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Abstract. We propose and analyze a general goal-oriented adaptive strategy for ap-
proximating quantities of interest (QoIs) associated with solutions to linear elliptic partial
differential equations with random inputs. The QoIs are represented by bounded linear
or continuously Gâteaux differentiable nonlinear goal functionals, and the approxima-
tions are computed using the sparse grid stochastic collocation finite element method
(SC-FEM). The proposed adaptive strategy relies on novel reliable a posteriori estimates
of the errors in approximating QoIs. One of the key features of our error estimation ap-
proach is the introduction of a correction term into the approximation of QoIs in order
to compensate for the lack of (global) Galerkin orthogonality in the SC-FEM setting.
Computational results generated using the proposed adaptive algorithm are presented
in the paper for representative elliptic problems with affine and nonaffine parametric
coefficient dependence and for a range of linear and nonlinear goal functionals.

1. Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) with uncertain inputs are ubiquitous in the math-
ematical modelling of real-life phenomena and in predictive numerical simulations. Prac-
tical simulation scenarios often target certain quantities of interest (QoIs)—specific (and
usually localized) features of the solution to a PDE, e.g., pointwise values of the solution
or its fluxes across parts of the computational domain boundary. In these scenarios, QoIs
are represented by functionals of the solution to the underlying PDE with parametric
uncertainty.

High-fidelity numerical solutions to parametric PDEs are infeasible to compute in many
realistic applications. Conversely, so-called surrogate approximations that are functions
of the (stochastic) parameters are not only effective in approximating the input-output
map but can also be used to estimate a wide range of QoIs. However, surrogate ap-
proximations introduce numerical errors that need to be accounted for when estimating
QoIs. In this work we address the reliable control of errors in computing QoIs from sur-
rogate approximations of solutions to parameteric PDEs and systematic approaches to
reduce those errors via adaptive algorithms. In this context, the aspects of so-called goal-
oriented a posteriori error estimation and error control were studied in [10] for generic
surrogate approximations of solutions to parametric PDEs, in [1] for stochastic collocation
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approximations, and in [23, 11, 5, 6] for surrogate approximations obtained via stochastic
Galerkin finite element methods.

In this paper, we focus on one particular type of surrogates—the sparse grid stochas-
tic collocation finite element approximations that combine sparse grid interpolation in
the parameter domain with finite element discretization in the physical (spatial) domain.
In [1], the authors design a goal-oriented adaptive algorithm for the stochastic collocation
finite element method (SC-FEM) to approximate linear QoIs derived from the solution
to the advection-diffusion problem with uncertain diffusion coefficient, velocity field, and
the source term. In that work, the errors in the corresponding linear functionals are ap-
proximated by sampling the finite element error estimates at collocation points, and the
associated error indicators are used to guide the adaptive algorithm. In the present paper,
we aim at approximating QoIs represented by linear and nonlinear goal functionals by
applying the SC-FEM to the underlying model PDE problem with uncertain inputs. We
build upon the a posteriori error analysis in [9, 7] and use the duality technique in the
spirit of [26, 17] to derive, for the first time to the best of our knowledge, reliable a poste-
riori estimates for the error in approximating QoIs within the SC-FEM framework. The
obtained error estimates are written in terms of spatial and parametric error indicators
(for the primal and dual solutions) that guide refinements of finite element approximations
and sparse grids in the proposed goal-oriented adaptive algorithm.

There are two distinctive features in our goal-oriented error estimation approach.
Firstly, we introduce a ‘correction term’ into the approximation of the QoI whose role
is to compensate for the lack of (global) Galerkin orthogonality in the SC-FEM setting.
Our numerical experiments show that the correction term has a stabilizing effect on the
decay of errors in the goal functional, so that these errors decay with approximately the
same rate as (computable) goal-oriented error estimates. Secondly, we develop a sys-
tematic approach to the error estimation for a large class of goal functionals, including
bounded linear and continuously Gâteaux differentiable nonlinear functionals.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we introduce the model problem and
recast it in a weak form using samplewise and combined spatial-parametric formulations.
Section 3 recalls the main ideas of the sparse grid stochastic collocation, its combination
with finite element approximations, as well as the a posteriori error estimation strategy
for SC-FEM as developed in [9]. In section 4, we consider a special case of bounded
linear goal functionals, for which we develop a goal-oriented error estimation strategy and
design the associated adaptive algorithm. Then, in section 5, we show how this error
estimation strategy extends to a larger class of (possibly nonlinear) goal functionals and
propose the corresponding modifications to the previously designed adaptive algorithm.
Computational results generated using the proposed adaptive procedure for representative
elliptic problems with affine and nonaffine parametric coefficient dependence and for a
range of linear and nonlinear goal functionals are discussed in section 6.

2. Problem formulation

Let D ⊂ R2 be a bounded Lipschitz domain with polygonal boundary ∂D. Let Γ :=
Γ1 × Γ2 . . . × ΓM denote the parameter domain in RM , where M ∈ N and each Γm

(m = 1, . . . ,M) is a bounded interval in R. For simplicity of the presentation, and
without loss of generality, we assume that Γ1 = Γ2 = . . . = ΓM = [−1, 1]. We introduce
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a probability measure π(y) :=
∏M

m=1 πm(ym) on (Γ,B(Γ)); here, πm denotes a Borel
probability measure on Γm (m = 1, . . . ,M) and B(Γ) is the Borel σ-algebra on Γ.

We consider the following parametric model problem: find u : D × Γ → R satisfying
−∇ · (a(x,y)∇u(x,y)) = f(x), x ∈ D,

u(x,y) = 0, x ∈ ∂D
(1)

π-almost everywhere on Γ (i.e., almost surely). Here, the function f ∈ H−1(D) rep-
resents a deterministic forcing term, and the coefficient a(x,y) is a random field on
(Γ,B(Γ), π) over L∞(D) that is bounded away from zero and infinity, i.e., there exist
constants amin, amax such that

0 < amin ⩽ ess inf
x∈D

a(x,y) ⩽ ess sup
x∈D

a(x,y) ⩽ amax < ∞ π-a.e. on Γ. (2)

The parametric problem (1) can be understood in a weak sense by viewing the solution
as a map u : Γ → H1

0 (D) =: X. For π-almost all ȳ ∈ Γ, this yields the following
samplewise weak formulation: find uȳ(x) := u(x, ȳ) ∈ X such that

Bȳ(uȳ, v) = F (v) ∀ v ∈ X, (3)

where

Bȳ(u, v) :=

∫
D

a(x, ȳ)∇u(x) · ∇v(x)dx, F (v) :=

∫
D

f(x)v(x)dx. (4)

The assumptions on a and f guarantee the well-posedness of (3) by the Lax–Milgram
lemma, and the parametric problem (1) admits a unique weak solution u in the Bochner
space Lp

π(Γ;X) for any p ∈ [1,∞]; see [2, Lemma 1.1] for details. The variational formu-
lations as in (3) are utilized in the context of sampling methods (e.g., Monte Carlo or
stochastic collocation) where they are discretized using, e.g., the finite element method.
On the other hand, one can exploit the fact that u : Γ → X is an element of the Bochner
space L2

π(Γ;X) yielding the following combined spatial-parametric weak formulation: find
u ∈ V := L2

π(Γ;X) such that

B(u, v) = F(v) ∀ v ∈ V, (5)

where

B(u, v) :=

∫
Γ

∫
D

a(x,y)∇u(x,y) ·∇v(x,y)dxdπ(y), F(v) :=

∫
Γ

∫
D

f(x)v(x,y)dxdπ(y).

We note that the bilinear form B induces the energy norm defined by ||| v ||| :=
(
B(v, v)

)1/2,
and the following norm equivalence holds due to assumption (2):

a
1/2
min ∥v∥ ≤ ||| v ||| ≤ a1/2max ∥v∥ ∀ v ∈ V, (6)

where ∥ · ∥ denotes the standard norm in the Bochner space V = L2
π(Γ;X). The well-

posedness of (5) follows again by the Lax–Milgram lemma. The variational formulation
in (5) is the starting point for approximating the parametric solution to (1) using the
stochastic Galerkin FEM.

In this work, rather than approximating the solution u ∈ V, we aim at the numerical
approximation of the functional value Q(u), where Q : V → R is a continuous goal functi-
onal. Specifically, given a continuous functional Q : X → R, we introduce the quantity of
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interest Q(u(·,y)) for π-almost all y ∈ Γ and consider the goal functional Q defined by

Q(v) :=

∫
Γ

Q(v(·,y)) dπ(y) for all v ∈ V. (7)

Thus, Q(u) is the mean value of the quantity of interest Q(u) derived from the solution u
to problem (1). In practice, Q(u) can represent a range of linear and nonlinear quantities
of interest, for example, the average of the solution, or the average of the associated
convection term (u, u) · ∇u, across a spatial subdomain, or a pointwise estimate. In
particular, through nonlinear Q, the goal functional Q can represent second and further
moments of such quantities of interest as the average of the solution, or its flux, over a
subdomain.

3. Stochastic collocation finite element method

Our goal-oriented adaptive algorithm for approximating Q(u) will employ the sparse
grid stochastic collocation finite element method. In this section, we recall the main ideas
of SC-FEM, including the construction of the underlying approximation spaces and the
associated a posteriori error analysis. For the latter, we follow the approach (and the
notation) presented in [9, 7].

3.1. Spatial discretization and mesh refinement. Let T• be a mesh on the spatial
domain D (i.e., a conforming triangulation of D into compact non-degenerate triangles
T ), and let N• denote the set of vertices of T•. For the numerical solution of (3), we
employ the space X• of continuous piecewise linear functions,

X• := S1
0 (T•) := {v ∈ X : v|T is affine for all T ∈ T•} ⊂ X = H1

0 (D).

The standard basis of X• is given by {φ•,ξ : ξ ∈ N• \ ∂D}, where φ•,ξ denotes the hat
function associated with the vertex ξ ∈ N•.

For mesh refinement, we employ newest vertex bisection (NVB); see, e.g., [28, 20]. We
assume that any mesh T• employed for the spatial discretization is obtained by (uniform
or local) NVB refinement(s) of a given (coarse) initial mesh T0. The finite element space
associated with T0 is denoted by X0 := S1

0 (T0).
Let T̂• be the mesh obtained by uniform refinement of T• (i.e., all elements of T• are

refined by three bisections). Then, N̂• denotes the set of vertices of T̂•, and N+
• :=

(N̂•\N•)\∂D is the set of new interior vertices created by this refinement of T•. The finite
element space associated with T̂• is denoted as X̂• := S1

0 (T̂•), and {φ̂•,ξ : ξ ∈ N̂•\∂D} is the
corresponding basis of hat functions. Let Y• be the approximation space associated with
the set N+

• of newly introduced nodes (edge midpoints), i.e., Y• := span{φ̂•,ξ : ξ ∈ N+
• }.

Then, the following decomposition holds: X̂• = X• ⊕ Y•. For a set of marked nodes
M• ⊆ N+

• , we will call the routine refine(T•,M•) to generate a mesh T◦—the coarsest
NVB refinement of T• such that M• ⊂ N◦, i.e., all marked nodes are vertices of T◦.

For a fixed point ȳ ∈ Γ, we denote by u•ȳ ∈ X• the Galerkin finite element approxima-
tion satisfying

Bȳ(u•ȳ, v) = F (v) ∀v ∈ X•. (8)

The enhanced Galerkin approximation satisfying (8) for all v ∈ X̂• is denoted by û•ȳ ∈ X̂•.
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3.2. Sparse grid collocation and parametric enrichment. In the context of the
numerical solution of high-dimensional parametric problems, the state-of-the-art stochas-
tic collocation methods employ the nodes of sparse grids as collocation points ȳ in the
parameter domain Γ.

In the sparse grid SC-FEM, the parametric approximation is associated with a mono-
tone (or, downward-closed) finite set Λ• ⊂ NM of multi-indices, where Λ• = {ν =
(ν1, . . . , νM) : νm ∈ N, ∀m = 1, . . . ,M} is such that #Λ• < ∞. Each component
νm (m = 1, . . . ,M) of the multi-index ν ∈ Λ• corresponds to a set Yκ(νm)

m of κ(νm) points
along the mth coordinate axis in RM , where κ : N0 → N0 is a strictly increasing function
satisfying κ(0) = 0, κ(1) = 1. Crucially, all sets Yκ(νm)

m come from the same family of
nested sets of 1D nodes on [−1, 1]; examples of such node sets include Leja points and
Clenshaw–Curtis quadrature points (one has κ(i) = i for Leja points and κ(i) = 2i−1 +1,
i > 1 for Clenshaw–Curtis nodes with the doubling rule). Then, the associated sparse
grid Y• = YΛ• of collocation points on Γ is given by

YΛ• :=
⋃

ν∈Λ•

Y (ν) =
⋃

ν∈Λ•

Yκ(ν1)
1 × Yκ(ν2)

2 × . . .× Yκ(νM )
M .

Given a sparse grid Y• of collocation points in Γ, the SC-FEM approximation of the
solution u to parametric problem (1) is constructed as the Lagrange interpolant:

uSC
• (x,y) :=

∑
ȳ∈Y•

u•ȳ(x)L•ȳ(y), (9)

where {L•ȳ(y), ȳ ∈ Y•} is a set of multivariable Lagrange basis functions constructed for
the set of collocation points Y• and satisfying L•ȳ(ȳ

′) = δȳȳ′ for any ȳ, ȳ′ ∈ Y•.
The enhancement of the parametric component of the SC-FEM approximation given

by (9) is effected by enriching the index set Λ•. To that end, we first define the margin
of Λ• as

K(Λ•) :=
{
ν ∈ NM \ Λ• : ν − εm ∈ Λ• for some m ∈ {1, . . . ,M}

}
.

We enrich the index set Λ• by adding multi-indices from a subset of K(Λ•) that is called
the reduced margin:

R(Λ•) :=
{
ν ∈ K(Λ•) : ν − εm ∈ Λ• for all m = 1, . . . ,M such that νm > 1

}
.

Any such enrichment of Λ• corresponds to adding some collocation points from the set
Ŷ• \ Y•, where Ŷ• := YΛ•∪R(Λ•).

Note that the SC-FEM solution considered in the present work follows the so-called
single-level construction that employs the same finite element space X• for all collocation
points ȳ ∈ Y• (cf. [2, 25, 19, 9]). This is in contrast to multilevel SC-FEM approximations
that allow X•ȳ ̸= X•ȳ′ for ȳ ̸= ȳ′; see, e.g., [22, 16, 7]. Our choice of the single-level SC-
FEM in this paper is motivated by the results of numerical experiments in [9, 7]. These
results have indicated that the single-level version is likely to be more efficient when the
same adaptively refined finite element mesh can adequately resolve solution features for a
range of individually sampled problems, which is often the case for the model parametric
problem (1).
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3.3. A posteriori error estimation. In this section, we briefly recall the a posteriori
error estimation strategy developed in [9] as well as the associated error indicators that
steer the adaptive refinement of SC-FEM approximations; we refer to [9, section 4] for
full details. We recall that ∥ · ∥ denotes the norm in V = L2

π(Γ,X) with X = H1
0 (D); we

also define ∥·∥X := ∥∇ · ∥L2(D).
A key ingredient of the error estimation strategy developed in [9] is an enriched SC-

FEM approximation, denoted by ûSC
• , that is generated using spatial and parametric

enhancements of the SC-FEM approximation uSC
• . The spatial enhancement of uSC

• is
performed by uniform refinement of the underlying mesh, whereas the parametric en-
hancement is done by adding the full reduced margin R(Λ•) to the current index set Λ•.
The use of these enhanced approximations allows one to independently control the spatial
and parametric contributions to the overall discretization error u − uSC

• . In particular,
under the saturation assumption that ûSC

• reduces the discretization error, i.e.,

∥u− ûSC
• ∥ ≤ qsat ∥u− uSC

• ∥ (10)

with a saturation constant qsat ∈ (0, 1) independent of the discretization parameters, the
error estimate in the SC-FEM approximation uSC

• is given by the sum of spatial and
parametric contributions as follows (see equations (22)–(24) and (33) in [9]):

∥u− uSC
• ∥ ≤

(
1− qsat

)−1 ∥ûSC
• − uSC

• ∥ ≤
(
1− qsat

)−1 (
µ• + τ•

)
. (11)

Here, µ• = µ•[u] and τ• = τ•[u] are, respectively, the spatial and parametric error esti-
mates defined by

µ• = µ•[u] :=

∥∥∥∥ ∑
ȳ∈Y•

(û•ȳ − u•ȳ)L•ȳ

∥∥∥∥ (12)

and

τ• = τ•[u] :=

∥∥∥∥ ∑
ȳ′∈Ŷ•\Y•

(
u•ȳ′ − uSC

• (·, ȳ′)
)
L̂•ȳ′

∥∥∥∥, (13)

where L̂•ȳ′(y) denotes the multivariable Lagrange basis function associated with the point
ȳ′ ∈ Ŷ• and satisfying L̂•ȳ′(ȳ′′) = δȳ′ȳ′′ for any ȳ′, ȳ′′ ∈ Ŷ•.

Let us now turn to local error indicators that are associated with the error estimates
in (12) and (13). For each ȳ ∈ Y•, we define the spatial two-level error indicators associ-
ated with interior edge midpoints (recall that Y• := span{φ̂•,ξ : ξ ∈ N+

• }):

µ•ȳ(ξ) :=

∣∣F (φ̂•,ξ)−Bȳ(u•ȳ, φ̂•,ξ)
∣∣

∥φ̂•,ξ∥X
for all ξ ∈ N+

• . (14)

We combine these local indicators to define the spatial error indicator for each ȳ ∈ Y•:

µ2
•ȳ :=

∑
ξ∈N+

•

µ2
•ȳ(ξ). (15)

Next, for each ν ∈ R(Λ•), the parametric error indicator is defined as follows:

τ̃•ν = τ̃•ν [u] :=
∑

ȳ′∈Ỹ•ν

∥∥u•ȳ′ − uSC
• (·, ȳ′)

∥∥
X ∥L̂•ȳ′∥L2

π(Γ)
, (16)
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where Ỹ•ν := YΛ•∪{ν} \ YΛ• ⊂ Ŷ• \ Y• are the collocation points ‘generated’ by the multi-
index ν ∈ R(Λ•).

We refer to [7, section 3] for a discussion of computational costs associated with com-
puting the error estimates µ• and τ• given by (12) and (13). The key point is that in the
adaptive algorithm, the computation of these error estimates is only required to give a re-
liable criterion for termination of the adaptive process. In contrast to the error estimates
µ• and τ•, the error indicators µ•ȳ and τ̃•ν are cheaper to compute and the following
inequalities hold (see equation (31) and Remark 3 in [9]):

µ• ≲ µ̄• :=
∑
ȳ∈Y•

µ•ȳ ∥L•ȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

and τ• ≤ τ̄• :=
∑

ν∈R(Λ•)

τ̃•ν . (17)

This motivates the use of the error indicators (14) and (16) in the marking strategy within
the adaptive algorithm.

4. Goal-oriented adaptive SC-FEM with linear goal functionals

In this section, we assume that the quantity of interest Q(u(·,y)) is obtained using a
bounded linear functional Q : X → R, i.e., Q ∈ X∗. Consequently, the goal functional
Q : V → R defined in (7) is also linear and bounded, i.e., Q ∈ V∗. Focusing on this special
case, we develop a goal-oriented error estimation strategy in the context of SC-FEM and
present the associated adaptive algorithm. Subsequently, in section 5, we will extend this
error estimation strategy and adaptive algorithm to a wider class of (possibly nonlinear)
goal functionals.

4.1. Dual formulations and the goal-oriented error estimate. We use the standard
approach to goal-oriented error estimation (see, e.g., [12, 4, 17]) but adapt it to the setting
of SC-FEM. To that end, we introduce two dual formulations : one associated with the
functional Q ∈ X∗ = H−1(D) and the other associated with the functional Q ∈ V∗ given
by (7). For π-almost all ȳ ∈ Γ, the first dual formulation corresponds to the samplewise
primal formulation (3) and reads as: find zȳ(x) := z(x, ȳ) ∈ X such that

Bȳ(v, zȳ) = Q(v) ∀ v ∈ X. (18)

The second dual formulation corresponds to the combined primal formulation (5) and
reads as: find z ∈ V satisfying

B(v, z) = Q(v) ∀v ∈ V. (19)

Both dual formulations are well-posed due to the Lax–Milgram lemma.
In the same way as we did for the primal formulation, we discretize (18) at each collo-

cation point ȳ ∈ Y• by the Galerkin FEM and build the Lagrange interpolant out of the
resulting Galerkin approximations. Specifically, for each ȳ ∈ Y•, we denote by z•ȳ ∈ X•
the Galerkin finite element approximation satisfying

Bȳ(v, z•ȳ) = Q(v) ∀v ∈ X• (20)

and define
zSC• (x,y) :=

∑
ȳ∈Y•

z•ȳ(x)L•ȳ(y). (21)
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To estimate the error ∥z − zSC• ∥, we use the error estimation strategy described in §3.3.
In particular, we define the error estimates

η• := µ•[z], σ• := τ•[z] (22)

and the parametric error indicator

σ̃•ν := τ̃•ν [z] for each ν ∈ R(Λ•), (23)

where µ•[·], τ•[·], and τ̃•ν [·] are given by (12), (13), and (16), respectively. Also, similarly
to (14) and (15), for each ȳ ∈ Y•, we define the spatial two-level error indicators

η•ȳ(ξ) :=

∣∣Q(φ̂•,ξ)−Bȳ(φ̂•,ξ, z•ȳ)
∣∣

∥φ̂•,ξ∥X
for all ξ ∈ N+

• (24)

and
η2•ȳ :=

∑
ξ∈N+

•

η2•ȳ(ξ). (25)

Similarly to (11) and (17), the following estimates hold:

∥z − zSC• ∥ ≤
(
1− qsat

)−1 (
η• + σ•

)
(26)

as well as
η• ≲ η̄• :=

∑
ȳ∈Y•

η•ȳ ∥L•ȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

and σ• ≤ σ̄• :=
∑

ν∈R(Λ•)

σ̃•ν . (27)

Now, recall that our aim is to approximate Q(u), where Q ∈ V∗ is the goal functional
given by (7) and u is the solution to the parametric problem (1). Exploiting the linearity
of Q and using (19), we have

Q(u)− Q(uSC
• ) = Q(u− uSC

• ) = B(u− uSC
• , z)

= B(u− uSC
• , z − zSC• ) +B(u− uSC

• , zSC• ). (28)

At this point, the standard approach (e.g., for Galerkin FEM approximations) would
exploit the Galerkin orthogonality property and the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality to derive
the upper bound for the error in the goal functions as the product of energy errors, i.e.,
|||u− uSC

• ||| ||| z− zSC• |||. In the setting of stochastic collocation FEM, B(u− uSC
• , zSC• ) ̸= 0.

On the other hand, this quantity is computable:

B(u− uSC
• , zSC• ) = B(u, zSC• )−B(uSC

• , zSC• )
(5)
= F(zSC• )−B(uSC

• , zSC• ).

Therefore, we can use this quantity as a ‘correction term’ to define the approximation of
Q(u) as follows:

Q(u)≈ Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• ) :=Q(uSC

• ) +B(u− uSC
• , zSC• )=Q(uSC

• ) + F(zSC• )−B(uSC
• , zSC• ). (29)

Hence, applying the Cauchy–Schwartz inequality, we obtain from (28):∣∣Q(u)− Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )

∣∣ = ∣∣B(u− uSC
• , z − zSC• )

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣∣∣u− uSC
•

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣∣∣ z − zSC•
∣∣∣∣∣∣.

Now, using the norm equivalence (6) and the a posteriori error estimates (11) and (26)
for the primal and dual SC-FEM approximations, we derive the final error estimate for
the approximation of Q(u) by Q̃(uSC

• , zSC• ):∣∣Q(u)− Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )

∣∣ ≲ ∥∥u− uSC
•
∥∥ ∥∥z − zSC•

∥∥ ≲
(
µ• + τ•

) (
η• + σ•

)
, (30)
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where µ• = µ•[u], τ• = τ•[u], η• = µ•[z], σ• = τ•[z], with µ•[·] and τ•[·] given by (12)
and (13), respectively, and the hidden constant only depends on amax and the saturation
constants qsat (for the primal and dual solutions).

We emphasize that in contrast to the standard goal-oriented approach in the context of
Galerkin methods, where Q(u) is typically approximated by evaluating the goal functional
on the primal Galerkin solution u•, i.e., Q(u) ≈ Q(u•), the approximation of Q(u) in the
SC-FEM setting is best done using Q̃(uSC

• , zSC• ), which depends on both primal and dual
SC-FEM approximations; cf. (29). We also note that, as iterations progress, it is expected
that uSC

• converges to u and, therefore, the ‘correction term’ given by B(u − uSC
• , zSC• )

converges to zero.

4.2. Adaptive algorithm. In this section, we present a goal-oriented adaptive algo-
rithm that employs SC-FEM approximations of the primal and dual solutions satisfy-
ing (5) and (19), respectively. The refinement of the underlying finite element mesh and
the enrichment of the set of collocation points are steered by, respectively, the spatial error
indicators µ•ȳ, η•ȳ and the parametric indicators σ̃•ν , τ̃•ν discussed in §3.3 and §4.1. The
calculation of the error estimates µ•, τ•, η•, σ• in (12), (13), (22) needs to be done peri-
odically, since the product error estimate in (30) is only required for reliable termination
of the adaptive process according to the given tolerance. In practice, the approximation
Q̃(uSC

• , zSC• ) of Q(u) only needs to be computed once, when the error tolerance is reached
(see step (vii) in Algorithm 1 below). However, in the numerical experiments presented
in section 6, we compute Q̃(uSC

• , zSC• ) at each iteration to illustrate the decay of the error
in approximating Q(u).

Algorithm 1. Input: Λ0 = {1}; T0; marking criterion.
Set the iteration counter ℓ := 0, the output counter k, and the error tolerance tol.

(i) Compute the primal and dual Galerkin approximations
{
uℓȳ ∈ Xℓ : ȳ ∈ YΛℓ∪R(Λℓ)

}
and

{
zℓȳ ∈ Xℓ : ȳ ∈ YΛℓ∪R(Λℓ)

}
by solving (8) and (20), respectively.

(ii) Compute local spatial error indicators
{
µℓȳ(ξ) : ȳ ∈ Yℓ, ξ ∈ N+

ℓ

}
and

{
ηℓȳ(ξ) :

ȳ ∈ Yℓ, ξ ∈ N+
ℓ

}
given by (14) and (24), respectively, as well as their global coun-

terparts
{
µℓȳ : ȳ ∈ Yℓ

}
and

{
ηℓȳ : ȳ ∈ Yℓ

}
given by (15) and (25), respectively.

(iii) Compute parametric error indicators
{
τ̃ℓν : ν ∈ R(Λℓ)

}
and

{
σ̃ℓν : ν ∈ R(Λℓ)

}
given by (16) and (23), respectively.

(iv) Use a marking criterion (e.g., Algorithm 2 below) to determine Mℓ ⊆ N+
ℓ and

Υℓ ⊆ R(Λℓ).
(v) Set Tℓ+1 := refine(Tℓ,Mℓ).
(vi) Set Λℓ+1 := Λℓ ∪Υℓ, Yℓ+1 := YΛℓ+1

.
(vii) If ℓ = jk, j ∈ N, compute the error estimates µℓ, ηℓ, τℓ, σℓ given by (12), (13),

and (22). If (µℓ + τℓ) (ηℓ + σℓ) < tol, then compute Q̃(uSC
ℓ , zSCℓ ) using (29) and

exit; here, the SC-FEM approximations uSC
ℓ and zSCℓ are computed via (9) and (21),

respectively, from the Galerkin approximations
{
uℓȳ, zℓȳ ∈ Xℓ : ȳ ∈ Yℓ

}
.

(viii) Increase the counter ℓ 7→ ℓ+ 1 and goto (i).
Output: For some specific ℓ∗ = jk ∈ N, the algorithm returns the approximation
Q̃(uSC

ℓ∗
, zSCℓ∗ ) of the goal functional Q(u) together with a corresponding error estimate

(µℓ∗ + τℓ∗) (ηℓ∗ + σℓ∗).
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A marking strategy needs to be specified for step (iv) of Algorithm 1. The marking
strategy serves two purposes. Firstly, it identifies the refinement type (spatial versus
parametric) and secondly, it generates the corresponding marking sets. In the context of
goal-oriented adaptivity, both these tasks are complicated by the fact that there are two
sets of spatial indicators and two sets of parametric indicators, with each set corresponding
to either primal or dual approximations. To decide on the refinement type at each itera-
tion, we use the cumulative error indicators µ̄ℓ, η̄ℓ, τ̄ℓ, σ̄ℓ defined in (17) and (27) (recall
that these error indicators are cheaper to compute than the error estimates µℓ, ηℓ, τℓ, σℓ).
The refinement type is determined by the following quantity:

max
{
µ̄2
ℓ + η̄2ℓ , τ̄

2
ℓ + σ̄2

ℓ

}
. (31)

For example, if µ̄2
ℓ + η̄2ℓ ≥ τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2

ℓ , then the algorithm performs spatial refinement. This
approach to choosing the refinement type is motivated by the following bound on the
product estimate for the error in the goal functional (cf. (30)):(

µℓ + τℓ
)(
ηℓ + σℓ

)
≤

(
µ̄ℓ + τ̄ℓ

)(
η̄ℓ + σ̄ℓ

)
≤ 1

2

[(
µ̄ℓ + τ̄ℓ

)2
+
(
η̄ℓ + σ̄ℓ

)2] ≤ (
µ̄2
ℓ + η̄2ℓ

)
+
(
τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2

ℓ

)
. (32)

Thus, the proposed approach identifies a dominant source of errors and selects the
corresponding refinement type. There are alternative ways to determine the refine-
ment type from the above four cumulative error indicators. For example, one can use
max{µ̄ℓ, τ̄ℓ, η̄ℓ, σ̄ℓ} or max{µ̄ℓη̄ℓ, τ̄ℓσ̄ℓ}.

Our next objective is to determine a suitable marking set that corresponds to the
identified refinement type. Depending on whether spatial or parametric refinement is
selected, this marking set consists of either interior edge midpoints of the current spatial
mesh, or multi-indices from the current reduced margin. First, we perform Dörfler marking
on each of the sets of error indicators associated with primal and dual approximations.
Having obtained two marking sets of the required refinement type, we then follow the
strategy from [24] to select a single marking set out of the two—the one that has minimum
cardinality. This final marking set will feed into the refinement process in steps (v) or (vi)
of Algorithm 1. Alternative approaches to combining two marking sets into one final set
were proposed and analyzed in [3, 15] in the deterministic setting. The associated marking
strategies lead to the same convergence rate as the ‘minimum cardinality’ strategy of [24],
but require less adaptive iterations to reach a prescribed accuracy; see the experiments
in [15] for some deterministic test problems.

The above ideas are summarized in the following algorithm.

Algorithm 2. Input: error indicators {µℓȳ(ξ) : ȳ ∈ Yℓ, ξ ∈ N+
ℓ }, {µℓȳ : ȳ ∈ Yℓ},

{τ̃ℓν : ν ∈ R(Λℓ)} and {ηℓȳ(ξ) : ȳ ∈ Yℓ, ξ ∈ N+
ℓ }, {ηℓȳ : ȳ ∈ Yℓ}, {σ̃ℓν : ν ∈ R(Λℓ)};

marking parameters 0 < θX, θY ≤ 1.
• Calculate the cumulative error indicators µ̄ℓ, τ̄ℓ, η̄ℓ, σ̄ℓ given by (17) and (27).
• If µ̄2

ℓ + η̄2ℓ ≥ τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2
ℓ , then proceed as follows:

◦ set Υℓ := ∅;
◦ for each ȳ ∈ Yℓ, determine M(µ)

ℓȳ ⊆ N+
ℓ and M(η)

ℓȳ ⊆ N+
ℓ such that

θX
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈N+

ℓ

µℓȳ(ξ)∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

≤
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈M(µ)

ℓȳ

µℓȳ(ξ)∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

, (33)
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θX
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈N+

ℓ

ηℓȳ(ξ)∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

≤
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈M(η)

ℓȳ

ηℓȳ(ξ)∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

(34)

with cumulative cardinalities
∑

ȳ∈Yℓ
#M(µ)

ℓȳ and
∑

ȳ∈Yℓ
#M(η)

ℓȳ that are min-
imized over all the sets that satisfy (33) and (34), respectively;

◦ set M(µ)
ℓ :=

⋃
ȳ∈Yℓ

M(µ)
ℓȳ and M(η)

ℓ :=
⋃

ȳ∈Yℓ
M(η)

ℓȳ ;
◦ if #M(µ)

ℓ ≤#M(η)
ℓ , then choose Mℓ := M(µ)

ℓ ; otherwise, choose Mℓ := M(η)
ℓ .

• Otherwise, i.e., if µ̄2
ℓ + η̄2ℓ < τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2

ℓ , proceed as follows:
◦ set Mℓ := ∅;
◦ determine Υ

(τ)
ℓ ⊆ R(Λℓ) and Υ

(σ)
ℓ ⊆ R(Λℓ) of minimal cardinality such that

θY
∑

ν∈R(Λℓ)

τ̃ℓν ≤
∑

ν∈Υ(τ)
ℓ

τ̃ℓν and θY
∑

ν∈R(Λℓ)

σ̃ℓν ≤
∑

ν∈Υ(σ)
ℓ

σ̃ℓν ;

◦ if #Υ
(τ)
ℓ ≤ #Υ

(σ)
ℓ , then choose Υℓ := Υ

(τ)
ℓ ; otherwise, choose Υℓ := Υ

(σ)
ℓ .

Output: Mℓ ⊆ N+
ℓ and Υℓ ⊆ R(Λℓ).

4.3. Computation of Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• ). An important detail in Algorithm 1 that we need

to address is the computation of Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )—the approximation of the functional value

Q(u). Recalling the definition of Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• ) in (29), let us first address the computation

of Q(uSC
• ) and F(zSC• ). In fact, it is easy to see that Q(uSC

• ) = F(zSC• ). Indeed,

Q(uSC
• )

(7)
=

∫
Γ

Q(uSC
• (·,y))dπ(y) (9)

=

∫
Γ

Q

( ∑
ȳ∈Y•

u•ȳL•ȳ(y)

)
dπ(y)

=
∑
ȳ∈Y•

Q(u•ȳ)

∫
Γ

L•ȳ(y)dπ(y)

and a similar calculation shows that

F(zSC• ) =

∫
Γ

∑
ȳ∈Y•

F (z•ȳ)L•ȳ(y)dπ(y) =
∑
ȳ∈Y•

F (z•ȳ)

∫
Γ

L•ȳ(y)dπ(y).

Now, observing that

Q(u•ȳ)
(20)
= Bȳ(u•ȳ, z•ȳ)

(8)
= F (z•ȳ) ∀ ȳ ∈ Y•,

we conclude that

Q(uSC
• ) =

∑
ȳ∈Y•

Bȳ(u•ȳ, z•ȳ)

∫
Γ

L•ȳ(y)dπ(y) = F(zSC• ) (35)

and therefore, the approximation Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• ) of the goal functional Q(u) can be calculated

using a simplified formula

Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )

(29)
= Q(uSC

• ) + F(zSC• )−B(uSC
• , zSC• ) = 2Q(uSC

• )−B(uSC
• , zSC• ). (36)

Here, Q(uSC
• ) is easily evaluated using the representation in (35): while the spatial contri-

butions (i.e., the bilinear forms) are evaluated in a standard way (using the finite element
coefficient vectors and the stiffness matrices associated with samples of the diffusion co-
efficient), the integrals of L•ȳ are calculated by representing these polynomial functions
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in terms of products of 1D Lagrange basis functions using the combination technique and
by using precomputed values for the integrals of 1D Lagrange basis functions for a given
type of collocation points (e.g., Leja or Clenshaw–Curtis points).

The computation of the term B(uSC
• , zSC• ) in (36) is more involved. Using the represen-

tations of uSC
• , zSC• in (9), (21), we have

B(uSC
• , zSC• ) =

∫
Γ

∫
D

a(x,y)∇uSC
• (x,y) · ∇zSC• (x,y)dxdπ(y)

=
∑

ȳ,ȳ′∈Y•

∫
Γ

∫
D

a(x,y)∇u•ȳ(x) · ∇z•ȳ′(x)L•ȳ(y)L•ȳ′(y)dxdπ(y). (37)

Now, similarly to the calculation of Q(uSC
• ) in (35), our aim is to represent each term in the

above sum as a product of easily computable spatial and parametric integrals. Doing this
exactly is only possible in special cases. For example, if the diffusion coefficient a(x,y)
has an affine expansion in terms of parameters, i.e.,

a(x,y) = a0(x) +
M∑

m=1

ymam(x),

we obtain (here, we set y0 := 1)

B(uSC
• , zSC• )=

∑
y,y′∈Y•

M∑
m=0

(∫
D

am(x)∇u•ȳ(x) · ∇z•ȳ′(x)dx

)(∫
Γ

ymL•ȳ(y)L•ȳ′(y)dπ(y)

)
.

The resulting spatial integrals are then evaluated in a standard way (as explained above
for the calculation of Q(uSC

• )), and the parametric integrals are again calculated from
precomputed values of the corresponding integrals of polynomials in 1D.

In principle, such exact representations of B(uSC
• , zSC• ) in terms of computable spatial

and parametric integrals are possible for any other polynomial type expansion of the
diffusion coefficient, e.g., for the quadratic expansion a(x,y) =

(
a0(x)+

∑M
m=1 ymam(x)

)2.
In practice, however, calculating these integrals becomes computationally expensive very
quickly. Hence, even for nonaffine polynomial type expansions, it may be prudent to use
the quadrature-based approach that is presented next.

For a general (nonaffine) diffusion coefficient a(x,y), we use a sparse grid-based quad-
rature rule to approximate the integrals over Γ in (37). First, we note that using the
quadrature based on the current set of collocation points Y• makes our use of the ‘cor-
rection term’ F(zSC• ) − B(uSC

• , zSC• ) redundant. Indeed, the approximation of integrals
over Γ in (37) using the sparse grid Y• will result in the approximation of B(uSC

• , zSC• ) by
F(zSC• ). Therefore, one has to use an enriched set of collocation points, e.g., we can use
the set Ŷ• = YΛ•∪R(Λ•). Denoting by ωŷ, ŷ ∈ Ŷ•, the associated quadrature weights, we
approximate the bilinear form B(uSC

• , zSC• ) given by (37) as follows:

B(uSC
• , zSC• ) ≈

∑
ŷ∈Ŷ•

ωŷ

∑
ȳ,ȳ′∈Y•

[ ∫
D

a(x, ŷ)∇u•ȳ(x) · ∇z•ȳ′(x)dx

]
L•ȳ(ŷ)L•ȳ′(ŷ)

=

( ∑
ŷ∈Y•

+
∑

ŷ∈Ŷ•\Y•

)
ωŷ

∑
ȳ,ȳ′∈Y•

Bŷ(u•ȳ, z•ȳ′)L•ȳ(ŷ)L•ȳ′(ŷ),
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where we used the notation of the samplewise bilinear form (cf. (4)). Hence, recalling that
L•ȳ(ŷ) = δȳŷ and L•ȳ′(ŷ) = δȳ′ŷ for any ȳ, ȳ′, ŷ ∈ Y•, we obtain the following formula
for (approximate) calculation of the bilinear form B(uSC

• , zSC• ):

B(uSC
• , zSC• ) ≈

∑
ŷ∈Ŷ•

ωŷ B̃ŷ(u
SC
• , zSC• ),

where

B̃ŷ(u
SC
• , zSC• ) :=


Bŷ(u•ŷ, z•ŷ) if ŷ ∈ Y•,∑
ȳ,ȳ′∈Y•

Bŷ(u•ȳ, z•ȳ′)L•ȳ(ŷ)L•ȳ′(ŷ) if ŷ ∈ Ŷ• \ Y•.

5. Goal-oriented adaptive SC-FEM with nonlinear goal functionals

In this section, we aim to extend the error estimation strategy and adaptive algorithm
presented in section 4 to a larger class of (possibly nonlinear) goal functionals. Specifically,
let the quantity of interest Q(u(·,y)) be obtained using a functional Q : X → R and
assume that Q ∈ C1, i.e., Q is Gâteaux differentiable and its Gâteaux derivative Q′ : X →
X∗ is continuous. As before, the goal functional Q : V → R is defined by (7). Thus, Q
is also Gâteaux differentiable and its Gâteaux derivative Q′ : V → V∗ is continuous. We
will denote by ⟨·, ·⟩D the duality pairing between X and its dual X∗; similarly, ⟨·, ·⟩D×Γ

denotes the duality pairing between V and V∗.

5.1. Dual problems and the dual SC-FEM approximation. Following the same
approach as in §4.1 and using the ideas from [6], let us first formulate dual problems that
facilitate the goal-oriented error estimation.

Recall that for π-almost all ȳ ∈ Γ, uȳ ∈ X denotes the samplewise solution satisfy-
ing (3), and u•ȳ ∈ X• denotes its Galerkin finite element approximation satisfying (8).
According to the fundamental theorem of calculus there holds:

Q(uȳ)−Q(u•ȳ) =

∫ 1

0

⟨Q′(u•ȳ + t(uȳ − u•ȳ)), uȳ − u•ȳ⟩D dt =: ⟨Q∗
u(u•ȳ), uȳ − u•ȳ⟩D.

Since formally speaking ∥Q∗
u(u•ȳ)−Q′(u•ȳ)∥X∗ −→ 0 as u•ȳ → uȳ, we consider the following

samplewise dual formulation for π-almost all ȳ ∈ Γ (cf. (18)): find zȳ(x) := z(x, ȳ) ∈ X
satisfying

Bȳ(v, zȳ) = ⟨Q′(u•ȳ), v⟩D ∀v ∈ X. (38)

This formulation and the definition of the goal functional Q : V → R in (7) yield the
following combined dual formulation (cf. (19)): find z ∈ V such that

B(v, z) = ⟨Q′(u), v⟩D×Γ for all v ∈ V. (39)

The dual formulations in (38) and (39) are well-posed due to the Lax–Milgram lemma.
In the same way as we did for the samplewise dual formulation in § 4.1, we discretize (38)

at each collocation point ȳ ∈ Y• by the Galerkin FEM and build the Lagrange interpolant
out of the resulting Galerkin approximations. Specifically, for each ȳ ∈ Y•, we denote by
z•ȳ ∈ X• the Galerkin finite element approximation satisfying

Bȳ(v, z•ȳ) = ⟨Q′(u•ȳ), v⟩D ∀v ∈ X•. (40)
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Given the set
{
z•ȳ(x) : ȳ ∈ Y•

}
, we construct the dual SC-FEM approximation zSC• as

in (21).
Now we can define the approximation of Q(u) in the general case considered here. In

fact, we will use the same definition as in the case of linear goal functionals (cf. (29)):

Q(u) ≈ Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• ) := Q(uSC

• ) +B(u− uSC
• , zSC• ).

5.2. Goal-oriented error estimation. In order to estimate the approximation error∣∣Q(u)− Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )

∣∣, we assume that there exists a constant Cgoal ≥ 0 such that

|⟨Q′(v)− Q′(w), z⟩D×Γ| ≤ Cgoal
∣∣∣∣∣∣ v − w

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ z ∣∣∣∣∣∣ for all v, w, z ∈ V. (41)

Furthermore, analogously to (10), we assume that there exists a constant qsat ∈ (0, 1)
independent of discretization parameters such that

∥z − ẑ SC
• ∥ ≤ qsat∥z − zSC• ∥, (42)

where z ∈ V solves (39), the dual SC-FEM approximation zSC• is defined as described
in §5.1 above, and ẑ SC

• is the enhanced approximation of zSC• constructed as described
in §3.3. Then, similarly to (11) and (26), we obtain

∥z − zSC• ∥ ≤
(
1− qsat

)−1 (
η• + σ•

)
, (43)

where η• and σ• are defined by (22) (e.g., η• = µ•[z], that is η• is given by the right-hand
side of (12) with u replaced by z; in particular, η• employs the enhanced samplewise
Galerkin approximations ẑ•ȳ that satisfy (40) with X• replaced by X̂•).

We are now ready to prove the goal-oriented a posteriori error estimate.

Theorem 3. Suppose the saturation assumptions (10) and (42) hold for the primal solu-
tion u and for the dual solution z, respectively. In addition, assume that the goal functional
Q satisfies (41). Then, the following error estimate holds:

|Q(u)− Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )| ≲ (µ• + τ•)(µ• + τ• + η• + σ•), (44)

where µ•, τ•, η•, σ• are defined in (12), (13), (22) and the hidden constant depends only
on amax > 0 in (2), Cgoal ≥ 0 in (41), and qsat ∈ [0, 1) in (10), (42).

Proof. The fundamental theorem of calculus implies that

Q(u)−Q(uSC
• ) =

∫ 1

0

⟨Q′(uSC
• + t(u− uSC

• )), u− uSC
• ⟩D×Γ dt

=

∫ 1

0

⟨Q′(uSC
• + t(u− uSC

• ))− Q′(u), u− uSC
• ⟩D×Γ dt + ⟨Q′(u), u− uSC

• ⟩D×Γ

(39)
=

∫ 1

0

⟨Q′(uSC
• + t(u− uSC

• ))− Q′(u), u− uSC
• ⟩D×Γ dt + B(u− uSC

• , z).

Therefore,

Q(u)− Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )

(29)
= Q(u)− Q(uSC

• )−B(u− uSC
• , zSC• )

=

∫ 1

0

⟨Q′(uSC
• + t(u− uSC

• ))− Q′(u), u− uSC
• ⟩D×Γ dt + B(u− uSC

• , z − zSC• ).
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Using inequality (41), we obtain∫ 1

0

⟨Q′(uSC
• + t(u−uSC

• ))− Q′(u), u− uSC
• ⟩D×Γ dt

≤ Cgoal

∫ 1

0

(1− t)
∣∣∣∣∣∣u− uSC

•
∣∣∣∣∣∣2 dt = 1

2
Cgoal

∣∣∣∣∣∣u− uSC
•

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
and, hence, we derive the following estimate of the error in the goal functional:

|Q(u)− Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )| ≤ 1

2
Cgoal

∣∣∣∣∣∣u− uSC
•

∣∣∣∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣∣∣∣u− uSC
•

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ z − zSC•
∣∣∣∣∣∣. (45)

Finally, using the norm equivalence (6) and the a posteriori error estimates (11) and (43),
we conclude from (45) that

|Q(u)− Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )| ≲ (µ• + τ•)

2 + (µ• + τ•)(η• + σ•).

This implies the required error estimate (44). □

Remark 4. Assumption (41) holds true at least for linear and quadratic goal functionals.
Indeed, if Q ∈ V∗, then ⟨Q′(w), v⟩D×Γ = g(v) for all v, w ∈ V and for some g ∈ V∗. Con-
sequently, in this case, the dual problem in (39) reduces to the dual formulation in (19).
Moreover, inequality (41) is satisfied with Cgoal = 0, and the error estimates (44) and (45)
reduce to the estimates (30) obtained in the case of linear goal functionals. Furthermore,
for the quadratic goal functional Q(u) = b(u, u), where b : V × V → R is a continuous
bilinear form, we have

⟨Q′(v)− Q′(w), z⟩D×Γ = b(v − w, z) + b(z, v − w) ∀ v, w, z ∈ V.

Therefore, inequality (41) is valid in this case with Cgoal depending only on the continuity
constant for b(·, ·).

5.3. Modifications to the adaptive algorithm. In the light of the developments
in §5.1 and §5.2, we need to replace the stopping criterion in step (vii) of Algorithm 1
(according to Theorem 3, the new stopping criterion is given by (µℓ + τℓ) (µℓ + τℓ + ηℓ +
σℓ) < tol) and we need to make two further modifications to Algorithm 1. Firstly, the
samplewise dual Galerkin approximations

{
zℓȳ ∈ Xℓ : ȳ ∈ YΛℓ∪R(Λℓ)

}
are now computed

by solving (40) instead of (20); see step (i) of Algorithm 1. As a consequence, the
corresponding local spatial error indicators are defined as follows (cf. (24)):

ηℓȳ(ξ) :=

∣∣⟨Q′(uℓȳ), φ̂ℓ,ξ⟩D −Bȳ(φ̂ℓ,ξ, zℓȳ)
∣∣

∥φ̂ℓ,ξ∥X
∀ ξ ∈ N+

ℓ , ∀ ȳ ∈ Yℓ. (46)

We also emphasize the fact that in the case of nonlinear goal functionals, the right-hand
side of the samplewise discrete dual problem (40) depends on a sample of the primal
Galerkin solution. Therefore, unlike in the linear case, the samplewise primal and dual
discrete formulations (8) and (40) are not independent of each other. Consequently, the
samplewise Galerkin approximations uℓȳ and zℓȳ for each ȳ ∈ Yℓ need to be computed
sequentially: first the primal approximation uℓȳ satisfying (8) and then the dual approx-
imation zℓȳ satisfying (40).

The second modification to Algorithm 1 concerns the marking criterion. In view of
the error estimate in (44), the adaptive algorithm should employ a modified marking
criterion that ensures a reduction of either the primal error estimate (µℓ + τℓ) or the
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combined primal-dual error estimate (µℓ + τℓ + ηℓ + σℓ). However, for identifying the
refinement type (spatial versus parametric), we can still use the quantity in (31) as in
the case of linear goal functionals. This is now motivated by the following inequality
(cf. (32)):(

µℓ + τℓ
)(
µℓ + τℓ + ηℓ + σℓ

)
≤

(
µ̄ℓ + τ̄ℓ

)2
+
(
µ̄ℓ + τ̄ℓ

)(
η̄ℓ + σ̄ℓ

)
≤

(
3µ̄2

ℓ + η̄2ℓ
)
+
(
3τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2

ℓ

)
≤ 3

[(
µ̄2
ℓ + η̄2ℓ

)
+
(
τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2

ℓ

)]
.

The following algorithm specifies the required marking criterion to be used in step (iv) of
Algorithm 1 in the case of the nonlinear goal functional Q.

Algorithm 5. Input: error indicators {µℓȳ(ξ) : ȳ ∈ Yℓ, ξ ∈ N+
ℓ }, {µℓȳ : ȳ ∈ Yℓ},

{τ̃ℓν : ν ∈ R(Λℓ)} and {ηℓȳ(ξ) : ȳ ∈ Yℓ, ξ ∈ N+
ℓ }, {ηℓȳ : ȳ ∈ Yℓ}, {σ̃ℓν : ν ∈ R(Λℓ)};

marking parameters 0 < θX, θY ≤ 1.
• Calculate the cumulative error indicators µ̄ℓ, τ̄ℓ, η̄ℓ, σ̄ℓ given by (17) and (27).
• If µ̄2

ℓ + η̄2ℓ ≥ τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2
ℓ , then proceed as follows:

◦ set Υℓ := ∅;
◦ for each ȳ ∈ Yℓ, determine M(1)

ℓȳ ⊆ N+
ℓ and M(2)

ℓȳ ⊆ N+
ℓ such that

θX
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈N+

ℓ

µℓȳ(ξ)∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

≤
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈M(1)

ℓȳ

µℓȳ(ξ)∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

, (47)

θX
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈N+

ℓ

(µℓȳ(ξ) + ηℓȳ(ξ))∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

≤
∑
ȳ∈Yℓ

∑
ξ∈M(2)

ℓȳ

(µℓȳ(ξ) + ηℓȳ(ξ))∥Lℓȳ∥L2
π(Γ)

(48)

with cumulative cardinalities
∑

ȳ∈Yℓ
#M(1)

ℓȳ and
∑

ȳ∈Yℓ
#M(2)

ℓȳ that are min-
imized over all the sets that satisfy (47) and (48), respectively;

◦ set M(1)
ℓ :=

⋃
ȳ∈Yℓ

M(1)
ℓȳ and M(2)

ℓ :=
⋃

ȳ∈Yℓ
M(2)

ℓȳ ;
◦ if #M(1)

ℓ ≤ #M(2)
ℓ , then choose Mℓ := M(1)

ℓ ; otherwise, choose Mℓ := M(2)
ℓ .

• Otherwise, i.e., if µ̄2
ℓ + η̄2ℓ < τ̄ 2ℓ + σ̄2

ℓ , proceed as follows:
◦ set Mℓ := ∅;
◦ determine Υ

(1)
ℓ ⊆ R(Λℓ) and Υ

(2)
ℓ ⊆ R(Λℓ) of minimal cardinality such that

θY
∑

ν∈R(Λℓ)

τ̃ℓν ≤
∑

ν∈Υ(1)
ℓ

τ̃ℓν and θY
∑

ν∈R(Λℓ)

(τ̃ℓν + σ̃ℓν) ≤
∑

ν∈Υ(2)
ℓ

(τ̃ℓν + σ̃ℓν).

◦ if #Υ
(1)
ℓ ≤ #Υ

(2)
ℓ , then choose Υℓ := Υ

(1)
ℓ ; otherwise, choose Υℓ := Υ

(2)
ℓ .

Output: Mℓ ⊆ N+
ℓ and Υℓ ⊆ R(Λℓ).

The final comment that is due in this section concerns the computation of Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• )

given by (29). Note that the components F(zSC• ) and B(uSC
• , zSC• ) in the representation of

Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• ) are computed in exactly the same way as described in section 4.3, whereas the

calculation of Q(uSC
• ) heavily depends on the specific form of the nonlinear functional Q.

Therefore, we will address the computation of Q(uSC
• ) for some representative examples
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of nonlinear functionals when discussing setups of test problems in section 6. We empha-
size that, unlike for linear goal functionals, F(zSC• ) ̸= Q(uSC

• ) in the case of nonlinear Q

and, thus, all three components F(zSC• ), Q(uSC
• ), and B(uSC

• , zSC• ) in the representation of
Q̃(uSC

• , zSC• ) need to be calculated in this case.

6. Numerical experiments

In this section, to demonstrate the performance of Algorithm 1, we report the results
of numerical experiments for four representative examples of (linear and nonlinear) goal
functionals. The computations were performed using the open source MATLAB toolbox
Adaptive ML-SCFEM [8].

The following settings and parameters will be the same across all four test setups:
• the dimensionality of the parametric space is fixed to M = 4;
• the parameters ym, m = 1, . . . , 4, are the images of uniformly distributed inde-

pendent mean-zero random variables, so that dπm(ym) =
1
2
dym;

• the employed sparse grids are based on Clenshaw–Curtis quadrature points;
• we represent the diffusion coefficient a(x,y) in terms of the affine-parametric func-

tion h(x,y) defined as

h(x,y) := h0(x) +
M∑

m=1

hm(x) ym, x ∈ D, y ∈ Γ, (49)

where the expansion coefficients hm, m = 0, 1, . . . ,M , are chosen to represent
planar Fourier modes of increasing total order; specifically, we set h0(x) := 1,

hm(x) := 0.547m−2 cos(2πβ1(m)x1) cos(2πβ2(m)x2), x = (x1, x2) ∈ D (50)

for m ∈ N, and order the modes so that

β1(m) = m− k(m)(k(m) + 1)/2 and β2(m) = k(m)− β1(m) (51)

with k(m) = ⌊−1/2 +
√

1/4 + 2m⌋;
• the stopping tolerance is set to tol = 10−5 (see step (vii) of Algorithm 1);
• the marking parameters θX, θY in Algorithms 2 and 5 are both set to 0.3.

In setups 1 and 2 described below, we consider linear goal functionals, whereas in
setups 3 and 4, the goal functionals are nonlinear. Consequently, in setups 1 and 2, we
employ Algorithm 1 with the marking strategy as in Algorithm 2 and evaluate Q(uSC

• )

and Q̃(uSC
• , zSC• ) as described in section 4.3. On the other hand, in setups 3 and 4, we

use a modification to Algorithm 1 as explained in §5.3 with the marking criterion in
Algorithm 5, and we explain how we compute Q(uSC

• ) in each case (recall that the other
two components in the representation of Q̃(uSC

• , zSC• ) are computed in exactly the same
way as in the case of linear functionals).

Setup 1: expectation of an integral over a spatial subdomain. In the first test case,
we set f(x) ≡ 1 and consider the model problem (1) on the L-shaped domain D =
(−1, 1)2\(−1, 0]2 with affine-parametric diffusion coefficient, i.e., a(x,y) := h(x,y), where
h(x,y) is given by (49). The goal functional is given by the expectation of the integral
over the square subdomain S := (0.25, 0.75)2 ⊂ D as follows:

Q(u) =

∫
Γ

∫
D

q(x)u(x,y)dx dπ(y),
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where q(x) = χS/|S| and χS : D → {0, 1} is the characteristic function of S. The
subdomain S and the initial mesh on D are shown in the Figure 1.

Setup 1

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1
initial FE mesh

Setup 2

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1
initial FE mesh

Setup 3

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
0

0.25

0.5

0.75

1
initial FE mesh

Setup 4

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1
initial FE mesh

Figure 1. The supports of spatial features and initial meshes for all four setups.

Setup 2: estimation of pointwise values. Let Dδ = (−1, 1)2 \ T δ, where Tδ is the
triangle with vertices (0, 0), (−1, δ), and (−1,−δ). In this test case, we consider the
spatial slit domain D = (−1, 1)2 \ ([−1, 0]× {0}). While the slit domain is not Lipschitz,
it is well known that an elliptic problem on this domain can be seen as the limit of the
problems posed on Lipschitz domains Dδ as δ → 0. Therefore, for this setup, we will
perform computations on the domain D = Dδ with δ = 0.005. Aiming to approximate
the expectation of a pointwise value of the solution u to problem (1), we consider the
following linear goal functional:

Q(u) =

∫
Γ

∫
D

q(x)u(x,y)dx dπ(y),

where the weight function q ∈ L∞(D) is a mollifier centered at the point x0 = (0.4,−0.5) ∈
D with radius r = 0.15 (we refer to equation (58) in [5] for the specific expression for the
function q(x)). The support of q(x) and the initial mesh on D are depicted in Figure 1.
In this setup, we consider a nonaffine parametric diffusion coefficient and the constant
right-hand side function; specifically, we set a(x,y) = exp(h(x,y)) and f(x) ≡ 1.

Setup 3: second moment of a linear goal functional. In this test case, we set the spatial
domain to be the unit square D = (0, 1)2, and we consider again the affine-parametric
diffusion coefficient, i.e., a(x,y) = h(x,y). Furthermore, we follow [24, 5] and choose the
forcing term in (1) so that the functional on the right-hand side of (5) is given by

F(v) = −
∫
Γ

∫
D

(χTf
, 0) · ∇v(x,y)dx dπ(y) = −

∫
Γ

∫
Tf

∂v

∂x1

(x,y)dx dπ(y) ∀ v ∈ V; (52)

here χTf
: D → {0, 1} is the characteristic function of the triangle Tf ⊂ D with vertices

(0, 0), (0.5, 0), and (0, 0.5). We consider a nonlinear goal functional given by the (scaled)
second moment of a linear quantity of interest. Specifically, we define

Q(u) = 100

∫
Γ

(∫
D

q(x)u(x,y) dx

)2

dπ(y), (53)

where q(x) = χTq/|Tq|, χTq : D → {0, 1} is the characteristic function of the triangle Tq

with vertices (0.5, 1), (1, 0.5), and (1, 1). The motivation behind the representation for
F(v) in (52) is to introduce non-geometric singularities into the solution to the primal
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problem, so that the primal and the dual solutions exhibit singular behavior in two dif-
ferent regions of the computational domain. Figure 1 shows the initial mesh on D as well
as the triangular subdomains Tf (magenta) and Tq (red).

In order to calculate Q(uSC
• ), we proceed as follows:

Q(uSC
• )

100
=

∫
Γ

(∫
D

q(x)uSC
• (x,y) dx

)2

dπ(y)

=

∫
Γ

(∫
D

q(x)
∑
ȳ∈Y•

u•ȳ(x)L•ȳ(y) dx

)(∫
D

q(x)
∑
ȳ′∈Y•

u•ȳ′(x)L•ȳ′(y) dx

)
dπ(y)

=
∑

ȳ,ȳ′∈Y•

∫
D

q(x)u•ȳ(x) dx

∫
D

q(x)u•ȳ′(x) dx

∫
Γ

L•ȳ(y)L•ȳ′(y) dπ(y).

The integrals over the parameter domain Γ are calculated as explained in §4.3. The spatial
integrals are evaluated in a standard way by representing the samplewise finite element
approximations as, e.g., u•ȳ(x) =

∑
ξ∈N•

c•ȳ,ξφ•,ξ(x) and calculating the q(x)-weighted
spatial integrals of the finite element basis functions φ•,ξ(x).
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Setup 2

O(dof−2/3) |Q(uref)− Q(uSC
ℓ )| |Q(uref)− Q̃(uSC

ℓ , zSCℓ )| (µℓ + τℓ)(ηℓ + σℓ)

Figure 2. Evolution of the goal-oriented error estimates (magenta lines) as well as the reference
errors for uncorrected (blue lines) and corrected (red lines) approximations of Q(u) for setups 1
and 2.

Setup 4: expectation of a nonlinear convection term. Here, as in the first test case,
we consider the model problem on the L-shaped domain D = (−1, 1)2 \ (−1, 0]2 and set
f(x) ≡ 1. We consider a nonaffine parametric coefficient a(x,y) = exp(h(x, y)) and define
the goal functional as the expectation of a nonlinear convection term, i.e.,

Q(u) =

∫
Γ

∫
D

q(x)u(x,y)

(
∂u

∂x1

(x,y) +
∂u

∂x2

(x,y)

)
dx dπ(y),
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Figure 3. Evolution of the goal-oriented error estimates (magenta lines) as well as the reference
errors for uncorrected (blue lines) and corrected (red lines) approximations of Q(u) for setups 3
and 4.

where q(x) = χT/|T | and χT : D → {0, 1} is the characteristic function of the triangle
T ⊂D with vertices (0, 1), (1, 0), (1, 1); see Figure 1 that also shows the initial mesh on D.

In order to evaluate Q(uSC
• ), we use the following formula:

Q(uSC
• ) =

∫
Γ

∫
D

q(x)uSC
• (x,y)

(
∂uSC

•
∂x1

(x,y) +
∂uSC

•
∂x2

(x,y)

)
dx dπ(y)

=

∫
Γ

∫
D

q(x)

[ ∑
ȳ∈Y•

u•ȳ(x)L•ȳ(y)

] ∑
ȳ′∈Y•

(
∂u•ȳ′

∂x1

(x) +
∂u•ȳ′

∂x2

(x)

)
L•ȳ′(y) dx dπ(y)

=
∑

ȳ,ȳ′∈Y•

∫
D

q(x)u•ȳ(x)

(
∂u•ȳ′

∂x1

(x) +
∂u•ȳ′

∂x2

(x)

)
dx

∫
Γ

L•ȳ(y)L•ȳ′(y) dπ(y).

Here, the computation of integrals over the parameter domain Γ follows again the pro-
cedure described in §4.3, whereas the spatial integrals can be seen as bilinear forms.
Thus, we evaluate these spatial integrals as matrix-vector products cT•ȳB•c•ȳ′ , where
c•ȳ, c•ȳ′ are the coefficient vectors for Galerkin approximations u•ȳ, u•ȳ′ and [B•]ξ,η∈N• =∫
D
q(x)φ•,ξ(x)

(∂φ•,η
∂x1

(x)+ ∂φ•,η
∂x2

(x)
)
dx (note that, at a given iteration of the algorithm, the

matrix B• is the same for all collocation points).
In Figures 2 and 3, for all setups, we plot the goal-oriented error estimates given by the

right-hand sides of (30) and (44), respectively, as well as the reference errors for uncor-
rected and corrected approximations of Q(u) versus the number of degrees of freedom (dof)
at each iteration of Algorithm 1. The reference value Q(uref) is calculated using the ref-
erence solution uref to the corresponding test problem. The reference solution for each
setup is computed as a SC-FEM approximation using a large set of collocation points
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Figure 4. Adaptively refined meshes for all four setups.

(generated by the union of the final index set Λℓ∗ and its full margin K(Λℓ∗)) and the
second-order (P2) FEM on the uniform refinement of the final mesh Tℓ∗ generated by the
adaptive algorithm for the corresponding test problem. The plots show that in each setup
the adaptive algorithm drives the goal-oriented error estimates (magenta lines) to zero.
Moreover, these error estimates and the reference errors in the corrected approximation
of Q(u) decay with the rate O(dof−2/3). As expected, this is twice the rate of decay of
the error in adaptive SC-FEM approximations of the primal solution, cf. [9, section 5].
In addition, the introduction of the correction term in (29) has a stabilizing effect on
the decay of the corresponding reference error. Indeed, for each setup, the reference er-
rors for corrected approximations of the goal functional (red lines in Figures 2, 3) decay
monotonically (with exception of maybe a few initial iterations) and do so with the same
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rate as the goal-oriented error estimates. In contrast, the reference errors for uncorrected
approximations (blue lines in Figures 2, 3) either exhibit jumps (in setups 1 and 3) or
deviate from the decay rate of the goal-oriented error estimates (in setups 2 and 4).

We note that the gap between the red and magenta lines (that reflects the size of
effectivity indices for the goal-oriented error estimation) for nonlinear goal functionals in
Figure 3 is much wider than that for linear goal functionals in Figure 2. Specifically, the
average effectivity index (i.e., the ratio of the error estimate to the reference error for the
corrected approximation of the goal functional) is 7.1 in setup 1, 2.4 in setup 2, 100.2
in setup 3, and 16.2 in setup 4. Larger effectivity indices in the case of nonlinear goal
functionals are likely due to the size of the constant Cgoal in assumption (41) that affects
the (hidden) constant in the goal-oriented error estimate (44).

Figure 4 depicts locally refined finite element meshes generated at intermediate itera-
tions of the adaptive algorithm. This figure shows that for all setups the algorithm refines
the finite element mesh according to spatial features in both the primal and the dual solu-
tion. These include corner singularities, local features due to a spatial subdomain in the
definition of the goal functional (cf. Figure 1) and, in setup 3, non-geometric singularities
induced by the choice of the forcing term f in the primal problem.

7. Concluding remarks

Surrogate approximations of solutions to PDEs with uncertain inputs play an important
role in reliable uncertainty quantification. They can be cheaply evaluated at any point in
the parameter domain and are used to estimate a wide range of QoIs, thus, providing an
effective alternative to Monte Carlo simulations. While being effective in approximating
the input-output map and QoIs, surrogate approximations introduce numerical errors that
need to be estimated and controlled in the course of simulations. In this work, we have
proved reliable a posteriori estimates for the errors associated with computing QoIs in
the SC-FEM context. Furthermore, we have designed a goal-oriented adaptive algorithm
for reducing these errors. The numerical experiments presented in this paper and more
extensive experiments included in [27] demonstrate the robustness of our error estimation
strategy and the effectiveness of the adaptive algorithm. In particular, our conclusions
hold for PDE problems with affine or nonaffine parametrizations of uncertainty in PDE
inputs and for a range of QoIs represented by linear or nonlinear goal functionals.

Adaptive algorithms for the sparse grid-based SC-FEM are particularly effective when
combined with dimensionality reduction techniques (see e.g., [14, 21]) and/or dimension
adaptivity (see e.g., [13, 18]). The application of these techniques within the goal-oriented
adaptive framework proposed in our work is currently being investigated and will be the
subject of a future publication.
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