to Assumption IB:[I by

|E (U(X7) —TL)| < CM; .

Using a first order Taylor expansion of ¥ € CZ(H,R) around 75\4 and Theorem [£.1] shows that for some
&ht ¢af ¢ H the variance decay on each level may be bounded by

T 1 a Cc,t— 2
Var(W, — Wi ;) < JE <(\1:(YAJ;f) + (V) - zq/(nyﬂl)) )
2
¢ c,— \Iﬂ(é‘fﬂ) £t \Ij/(gal) al
<E <<\IJ(YMZ) — (v + —— (W -V ) + —5— (Vi - V)
2
)

Finally, Assumption IEI yields a cost per sample of T given by C; < CM;JW. As M, = My2¢, [15,
Theorem 2.1] yields the claim.

< CE (H?‘;J - v

< CM[ min(e,2) .

O

References

[1] R. Anton, D. Cohen, S. Larsson, and X. Wang. Full discretization of semilinear stochastic wave
equations driven by multiplicative noise. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 54(2):1093-1119,
2016.

[2] A. Barth. A finite element method for martingale-driven stochastic partial differential equations.
Communications on Stochastic Analysis, 4(3):355-375, 2010.

33



3]

[10]

[11]

[12]

A. Barth and F. E. Benth. The forward dynamics in energy markets — infinite-dimensional mod-
elling and simulation. Stochastics: An International Journal of Probability and Stochastic Processes,
86(6):932-966, 2014.

A. Barth and A. Lang. Milstein approximation for advection-diffusion equations driven by multi-
plicative noncontinuous martingale noises. Applied Mathematics and Optimization, 66(3):387-413,
2012.

A. Barth and A. Lang. Multilevel Monte Carlo method with applications to stochastic partial differ-
ential equations. International Journal of Computer Mathematics, 89(18):2479-2498, 2012.

A. Barth, A. Lang, and C. Schwab. Multilevel Monte Carlo method for parabolic stochastic partial
differential equations. BIT Numerical Mathematics, 53(1):3-27, 2013.

A. Barth and A. Stein. Approximation and simulation of infinite-dimensional Lévy processes. Stochas-
tics and Partial Differential Equations: Analysis and Computations, 6(2):286-334, 2018.

A. Barth and A. Stein. Stochastic transport with Lévy noise — Fully discrete numerical approximation.
arXiw preprint arXiw:1910.14657, 2019.

A. Barth and T. Stiiwe. Weak convergence of Galerkin approximations of stochastic partial differential
equations driven by additive Lévy noise. Mathematics and Computers in Simulation, 143:215-225,
2018.

F. E. Benth and S. Koekebakker. Stochastic modeling of financial electricity contracts. FEnergy
Economics, 30(3):1116-1157, 2008.

A. Bonito and J. Pasciak. Numerical approximation of fractional powers of elliptic operators. Math-
ematics of Computation, 84(295):2083-2110, 2015.

R. Carmona and M. R. Tehranchi. Interest Rate Models: An Infinite Dimensional Stochastic Analysis
Perspective. Springer Science & Business Media, 2007.

A. Debussche and J. Printems. Weak order for the discretization of the stochastic heat equation.
Mathematics of Computation, 78(266):845-863, 2009.

T. Dunst, E. Hausenblas, and A. Prohl. Approximate Euler method for parabolic stochastic par-
tial differential equations driven by space-time Lévy noise. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis,
50(6):2873-2896, 2012.

M. B. Giles. Multilevel Monte Carlo methods. Acta Numerica, 24:259-328, 2015.

M. B. Giles and C. Reisinger. Stochastic finite differences and multilevel Monte Carlo for a class of
spdes in finance. STAM Journal on Financial Mathematics, 3(1):572-592, 2012.

M. B. Giles and L. Szpruch. Antithetic multilevel Monte Carlo estimation for multi-dimensional
SDEs without Lévy area simulation. The Annals of Applied Probability, 24(4):1585-1620, 2014.

D. S. Grebenkov and B.-T. Nguyen. Geometrical structure of Laplacian eigenfunctions. SIAM Review,
55(4):601-667, 2013.

I. Gyongy, S. Sabanis, and D. Siska. Convergence of tamed Euler schemes for a class of stochastic
evolution equations. Stochastics and Partial Differential Equations: Analysis and Computations,

4(2):225-245, 2016.

E. Hausenblas and J. Seidler. Stochastic convolutions driven by martingales: maximal inequalities
and exponential integrability. Stochastic Analysis and Applications, 26(1):98-119, 2007.

34



21]

[22]

[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

29]

30]

[31]

32]

A. Jentzen and P. E. Kloeden. The numerical approximation of stochastic partial differential equa-
tions. Milan Journal of Mathematics, 77(1):205-244, 2009.

P. E. Kloeden, G. J. Lord, A. Neuenkirch, and T. Shardlow. The exponential integrator scheme
for stochastic partial differential equations: Pathwise error bounds. Journal of Computational and
Applied Mathematics, 235(5):1245-1260, 2011.

M. Kovacs, S. Larsson, and F. Lindgren. On the backward Euler approximation of the stochastic
Allen-Cahn equation. Journal of Applied Probability, 52(2):323-338, 2015.

M. Kovacs, F. Lindner, and R. L. Schilling. Weak convergence of finite element approximations of
linear stochastic evolution equations with additive Lévy noise. SIAM/ASA Journal on Uncertainty
Quantification, 3(1):1159-1199, 2015.

R. Kruse. Strong and Weak Approximation of Semilinear Stochastic Evolution Equations. Springer,
2014.

A. Lang. A note on the importance of weak convergence rates for spde approximations in multilevel
Monte Carlo schemes. In Monte Carlo and Quasi-Monte Carlo Methods: MCQMC, Leuven, Belgium,
April 2014, pages 489-505. Springer, 2016.

D. H. Nguyen, N. N. Nguyen, and G. Yin. Analysis of a spatially inhomogeneous stochastic partial
differential equation epidemic model. Journal of Applied Probability, 57(2):613-636, 2020.

C. Pang and X. Wang. Antithetic multilevel Monte Carlo method for approximations of SDEs with
non-globally lipschitz continuous coefficients. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.12992, 2023.

A. Pazy. Semigroups of Linear Operators and Applications to Partial Differential Equations, vol-
ume 44. Springer Science & Business Media, Applied Mathematical Sciences, 2 edition, 1983.

S. Peszat and J. Zabczyk. Stochastic Partial Differential Equations with Lévy Noise. Cambridge
University Press, 2007.

C. Prévot and M. Rockner. A Concise Course on Stochastic Partial Differential Equations. Springer,
2007.

V. Thomée. Galerkin Finite Element Methods for Parabolic Problems, volume 25. Springer Science
& Business Media, 2007.

35



	Introduction
	Contributions
	Outline

	Preliminaries
	Basic Notation
	Hilbert-Schmidt Operators and RKHS
	Martingales on Hilbert Spaces
	Wiener Process on a Hilbert Space
	Stochastic Partial Differential Equations

	Pathwise Approximations
	Spatial Discretization
	Noise Approximation
	Time Stepping

	Antithetic Multilevel Monte Carlo-Milstein Scheme
	Multilevel Monte Carlo Approximation
	Numerics
	Conclusions
	Itô Isometry and Burkholder-Davis-Gundy Inequalities
	Proofs of Section 3
	Proof of Theorem 4.1 – Antithetic Variance Decay
	Proof of Theorem 5.3 – Multilevel Monte Carlo Complexity 
	References

