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Abstract. Many questions in quantitative finance, uncertainty quantification, and
other disciplines are answered by computing the population mean, 𝜇 := E(𝑌 ),
where instances of 𝑌 := 𝑓 (𝑿) may be generated by numerical simulation and 𝑿
has a simple probability distribution. The population mean can be approximated
by the sample mean, �̂�𝑛 := 𝑛−1 ∑𝑛−1

𝑖=0 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖) for a well chosen sequence of nodes,
{𝒙0, 𝒙1, . . .} and a sufficiently large sample size, 𝑛. Computing 𝜇 is equivalent to
computing a 𝑑-dimensional integral,

∫
𝑓 (𝒙)𝜚(𝒙) d𝒙, where 𝜚 is the probability

density for 𝑿.
Quasi-Monte Carlo methods replace independent and identically distributed se-
quences of random vector nodes, {𝒙𝑖}∞𝑖=0, by low discrepancy sequences. This
accelerates the convergence of �̂�𝑛 to 𝜇 as 𝑛→ ∞.
This tutorial describes low discrepancy sequences and their quality measures.
We demonstrate the performance gains possible with quasi-Monte Carlo meth-
ods. Moreover, we describe how to formulate problems to realize the greatest
performance gains using quasi-Monte Carlo. We also briefly describe the use of
quasi-Monte Carlo methods for problems beyond computing the mean, 𝜇.

Keywords: low discrepancy, randomization, sample mean, simulation

1 Introduction

There are many settings where key underlying quantities that affect the outcome are
unknown, e.g.,

– Future market forces, which affect financial risk,
– The porosity field of rock, which affects the extraction of oil or gas, or
– Elementary particle interactions in a high energy physics experiment, which affect

what is observed by detectors.

In such situations, the unknown inputs are often modeled using random vector vari-
ables or stochastic processes. Computations are performed by generating a multitude of
possible outcomes informed by the assumed probability distribution of the input. These
are used to estimate the mean, quantiles, and/or probability distribution of the outcome.
This is the essence of the Monte Carlo (MC) method.

In mathematical terms, the random outcome is 𝑌 := 𝑓 (𝑿), where 𝑿 is a vector
random input. Given an input, 𝒙, the corresponding outcome 𝑦 = 𝑓 (𝒙) can be computed
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by an algorithm, whose complexity makes 𝑓 a black box, or at least a gray box. The
user selects a sequence of input values, also known as data sites or nodes, 𝒙0, 𝒙1, . . .,
which lead to observed outcomes 𝑦0 = 𝑓 (𝒙0), 𝑦1 = 𝑓 (𝒙1), . . .. The 𝑦𝑖 may be used to
approximate E(𝑌 ), quartiles of 𝑌 , the probability density of 𝑌 , and other quantities of
interest.

Simple Monte Carlo chooses the sequence of nodes, {𝒙𝑖}∞𝑖=0, to be independent and
identically distributed (IID). Quasi-Monte Carlo (qMC) chooses the nodes differently,
so that their empirical distribution approximates well the true probability distribution of
𝑿. The difference between the true and empirical distributions is called a discrepancy,
and the node sequences used in qMC are called low discrepancy (LD) sequences.

This tutorial describes what qMC is, why we would want to use qMC, and how
qMC can be implemented well. The next section illustrates by example the advantages
of qMC. This is followed by a description of how deterministic LD sequences are
constructed (Section 3) and randomizations that preserve their low discrepancy (Section
4). We describe various measures of discrepancy (Section 5). We explain how to decide
what sample size, 𝑛, is sufficient to meet the user’s error requirements (Section 6). We
then discuss how to rewrite the problem of interest in a qMC-friendly way (Section 7).
We briefly discuss applications of qMC beyond computing the mean (Section 8), and
finish with a short conclusion (Section 9).

2 An Illustration of Quasi-Monte Carlo

We illustrate the benefits of qMC with an example from Keister [47], motivated by
computational physics:

𝜇 :=
∫
R𝑑

cos(∥ 𝒕∥2) exp(−∥ 𝒕∥2
2) d𝒕, (1)

where ∥ 𝒕∥2 :=
√︃
𝑡21 + · · · + 𝑡2

𝑑
. This integral may be evaluated numerically by re-writing

it in spherical coordinates as

𝜇 =
2𝜋𝑑/2

Γ(𝑑/2)

∫ ∞

0
cos(𝑟) exp(−𝑟2) 𝑟𝑑−1d𝑟, (2)

where 2𝜋𝑑/2/Γ(𝑑/2) is the surface area of the sphere in 𝑑 dimensions, and Γ is the
Gamma function. The resulting one-dimensional integral is amenable to quadrature
methods. This non-trivial test case with a true value that can be easily calculated allows
us to compute the numerical errors of various cubature schemes and contrast their
performance.

For the purpose of this illustration, we work with 𝜇 in its original form, (1) rather
than (2), and approximate it by a sample mean,

�̂�𝑛 :=
1
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑓 (𝒙𝑖). (3)

This does require some preparation to identify a suitable 𝑓 , which is discussed in
generality in Section 7.
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This 𝜇 in (1) is the expectation of 𝑌 := 𝑔(𝑻) := 𝜋𝑑/2 cos(∥𝑻∥), where 𝑇1, . . . , 𝑇𝑑
are IID Gaussian (normal) random variables with zero mean and variance 1/2, i.e.,
𝑻 := (𝑇1, . . . , 𝑇𝑑) ∼ N (0, I/2):

𝜇 =

∫
R𝑑
𝜋𝑑/2 cos(∥ 𝒕∥)︸           ︷︷           ︸

=:𝑔 (𝒕 )

exp(−∥ 𝒕∥2)
𝜋𝑑/2︸         ︷︷         ︸

density of N(0,I/2)

d𝒕 = E(𝑌 ) = E[𝑔(𝑻)] . (4)

Virtually all LD sequences underlying qMC are defined to approximate the stan-
dard uniform distribution, U[0, 1]𝑑 . Thus, we perform a variable transformation 𝒕 =(
Φ−1 (𝑥1), . . . ,Φ−1 (𝑥𝑑)

)
/
√

2, where is Φ is the cumulative distribution function of the
standard Gaussian random variable. This reimagines the integral 𝜇 as the expectation of
a function, 𝑓 , of a standard uniform random variable:

𝜇 =

∫
[0,1]𝑑

𝜋𝑑/2 cos
((Φ−1 (𝑥1), . . . ,Φ−1 (𝑥𝑑)

)/√2
)

︸                                                 ︷︷                                                 ︸
=: 𝑓 (𝒙)

d𝒙

= E[𝑌 ] = E[ 𝑓 (𝑿)], 𝑿 ∼ U[0, 1]𝑑 . (5)

Now we can apply IID MC, qMC, and other computational methods to approximate
𝜇 by the sample mean

�̂�𝑛 =
1
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑓 (𝒙𝑖) =
1
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝜋𝑑/2 cos
((Φ−1 (𝑥𝑖1), . . . ,Φ−1 (𝑥𝑖𝑑)

)/√2
)
. (6)

Consider the specific case of 𝑑 = 6 for which 𝜇 ≈ −2.327303729298. We approximate
𝜇 by �̂�𝑛 for different, {𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , for various sample sizes, 𝑛, and plot the relative errors,
| (𝜇 − �̂�𝑛)/𝜇 | in Figure 1. The three kinds of nodes are

i. Cartesian grids, {1/(2𝑚), . . . , (2𝑚 − 1)/(2𝑚)}6, for 𝑚 = 2, 3, . . . and 𝑛 = 𝑚6 (blue
dots),

ii. IID sequences with arbitrary 𝑛 (orange diamonds), and
iii. Randomized LD (Sobol’) sequences with 𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . , 2𝑚, . . . (green squares).

There are 50 replications for each of the latter two cases with the average errors being
plotted as trend lines.

Note the following from this example:

– This integral is not particularly easy to evaluate numerically. Even the best choice
of nodes requires at least 𝑛 = 100 to get a relative error below 10%.

– Grids. Although they may be attractive for low dimensional problems, e.g., 𝑑 = 1,
2, or 3, grids do poorly for this modest dimension, 𝑑 = 6. Figure 2 compares a 64
point grid with 𝑑 = 2 and 6. For 𝑑 = 6, the possible sample sizes, 𝑛, are quite sparse,
as shown in Figure 1.
Moreover, grids are not naturally extensible. To move from 𝑛 = 𝑚6 nodes to 𝑛 =

(𝑚 + 1)6 nodes, one must discard the original nodes.
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Fig. 1. The relative error of approximating 𝜇 defined in (5) by the sample mean, �̂�𝑛, defined in
(6) for various choices of nodes, 𝒙0, 𝒙1, . . .. Grids have the largest error and LD nodes have the
smallest error.
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64 Grid Points for d =6

Fig. 2. Although a two-dimensional grid covers the unit square rather well, a 𝑑-dimensional grid
for modest 𝑑 does not cover the unit cube well. For example, one can only see four distinct nodes
in a two dimensional projection of a six-dimensional grid with 64 nodes.

Choosing the nodes to lie on a grid corresponds to a tensor product midpoint
cubature rule, which would normally be expected to have an error of O(𝑛−2/𝑑) for
general 𝑑. The error decay of O(𝑛−1/5) rather than O(𝑛−2/6) for this example may
be due to the lack of smoothness of 𝑓 near the boundaries of the unit cube.

– IID. Simple MC is a substantial improvement over grid nodes. For IID nodes the
root mean squared error is√︃

E[(𝜇 − �̂�)2] =
√︁

Var( �̂�) =
√︂

Var( 𝑓 (𝑿))
𝑛

=
Std( 𝑓 (𝑿))

𝑛1/2 , (7)

where Var denotes the variance and Std the standard deviation. This O(𝑛−1/2) decay
is observed in Figure 1. For simple MC the sample size, 𝑛, can be any positive integer
without affecting the rate of decay of the error.
Whereas grid points collapse on top of one another when viewed in low dimen-
sional projections (Figure 2), all IID nodes may be seen when viewed in any lower
dimensional projection, as seen in Figure 3. The disadvantage of IID nodes is that
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they form clusters and leave gaps. This is because the position of any one node is
independent of the position of the others.
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64 Independent and Identically Distributed (IID) points (d = 6)

Fig. 3. IID nodes cover the unit cube better than grid nodes, although one does observe clusters
and gaps. In any projection there is a similar looking distribution of all 64 nodes.

– LD. The error of qMC methods decays nearly like O(𝑛−1), which for this example
correponds to a reduction in error of several orders of magnitude compared to simple
MC for large enough 𝑛. Typically, LD sequences have preferred sample sizes. This
particular LD sequence is a Sobol’ sequence, where the preferred sample sizes are
non-negative integer powers of 2.
Figure 4 shows typical two-dimensional projections of a size 64 LD node set.
Visually, these nodes fill the unit cube better than IID nodes. A quantitative measure
of this, the discrepancy, is defined in Section 5. Constructions of LD node sequences
are explained in the next section.
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64 Low Discrepancy (LD) Points (d = 6)

Fig. 4. LD nodes cover the unit cube even better than IID nodes or grids. In any projection there
is a similar looking distribution of all 64 nodes.

The numerical computations used to generate the figures in this chapter may be
reproduced using the Jupyter notebook in [26]. The Python library qmcpy [9] is used to
generate the LD node sequences.
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3 LD Sequence Constructions

This section introduces some of the most popular LD sequences. What sets these apart
from IID sequences is that the nodes are deliberately chosen and highly correlated,
whether they be deterministic or randomized. The Python library qmcpy [9] contains
many of the constructions discussed here, as well as the stopping criteria discussed in
Section 6.

3.1 Lattice Sequences

One of the simplest LD constructions is the family of good lattice points [16,84]. As a
finite node set, they are defined as

𝒙lat
𝑖 = 𝑖𝒉/𝑛 (mod 1), 𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑛 − 1, (8)

where 𝒉 is a well chosen 𝑑-dimensional integer vector. Figure 5 illustrates this construc-
tion for 𝑛 = 16 and 𝒉 = (1, 11). Note that the set {𝒙lat

0 , . . . , 𝒙
lat
𝑛−1} defined in (8) is closed

under addition modulo 1 so that it forms a group.
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Lattice xlat
i = i(1, 11)/16 (mod 1), i = 0, . . . , 15

Fig. 5. The construction of a good lattice node set in two dimensions with 16 nodes is obtained
by moving 𝒉/𝑛 beyond the present node and wrapping around the boundaries of the square
(hypercube in 𝑑 dimensions) until one returns to the origin.

One disadvantage of this construction is that it is not extensible. For the example
in Figure 5, the first 8 nodes do not fill the unit square well. However, the set of nodes
defined by even 𝑖 do a reasonable job. This suggests a method for defining extensible
lattice sequences that was proposed independently in [66] and [32].

An extensible lattice sequence in one dimension is defined by the van der Corput
sequence in base 𝑏, {𝜙𝑏 (0), 𝜙𝑏 (1), . . .}. This involves the so-called radical inverse
function and essentially reflects the digits of the integer 𝑖 in base 𝑏 about the decimal
point. For example, 𝜙2 (6) = 𝜙2 (1102) = 20.011 = 3/8. In general,

𝜙𝑏 (𝑖0 + 𝑖1𝑏 + 𝑖2𝑏2 + · · · ) := 𝑖0𝑏−1 + 𝑖1𝑏−2 + 𝑖2𝑏−3 + · · · ∈ [0, 1)
where 𝑖0, 𝑖1, . . . ∈ {0, . . . 𝑏 − 1}. (9)
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For all non-negative integers, 𝑚, the first 𝑛 = 𝑏𝑚 nodes in the van der Corput sequence
correspond to the evenly spaced nodes {0, 𝑏−𝑚, . . . , 1 − 𝑏−𝑚}—albeit in a different
order.

To construct an extensible lattice, we replace 𝑖/𝑛 in (8) by 𝜙𝑏 (𝑖) to get

𝒙lat
𝑖 = 𝜙𝑏 (𝑖)𝒉 (mod 1), 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . . (10)

This reordering of nodes from the original construction allows us to preserve the lattice
structure for the first 𝑏𝑚 nodes for any non-negative integer𝑚. That is, {𝒙lat

0 , . . . , 𝒙
lat
𝑏𝑚−1}

is a closed under addition modulo 1.
Figure 6 shows the first 4, 8, and 16 nodes of an extensible lattice in base 2 with

the same generator as in Figure 5. The blue dots are a copy of the nodes in the plot
to the left, and the the orange diamonds correspond to a shifted copy of the blue dots
modulo 1. For the left plot, the shift is 𝜙2 (2)𝒉 = (1, 11)/4 = (0.25, 0.75). For the
middle plot, the shift is 𝜙2 (4)𝒉 = (1, 11)/8 = (0.125, 0.375). For the right plot, the
shift is 𝜙2 (8)𝒉 = (1, 11)/16 = (0.0625, 0.6875).
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Lattice xi = φ2(i)(1, 11) (mod 1), i = 0, . . . , 2m − 1, m = 2, 3, 4

Fig. 6. An extensible lattice corresponding to Figure 5 with the nodes reordered using the van der
Corput sequence in base 2. For each plot the blue dots are a copy of the nodes to the left and the
orange diamonds are a shifted copy (modulo 1) of the blue dots.

For the example in Figure 6, increasing 𝑛 beyond 16 repeats the original nodes
because the generating vector, 𝒉, contains integers all less than 16. Obtaining a truly ex-
tensible lattice sequence requires that 𝒉 be a vector of generalized integers—essentially
integers with infinite numbers of nonzero digits—as explained in [37], where the exis-
tence of good generating vectors for infinite lattice sequences is also proved. In practice,
one searches computationally for a 𝒉 that produces good set of lattice nodes of size
𝑛 = 𝑏𝑚 for a range of 𝑚 [32]. The construction of great generating vectors for lattices
has attracted a great deal of interest and is discussed further in Section 3.4.

3.2 Digital Sequences

Another family of LD sequences that is a generalization of the van der Corput sequence
(9) is digital sequences [19,69]. For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to 𝑏 = 2 and let ⊕
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denote binary digitwise addition modulo 2 (also known as digitwise exclusive or), e.g.,
3/8 ⊕ 3/4 = 20.011 ⊕ 20.110 = 20.101 = 5/8. A digital sequence is defined as

𝒙
dig
𝑖

:= 𝑖0𝒙dig
1 ⊕ 𝑖1𝒙dig

2 ⊕ 𝑖2𝒙dig
4 ⊕ · · · ∈ [0, 1)𝑑 for 𝑖 = 𝑖0 + 𝑖12 + 𝑖222 + · · · , (11)

where 𝒙
dig
1 , 𝒙

dig
2 , . . . are carefully chosen. (For 𝑑 = 1 and 𝑥dig

2𝑚 = 2−𝑚−1, this is the van
der Corput sequence in base 2.) The node set {𝒙dig

0 , . . . , 𝒙
dig
2𝑚−1} for non-negative integer

𝑚 is called a digital net and is closed under ⊕.
If 𝑥dig

𝑖 𝑗ℓ
denotes the ℓth digit of the 𝑗 th coordinate of 𝒙

dig
𝑖

, then the literature often
defines generating matrices, C 𝑗 =

(
𝑥

dig
𝑖 𝑗ℓ

)𝑀,𝑁
ℓ,𝑖=1 for 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑑, where 𝑀 is the maximum

number of bits in the expression for 𝒙
dig
𝑖

, say 52, and 2𝑁 is the maximum number
of nodes that is intended to be generated. The digital sequence can then be defined
equivalently as

©«
𝑥

dig
𝑖 𝑗1

𝑥
dig
𝑖 𝑗2
...

ª®®®®¬
= C 𝑗

©«
𝑖0

𝑖1
...

ª®®®®¬
(mod 2), 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑑, 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . . (12)

To understand how well these nodes are evenly distributed over [0, 1)𝑑 , imagine a
box of the form

[𝑎1𝑏
−𝑘1 , (𝑎1 + 1)2−𝑘1 ) × · · · × [𝑎𝑑𝑏−𝑘𝑑 , (𝑎𝑑 + 1)2−𝑘𝑑 ),

𝑎 𝑗 ∈ {0, . . . , 2𝑘 𝑗 − 1}, 𝑘 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1, . . .}, 𝑗 = 1, . . . 𝑑, 𝒌 ∈ N0. (13)

This box has volume 2−(𝑘1+···+𝑘𝑑 ) = 2−∥𝒌 ∥1 . For a digital net with 2𝑚 nodes and
∥𝒌∥1 ≤ 𝑚, a “fair share” of nodes for this box would be 2𝑚−∥𝒌 ∥1 . This will occur
if and only if

the first 𝑘1 rows of the first 𝑚 columns of C1 plus
the first 𝑘2 rows of the first 𝑚 columns of C2 plus

...

the first 𝑘𝑑 rows of the first 𝑚 columns of C𝑑
are linearly independent over addition and multiplication modulo 2, (14)

regardless of the choice of 𝒂 = (𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑑). The 𝑡-value of a digital net with 2𝑚 nodes
is defined as the smallest 𝑡 for which condition (14) holds for all 𝒌 with ∥𝒌∥1 ≤ 𝑚 − 𝑡.
Equivalently, this 𝑡 is the smallest value for which every box of the form (13) with
volume 2∥𝒌 ∥1−𝑚 contains its fair share of 2𝑡 nodes. Such a digital net is then called a
(𝑡, 𝑚, 𝑑)-net. An infinite sequence of the form (12) for which this condition holds for all
non-negative 𝑚 is called a (𝑡, 𝑑)-sequence.
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To illustrate the 𝑡-value, consider the following 𝑑 = 3 dimensional digital net with
23 (eight) nodes, i.e., 𝑚 = 3:

{(0, 0, 0), (0.5, 0.5, 0.5), (0.25, 0.75, 0.75), (0.75, 0.25, 0.25), (0.125, 0.625, 0.375),
(0.625, 0.125, 0.875), (0.375, 0.375, 0.625), (0.875, 0.875, 0.125)}. (15)

Figure 7 shows several two dimensional projections of these nodes and the two-
dimensional boxes (rectangles) of the form (13) with ∥𝒌∥1 = 3. Most of the boxes
contain their fair share of one node, but the box [0, 1/4) × [0, 1) × [0, 1/2) contains two
nodes and the adjacent box, [1/4, 1/2) × [0, 1) × [0, 1/2) contains no nodes. Thus, the
𝑡-value cannot be 0. However, the 𝑡-value is 1 because all boxes of the form (13) with
∥𝒌∥1 = 2, i.e., a volume of 2−2 = 1/4 contain a fair share of 2𝑚−∥𝒌 ∥1 = 2 nodes. The
node set (15) is a (1, 3, 3)-net.

This conclusion can also be reached by looking at the first three rows and columns
of the generating matrices for this digital net, which are

C1 =

©«
1 0 0 · · ·
0 1 0 · · ·
0 0 1 · · ·
...
...
...
. . .

ª®®®®¬
, C2 =

©«
1 1 1 · · ·
0 1 0 · · ·
0 0 1 · · ·
...
...
...
. . .

ª®®®®¬
, C3 =

©«
1 1 0 · · ·
0 1 1 · · ·
0 0 1 · · ·
...
...
...
. . .

ª®®®®¬
.

For 𝒌 = (2, 0, 1) and ∥𝒌∥1 = 3, condition (14) is not satisfied, and so 𝑡 cannot be 0 for
the node set (15). However, condition (14) is satisfied for all 𝒌 with ∥𝒌∥1 = 2, again
confirming that we have a (1, 3, 3)-net.

If we consider only the first two coordinates of the node set defined in (15), then
condition (14) is satisfied for all 𝒌 with ∥𝒌∥1 = 3. The first two coordinates of (15) are
a (0, 3, 2)-net

Digital sequence generators can be found via number theory [19, Chapter 8] or
numerical search (see [46] and [19, Chapter 10]). The earliest instance is due to Sobol’
[86].

3.3 Halton sequences

While lattice sequences and digital sequences have preferred sample sizes, 𝑛, Halton
sequences have no preferred sample size. The Halton sequence is defined in terms of
the van der Corput sequences for different bases:

𝒙Hal
𝑖 =

(
𝜙𝑏1 (𝑖), . . . , 𝜙𝑏𝑑 (𝑖)

)
, 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . , (16)

where 𝑏1, . . . , 𝑏𝑑 is a choice of 𝑑 distinct prime numbers. Often they are chosen as the
first 𝑑 prime numbers. Figure 8 shows two dimensional projections of Halton nodes in
six dimensions.

The Halton construction is an extensible LD sequence. However, should one know
𝑛 ∈ N in advance, a finite 𝑑 + 1-dimensional LD node set called the Hammersley node
set can be defined similarly as

𝒙Ham
𝑖 =

(
𝑖

𝑛
, 𝜙𝑏1 (𝑖), . . . , 𝜙𝑏𝑑 (𝑖)

)
𝑖 = 0, . . . , 𝑛 − 1. (17)
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Fig. 7. Each box in the two dimensional projections of the node set (15) plotted above contain one
node except for the second row, third plot from the left. Thus, this node set is not a (0, 3, 3)-net.
It is however a (1, 3, 3)-net.
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Fig. 8. Halton nodes as defined in (16) have low discrepancy but no preferred sample size.

3.4 LD Nodes by Optimization

Most quasi-Monte Carlo constructions are studied based on their asymptotic behavior
as 𝑛 → ∞, with numerous results on asymptotic rates [69,71]. However, few methods
address finding optimal node configurations for specific 𝑛 and 𝑑 which can be critical
in practical applications where each function evaluation is quite costly. Of course,
one possible strategy is to truncate asymptotically optimal sequences to the desired 𝑛,
however, as discussed above many of the standard LD constructions have a preferred
number of nodes with truncations leading to imbalances in equidistribution. We can
often do better optimizing directly for the target 𝑛 and 𝑑.

When optimizing LD nodes, one requires an objective function which in some sense
must assess the quality of the LD nodes directly, or the expected performance when
the node set is implemented in a qMC estimate (3). We will refer to such an objective
function as a figure-of-merit (FOM) and popular choices include the discrepancy (see
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Section 5) or worst-case error metrics when restricted to a specific space of functions;
see [31,15].

For several decades, combinatorial optimization techniques have been employed to
obtain good generating parameters for LD constructions. For example, in the case of a
lattice rule which is fully determined by the generating vector 𝒉 ∈ Z𝑑𝑛 B {0, 1, . . . , 𝑛 −
1}𝑑 given 𝑛 and 𝑑, one often resorts to finding good 𝒉 via computer search to minimize
a chosen FOM. An exhaustive search is infeasible due to the exponential growth of the
search space with 𝑑.

Thus, the component-by-component (CBC) construction, introduced by Korobov
[55] and later revisited by Sloan and collaborators [83], reduces the search space to size
𝑑𝑛 by constructing 𝒉 one component at a time while keeping the previous components
fixed. This greedy procedure also applies to finding good generating matrices C 𝑗 for
digital sequences. For certain choices of function spaces, there exist fast component-by-
component construction implementations using fast Fourier transforms (FFTs) as the
primary tool. We refer to [17,45,56,16] and references therein for works on the CBC
construction for lattice rules and digital sequences, [73,72] for their fast implementations
and [60,15] for a qMC software toolLatNet Builder by L’Ecuyer to generate LD nodes
which relies heavily on the CBC construction method.

When constructing LD nodes, it is essential to ensure not only a well-distributed
set of nodes in the 𝑑-dimensional space but also in its lower-dimensional projections
(recall the Cartesian grid from Section 1, Figure 2). MatBuilder [79] is a software tool
developed precisely for this task; to generate generating matrices for digital sequence LD
nodes possessing excellent low dimensional uniformity. In this software, the solutions
to integer linear programming problems are used to build the columns of generator
matrices in a greedy manner for the LD digital sequence.

We have outlined various efforts by qMC researchers to optimize specific classes of
LD constructions, including lattices and digital sequences. Significant effort has even
been taken to optimize the uniformity of so-called generalized Halton sequences due to
the poor lower dimensional projections exhibited by even a moderate dimensional Halton
sequence [53]. These methods are discussed briefly in Section 4.3. There also exist
several efforts to generate novel LD constructions which do not adhere to any underlying
number theoretic structure, but none-the-less, possess a high level of uniformity. These
methods are often global optimization methods of sample point distributions, which is
often challenging due to the non-convex nature of the FOM as a function of the nodes.
One of the first works to globally optimize LD nodes, albeit a heuristic approach, was
by Winker and Fang [94] employing the threshold accepting optimization algorithm to
directly optimize the uniformity of the LD nodes with respect to a discrepancy FOM.

More recently, Rusch, Kirk, Bronstein, Lemieux and Rus [81] developed the first
machine-learning assisted optimization tool for LD node optimization in the Message-
Passing Monte Carlo (MPMC) method. MPMC implements tools from geometric deep
learning, imposing a computational graph onto an initialized IID node set to transform
the nodes to LD node set via a learned mapping. The optimization is gradient-based and
is guided by the direct minimization of a discrepancy-based FOM.

We also highlight the method proposed by Hinrichs and Oettershagen [39] generating
optimal LD nodes for a specific class of functions in two-dimensions. To address the



12 Hickernell, Kirk, and Sorokin

non-convexity challenge, the authors decompose the global optimization of a specific
FOM into a large number of smaller, convex sub-problems which are solved individually.

There are several other recent attempts to construct optimal LD nodes, many of which
are well summarized in the PhD thesis of Clément [10]. We highlight the subset selection
method proposed in [12] to choose from an 𝑛-element initialization set, the 𝑘 < 𝑛 nodes
which minimize a discrepancy FOM. A heuristic approach to this problem was later
shown in [13]. Furthermore, a method to generate optimal star-discrepancy node sets
for fixed 𝑛 and 𝑑 based on a non-linear programming approach was suggested in [11],
however is computationally restricted to very small numbers of nodes in dimensions two
and three only.

4 Randomization

The LD constructions described in the previous section have so far been deterministic.
The sample mean, �̂�𝑛, does not change each time it is computed like it would for IID
nodes. While determinism has advantages, randomization has substantial advantages as
well.

– Randomization done correctly removes bias in the estimator, �̂�𝑛.
– Replications of random estimators can facilitate error estimates for the sample mean.
– Often the application of interest requires transforming the LD nodes to mimic other

distributions. This is the case in the Keister example of Section 1, as seen in (6)
where the nodes, {𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , are transformed to mimic a Gaussian distribution.
The LD sequences defined in the previous section start with 𝒙0 = 0, as can be seen in
(8), (11), (16), and Figures 5–8. The node 0 becomes infinite under a transformation
to mimic a Gaussian distribution, which can trigger runtime errors. Randomization
eliminates nodes on the boundary of the unit cube.

The key to good randomization is to preserve the LD quality of the node sequence. In
general, we recommend randomization, if available.

4.1 Shifts

The simplest randomization is to shift the node sequence by 𝚫 ∼ U[0, 1)𝑑 . For lattice
sequences the shift is applied modulo 1 so that shifted extensible lattice turns (10) into

𝒙𝚫-lat
𝑖 := 𝒙lat

𝑖 + 𝚫 (mod 1) = 𝜙𝑏 (𝑖)𝒉 + 𝚫 (mod 1), 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . . (18)

Since the first 2𝑚 elements of the lattice sequence form a group under modulo 1 addition,
the corresponding shifted node set is a coset. Figure 9 illustrates three shifts of the lattice
plotted in Figure 5.

For digital sequences the shift should be applied using digitwise addition. A digital
shift of the digital sequence defined in (11) then becomes

𝒙
𝚫-dig
𝑖

:= 𝒙
dig
𝑖

⊕ 𝚫 = 𝑖0𝒙
dig
1 ⊕ 𝑖1𝒙dig

2 ⊕ 𝑖2𝒙dig
4 ⊕ · · · ⊕ 𝚫

for 𝑖 = 𝑖0 + 𝑖12 + 𝑖222 + · · · . (19)
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Fig. 9. The original unshifted lattice (left) and three different shifts modulo 1 of the lattice. Note
that the structure of the lattice is maintained.
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3 digital shifts of a digital net with 8 points

Fig. 10. Three digital shifts of a digital (0, 3, 2)-net with nodes denoted by three different col-
ors/shapes. There is one node in each smaller box of the form (13) for ∥𝒌∥ = 3, for each digitally
shifted net.

Three digital shifts of the same net are given in Figure 10. A digital shift does not alter
the 𝑡-value of a (𝑡, 𝑚, 𝑑)-net.

Let {𝒙𝚫
𝑖
}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 denote a uniform (digital or modulo 1) random shift of any deterministic

original node set, {𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 . That is, 𝒙𝚫

𝑖
:= 𝒙𝑖 + 𝚫 (mod 1) or 𝒙𝚫

𝑖
:= 𝒙𝑖 ⊕ 𝚫 and 𝚫 ∼

U[0, 1)𝑑 . This then implies that each 𝒙𝚫
𝑖

∼ U[0, 1)𝑑 and thus �̂�𝑛 is an unbiased
estimator of 𝜇, which was mentioned as an advantage at the beginning of this section.

4.2 Digital Scrambles

For digital nets one can randomize even further by a scrambling that preserves the
𝑡-value. Owen [75] proposed a scrambling of nets called nested uniform scrambling. A
simpler version called linear matrix scrambling was proposed by Matoušek [67] and is
described here. Starting from the formulation of digital sequences involving generator
matrices in (12), we multiply each generator matrix on the left by a lower triangular
matrix with ones along the diagonals and elements below the diagonal that are randomly
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chosen to be 0 or 1 with equal probability:

©«
𝑥scr-net
𝑖 𝑗1
𝑥scr-net
𝑖 𝑗2
...

ª®®®¬ = LjC 𝑗

©«
𝑖0
𝑖1
...

ª®®¬ +
©«
Δ1 𝑗
Δ2 𝑗
...

ª®®¬ (mod 2), 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑑, 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . , (20a)

Lj :=
©«

1 0 0 0 · · ·
𝑙21 1 0 0 · · ·
𝑙31 𝑙32 1 0 · · ·
...

...
...
. . .

. . .

ª®®®®¬
, 𝑙ℓ 𝑗

IID∼ U{0, 1} (20b)

A random digital shift, 𝚫 is also added, where Δℓ 𝑗 denotes the ℓth digit of the 𝑗 th

dimension of the shift. Digital scrambling of a (𝑡, 𝑚, 𝑑)-net does not alter its 𝑡-value.
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3 scrambles of a digital net with 8 points

Fig. 11. Three linear scrambles of a digital (0, 3, 2)-net with nodes denoted by three different
colors/shapes. There is one node in each smaller box of the form (13) for ∥𝒌∥ = 3, for each
digitally shifted net.

4.3 Randomizations for Halton

As Halton nodes can be viewed as digital nets with different bases for each dimen-
sion, the randomization techniques used for digital nets can be applied to Halton node
sets. Random nested uniform scrambling and linear matrix scrambling have also been
considered for Halton node sets [77].

We detail one possible randomization of the Halton sequence which is equivalent
to applying a random digital shift (19) in the respective base of each dimension of the
Halton sequence. We first define the generalized van der Corput sequence in base 𝑏 by
obtaining a sequence Σ = (𝜎𝑟 )𝑟≥0 of permutations of {0, . . . , 𝑏 − 1} where the 𝑖𝑡ℎ term
of the one-dimensional sequence is defined as

𝜙Σ𝑏 (𝑖0 + 𝑖1𝑏 + 𝑖2𝑏
2 + · · · ) := 𝜎0 (𝑖0)𝑏−1 + 𝜎1 (𝑖1)𝑏−2 + 𝜎2 (𝑖2)𝑏−3 + · · · ∈ [0, 1)

where 𝑖0, 𝜎0 (𝑖0), 𝑖1, 𝜎1 (𝑖1), . . . ∈ {0, . . . 𝑏 − 1}. (21)
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The generalized Halton sequence is subsequently defined by choosing 𝑑 sequences of
permutations Σ 𝑗 = (𝜎𝑗 ,𝑟 )𝑟≥0 of {0, . . . , 𝑏 𝑗 − 1} for 𝑗 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑑 and setting

𝒙G-Hal
𝑖 =

(
𝜙
Σ1
𝑏1
(𝑖), . . . , 𝜙Σ𝑑

𝑏𝑑
(𝑖)

)
, 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . . ,

A randomized qMC estimate �̂�𝑛 is then an unbiased estimator of 𝜇 if the permutations
Σ 𝑗 are sampled independently and uniformly, i.e 𝜇 if Σ 𝑗

IID∼ U{0, . . . , 𝑏 𝑗 − 1}𝑑 since
this ensures 𝒙G-Hal

𝑖
∼ U[0, 1)𝑑 .

We note in passing that many works [8,89,2,90] have sought to optimize the per-
mutations Σ 𝑗 deterministically to enhance uniformity. For a comprehensive survey of
the Halton sequence (up to 2008), we refer readers to the excellent work by Faure and
Lemieux [21].

4.4 Randomized Generators

Instead of explicitly searching for good generating vectors or matrices, one can instead
sample a few random generating vectors or generating matrices and then prune out
bad choices. One recent method has explored selecting the median of 𝑟 randomized
qMC estimates, rather than the mean [78]. Random generating vectors for lattices take
𝒉

IID∼ U{1, . . . , 𝑛 − 1}𝑑 while random generating matrices for base 2 digital nets—as
described in (12)—set 𝑥dig

𝑖 𝑗ℓ

IID∼ U{0, 1} for 𝑖 < ℓ while enforcing 𝑥𝑖 𝑗𝑖 = 1 and 𝑥𝑖 𝑗ℓ = 0
for 𝑖 > ℓ.

5 Discrepancy

So far, we have relied on eye tests and the Keister example to show how LD sequences
are better than IID. This section introduces the theory that shows why minimizing
discrepancy leads to better approximations to 𝜇.

5.1 Discrepancies Defined by Kernels

Let 𝐾 : [0, 1)𝑑 × [0, 1)𝑑 → R be a function satisfying the following two conditions:

Symmetry: 𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) = 𝐾 (𝒙, 𝒕) ∀𝒕, 𝒙 ∈ [0, 1)𝑑 (22a)

Postitive definiteness:
𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=0

𝑐𝑖𝐾 (𝒙𝑖 , 𝒙 𝑗 )𝑐 𝑗 > 0 ∀𝑛 ∈ N, 𝒄 ≠ 0,

distinct 𝒙0, . . . , 𝒙𝑛−1 ∈ [0, 1)𝑑 . (22b)

Then it is known [1] that this 𝐾 is the reproducing kernel for a Hilbert space, H𝐾 with
associated inner product ⟨·, ·⟩H𝐾 , such that

Belonging: 𝐾 (·, 𝒙) ∈ H𝐾 ∀𝒙 ∈ [0, 1)𝑑 (23a)

Reproducing: 𝑓 (𝒙) = ⟨𝐾 (·, 𝒙), 𝑓 ⟩ ∀𝒙 ∈ [0, 1)𝑑 , 𝑓 ∈ H𝐾 . (23b)
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Having a reproducing kernel Hilbert space with a known kernel𝐾 allows us to derive
a rigorous error bound for 𝜇 − �̂�𝑛. First note that for any bounded, linear functional, 𝐿
on the Hilbert space H𝐾 , there is some 𝜂𝐿 ∈ H𝐾 such that

𝐿 ( 𝑓 ) = ⟨𝜂𝐿 , 𝑓 ⟩H𝐾 ∀ 𝑓 ∈ H𝐾 .

This is guaranteed by the Riesz Representation Theorem, and 𝜂𝐿 is called the representer
of 𝐿. Using the reproducing property of𝐾 , one may derive an explicit formula for 𝜂𝐿 (𝒙),
namely,

𝜂𝐿 (𝒙) = ⟨𝐾 (·, 𝒙), 𝜂𝐿⟩H𝐾 = 𝐿
(
𝐾 (·, 𝒙)

)
.

From this expression for 𝜂𝐿 (𝒙) one may then calculate the squared norm of the linear
functional 𝐿 as the squared norm of its representer

∥𝜂𝐿 ∥2
H𝐾 = ⟨𝜂𝐿 , 𝜂𝐿⟩H𝐾 = 𝐿 (𝜂𝐿) = 𝐿 · ·

(
𝐿 · (𝐾 (·, ··)

) )
. (24)

If 𝜇(·) : HK → R is a bounded linear functional on H𝐾 , we may use the argument
above to derive our error bound. First we write the dependence of 𝜇− �̂�𝑛 on 𝑓 explicitly
as 𝜇( 𝑓 ) − �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ) and note that the error functional, 𝜇(·) − �̂�𝑛 (·), is linear. The Riesz
Representation Theorem and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality imply a tight error bound

|𝜇( 𝑓 ) − �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ) | = |⟨𝜂𝜇 ( ·)− �̂�𝑛 ( ·) , 𝑓 ⟩H𝐾 | ≤ ∥𝜂𝜇 ( ·)− �̂�𝑛 ( ·) ∥H𝐾 ∥ 𝑓 ∥H𝐾
|𝜇( 𝑓 ) − �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ) | ≤ ∥𝜂𝜇 ( ·)− �̂�𝑛 ( ·) ∥H𝐾︸               ︷︷               ︸

=:discrepancy
(
{𝒙}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 ,𝐾
) inf
𝑐∈R

∥ 𝑓 − 𝑐∥H𝐾︸            ︷︷            ︸
=:variation( 𝑓 ,𝐾 )

∀ 𝑓 ∈ H𝐾 , (25)

since �̂�𝑛 is exact for constants. (It is assumed that H𝐾 contains constant functions so
that 𝑓 ∈ H𝐾 implies that 𝑓 − 𝑐 ∈ H𝐾 .) The squared norm of the error funtional can be
expressed explicitly via (24) as

discrepancy2 ({𝒙}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 , 𝐾

)
= ∥𝜂𝜇 ( ·)− �̂�𝑛 ( ·) ∥2

H𝐾

=
(
𝜇(··) − �̂�𝑛 (··)

) ( (
𝜇(·) − �̂�𝑛 (·)

) (
𝐾 (·, ··)

) )
=

∫
[0,1)𝑑×[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) d𝒕 d𝒙 − 2
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

∫
[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙𝑖) d𝒕

+ 1
𝑛2

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=0

𝐾 (𝒙𝑖 , 𝒙 𝑗 ). (26)

The error bound (25) has two factors:

– The discrepancy, which is the norm of the error functional, depends only on the
node set, {𝒙}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , and not on 𝑓 . The discrepancy measures the deficiency of that
node set.

– The variation depends only on 𝑓 , the function defining our random variable𝑌 whose
expectation we wish to compute, and not on the node set, {𝒙}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 . The variation is
a measure of the roughness of 𝑓 .
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In general, designers of qMC methods want to construct sets or sequences of nodes with
discrepancy as small as possible, either by increasing 𝑛, if the computational budget
allows, or by better placement of the nodes. The constructions described in Section 3 are
ways of ensuring better placement of the nodes, provided that the generators are chosen
well. Practitioners of qMC want to formulate 𝜇 in a way to make the variation as small
as possible. This is discussed in Section 7.

Although error bound (25) is elegant, it leaves several matters unresolved:

– The reproducing kernel 𝐾 defines both the discrepancy and the variation. This
means that different choices of 𝐾 will lead to different error bounds for the same
�̂�𝑛, even though the error is unchanged.

– The Hilbert space H𝐾 contains one’s assumptions about 𝑓 , such as smoothness or
periodicity. Knowing 𝐾 , however, does not automatically lead to an explicit formula
for the inner product of the associated Hilbert space, ⟨·, ·⟩H𝐾 . Conversely, having
an explicit formula for ⟨·, ·⟩H𝐾 does not automatically lead to an explicit formula
for the reproducing kernel, 𝐾 . In both cases, educated guesswork is involved.

– Choosing a more restrictive H𝐾 may lead to a sharper error bound, however, it is
often infeasible in practice to check whether the 𝑓 lies in H𝐾 . This is what we mean
in the introduction by referring to 𝑓 as a “black box”.

– Moreover, even if one is confident that 𝑓 ∈ H𝐾 ( 𝑓 is a “gray box”), it is usually
impractical to compute variation( 𝑓 , 𝐾), as we shall see in the discrepancy example
below. Error bound (25) cannot be used as a stopping criterion to determine the 𝑛
needed to satisfy an error tolerance.

In spite of these drawbacks, (25) is quite useful:

– There are families of commonly used reproducing kernels [4,28,29,30]. Once 𝐾 has
been fixed, the discrepancy may be used to compare different LD sequences. The
discrepancy’s rate of decay—which sometimes can be computed theoretically—
indicates how quickly �̂�𝑛 approaches 𝜇.

– When an explicit formula for the inner product of the associated Hilbert space,
⟨·, ·⟩H𝐾 , can be deduced, it suggests how to formulate 𝜇 to reduce variation( 𝑓 , 𝐾).

5.2 The Centered Discrepancy

An example of a reproducing kernel defined on [0, 1)𝑑 × [0, 1)𝑑 is

𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) =
𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1 + 1

2
(
|𝑡ℓ − 1/2| + |𝑥ℓ − 1/2| − |𝑡ℓ − 𝑥ℓ |

) ]
. (27)

One can verify that this 𝐾 satisfies the symmetry condition (22a). It also is symmetric
about the middle of the unit cube, i.e.,

𝐾
(
(𝑡1, . . . , 𝑡ℓ−1, 1 − 𝑡ℓ , 𝑡ℓ+1, . . . , 𝑡𝑑), (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥ℓ−1, 1 − 𝑥ℓ , 𝑥ℓ+1, . . . , 𝑥𝑑)

)
= 𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙),

which is a desirable property for problems where there is no preferred corner of the unit
cube.



18 Hickernell, Kirk, and Sorokin

The inner product for the Hilbert space H𝐾 with reproducing kernel 𝐾 is

⟨ 𝑓 , 𝑔⟩H𝐾 = 𝑓 (1/2, . . . , 1/2)𝑔(1/2, . . . , 1/2)

+
∫
[0,1)

[𝐷 {1} 𝑓 ] (𝑥1) [𝐷 {1}𝑔] (𝑥1) d𝑥1 +
∫
[0,1)

[𝐷 {2} 𝑓 ] (𝑥2) [𝐷 {2}𝑔] (𝑥2) d𝑥2

+ · · ·

+
∫
[0,1)2

[𝐷 {1,2} 𝑓 ] (𝑥1, 𝑥2) [𝐷 {1,2}𝑔] (𝑥1, 𝑥2) d𝑥1d𝑥2 + · · ·

+ · · · +
∫
[0,1)𝑑

[𝐷 {1,...,𝑑} 𝑓 ] (𝒙) [𝐷 {1,...,𝑑}𝑔] (𝒙) d𝒙

=
∑︁

ℓ⊆{1,...,𝑑}
⟨𝐷ℓ 𝑓 , 𝐷ℓ𝑔⟩2 (28)

where ⟨·, ·⟩2 denotes the 𝐿2 inner product, the operator 𝐷ℓ is defined as

[𝐷 {ℓ1 ,ℓ2 ,...,ℓ𝑠 } 𝑓 ] (𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥𝑠)

:=
𝜕𝑠 𝑓 (1/2, . . . , 1/2, 𝑥ℓ1 , 1/2, . . . , 1/2, 𝑥ℓ2 , 1/2, . . . , 1/2, 𝑥ℓ𝑠 , 1/2, . . . , 1/2)

𝜕𝑥ℓ1𝜕𝑥ℓ2 · · · 𝜕𝑥ℓ𝑠
,

and 𝐷∅ 𝑓 is understood to be the constant 𝑓 (1/2, . . . , 1/2) [28]. The variation, which
corresponds to the non-constant part of the function, is

variation( 𝑓 ) :=
√︄ ∑︁

∅≠ℓ⊆{1,...,𝑑}
∥𝐷ℓ 𝑓 ∥2

2.

We show that 𝐾 defined in (27) is the reproducing kernel for the H𝐾 with the above
inner product for 𝑑 = 1 and assuming 0 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 1/2:

⟨𝐾 (·, 𝑥), 𝑓 ⟩H𝐾 = 𝐾 (1/2, 𝑥) 𝑓 (1/2) +
∫ 1

0

𝜕𝐾 (𝑡, 𝑥)
𝜕𝑡

𝑓 ′ (𝑡) d𝑡

= 1 × 𝑓 (1/2) +
∫ 𝑥

0

1
2
[−1 − (−1)] 𝑓 ′ (𝑡) d𝑡 +

∫ 1/2

𝑥

1
2
[−1 − 1] 𝑓 ′ (𝑡) d𝑡

+
∫ 1

1/2

1
2
[1 − 1] 𝑓 ′ (𝑡) d𝑡

= 𝑓 (1/2) + 0 −
∫ 1/2

𝑥

𝑓 ′ (𝑡) d𝑡 + 0 = 𝑓 (1/2) − [ 𝑓 (1/2) − 𝑓 (𝑥)]

= 𝑓 (𝑥).

The extensions to general 1/2 < 𝑥 < 1 and to 𝑑 > 1 are straightforward [28].
Figure 12 (left) is a color map of the reproducing kernel, 𝐾 , defined in (27) for 𝑑 = 1.

As shown in the figure, the matrix K :=
(
𝐾 (𝑥𝑖 , 𝑥 𝑗 )

)𝑛
𝑖, 𝑗=1 that arises in condition (22b) is

formed by taking 𝑛 rows and corresponding columns of this plot. Any such matrix K is
strictly positive definite, as is suggested by the higher values near the diagonal.
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Fig. 12. Left: A plot of the reproducing kernel for the centered discrepancy defined in (27)
for 𝑑 = 1. Note that the vertical axis is inverted so that the plot is a picture of the “matrix”(
𝐾 (𝑡, 𝑥)

)
𝑡 ,𝑥∈[0,1) ] . Any submatrix is positive definite by property (22b).

Right: The centered discrepancy for several modest values of 𝑑. They show an asymptotic decay
close to O(𝑛−1), but this rate is achieved only at higher 𝑛 for larger values of 𝑑

The squared centered discrepancy is given by substituting the formula for 𝐾 into
(26), which implies

ctr-discrepancy2 ({𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1
𝑖=0

)
=

(
13
12

)𝑑
− 2
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1 + 1

2
(
|𝑥𝑖ℓ − 1/2| − |𝑥𝑖ℓ − 1/2|𝑑

) ]
1
𝑛2

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=0

𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1 + 1

2
(
|𝑥𝑖ℓ − 1/2| + |𝑥 𝑗ℓ − 1/2| − |𝑥𝑖ℓ − 𝑥 𝑗ℓ |

) ]
. (29)

As is true for most cases, the computational cost of computing the discrepancy is O(𝑑𝑛2)
as 𝑑 and/or 𝑛 tend to infinity.

Figure 12 (right) displays the discrepancy for a Sobol’ LD digital net for several
modest values of 𝑑 and for 𝑛 = 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, . . .. The asymptotic decay rate of nearly
O(𝑛−1) is observed for small 𝑑 and can be anticipated for a bit larger 𝑑. Thus, the
decay of the discrepancy mirrors the convergence rate for LD sequences for the Keister
example in Section 1 and Figure 1.

The centered discrepancy also has a geometric interpretation, as is described in
[28]. Other choices of kernels and their geometric interpretations are explained there as
well. Moreover, it is possible to define discrepancies for Banach spaces of integrands,
however, the formulas for these discrepancies are not as amenable to calculation.

5.3 Coordinate weights

When the dimension, 𝑑, is increased, the discrepancy increases and the rate of decay
with increasing sample size deteriorates, as can be seen in Figure 13 (left). This raises
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the question of whether the LD sequences lose their effectiveness for higher dimensions
or whether the theory of the previous subsection does not coincide with practice.

Note that the discrepancy of the null set, which is equivalent to the norm of the linear
functional 𝜇(·), is

discrepancy
(
∅, 𝐾

)
=

√︄∫
[0,1)𝑑×[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) d𝒕 d𝒙, (30)

which corresponds to (13/12)𝑑/2 for the centered discrepancy. This means that inte-
gration gets exponentially harder as 𝑑 increases. One may scale the discrepancy of a
node set by dividing it by discrepancy(∅, 𝐾), but this does not recover the desired nearly
O(𝑛−1) decay rate.

A good approach is to introduce coordinate weights, 𝛾1, . . . , 𝛾𝑑 into the reproducing
kernel. These were introduced in [27] but begin to be fully exploited in [85] and the
articles that followed. For the kernel defining the centered discrepancy, this means

𝐾𝜸 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) =
𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1 +

𝛾2
ℓ

2
(
|𝑡ℓ − 1/2| + |𝑥ℓ − 1/2| − |𝑡ℓ − 𝑥ℓ |

) ]
, (31)

⟨ 𝑓 , 𝑔⟩H𝐾𝜸 =
∑︁

ℓ⊆{1,...,𝑑}

(∏
𝑘

𝛾2
ℓ𝑘

)
⟨𝐷ℓ 𝑓 , 𝐷ℓ𝑔⟩2, (32)

variation( 𝑓 , 𝐾𝜸) =
√√ ∑︁

ℓ⊆{1,...,𝑑}

(∏
𝑘

𝛾−2
ℓ𝑘

)
∥𝐷ℓ 𝑓 ∥2

2, (33)

wt-ctr-discrepancy2 ({𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 , 𝜸

)
=

𝑑∏
ℓ=1

(
1 +

𝛾2
ℓ

12

)𝑑
− 2
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1 +

𝛾2
ℓ

2
(
|𝑥𝑖ℓ − 1/2| − |𝑥𝑖ℓ − 1/2|𝑑

) ]
1
𝑛2

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=0

𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1 +

𝛾2
ℓ

2
(
|𝑥𝑖ℓ − 1/2| + |𝑥 𝑗ℓ − 1/2| − |𝑥𝑖ℓ − 𝑥 𝑗ℓ |

) ]
.

(34)

Figure 13 (right) plots the scaled centered discrepancy with coordinate weights
𝜸 = (1/ℓ)𝑑

ℓ=1, i.e.,

wt-ctr-discrepancy
(
{𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝜸
)
/wt-ctr-discrepancy(∅, 𝜸),

against sample size for a variety of 𝑑. Now, even for larger 𝑑 there is a reasonable decay
that approximates O(𝑛−1).

For IID samples the root mean squared discrepancy for a general reproducing kernel,
𝐾 , is√︃
E[discrepancy2 ({𝒙}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
)
]

=
1
√
𝑛

√︄∫
[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 (𝒙, 𝒙) d𝒙 −
∫
[0,1)𝑑×[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) d𝒕 d𝒙. (35)
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Fig. 13. Left: The centered discrepancy for a Sobol’ LD sequence for a range of 𝑑. For larger 𝑑
only a decay rate of O(𝑛−1/2), is achieved for the range of 𝑛 shown. Moreover, the discrepancy for
larger 𝑑 is huge. Right: The scaled centered discrepancy with coordinate weights for a Sobol’ LD
sequence for various 𝑑 and the root mean squared scaled centered discrepancy with coordinate
weights for IID nodes. LD nodes have a much smaller discrepancy than IID nodes.

This is also plotted in Figure 13 (right). which highlights the superiority of LD nodes.
The meaning of the coordinate weights is that those coordinates with a small weight

should not contribute much to the variation. In (33), if the 𝛾ℓ1 , . . . , 𝛾ℓ𝑠 are small, then∏
𝑘 𝛾

−2
ℓ𝑘

will be large. For 𝑓 to have modest variation requires ∥𝐷ℓ 𝑓 ∥2 to be small. Even
though a function may have a large nominal dimension, 𝑑, its effective dimension, i.e.,
the number of variables that substantially contribute to the variation, must be relatively
few, so that the variation under coordinate weights is modest. Under these conditions,
the corresponding discrepancy may retain the nearly O(𝑛−1) decay.

5.4 Discrepancies for Lattices and Digital Nets

Many useful constructions of LD sequences are constructed numerically by minimizing
the discrepancy, however, as noted earlier, computing the discrepancy requires O(𝑑𝑛2)
operations, which can be expensive. However, this computational cost can be reduced
for lattices and digital nets when using friendly kernels.

The mean squared discrepancy of a randomly shifted node set, {𝒙𝚫
𝑖
= 𝒙𝑖 + 𝚫 mod

1}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 for an arbitrary kernel takes the form

E
[
discrepancy2 ({𝒙𝚫𝑖 }𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
) ]

= E
[
discrepancy2 ({𝒙𝑖 + 𝚫 mod 1}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
) ]

=

∫
[0,1)𝑑×[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) d𝒕 d𝒙 − 2
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

∫
[0,1)𝑑

E
[
𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙𝑖 + 𝚫 mod 1)

]
d𝒕

+ 1
𝑛2

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=0
E
[
𝐾 (𝒙𝑖 + 𝚫 mod 1, 𝒙 𝑗 + 𝚫 mod 1)

]
=

1
𝑛2

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=0
E
[
𝐾 (𝒙𝑖 − 𝒙 𝑗 + 𝚫 mod 1,𝚫 mod 1)

]
−

∫
[0,1)𝑑×[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 ( 𝒕, 𝒙) d𝒕 d𝒙,
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where we have applied a variable transformation 𝚫 → 𝚫 − 𝒙 𝑗 ,

=
1
𝑛2

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗=0

𝐾 (𝒙𝑖 − 𝒙 𝑗 mod 1) −
∫
[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 (𝒙) d𝒙, (36)

and where the filtered version of the reproducing kernel is defined as

𝐾 (𝒙) :=
∫
[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 (𝒙 + 𝒕 mod 1, 𝒕) d𝒕. (37)

Note that
𝐾shift ( 𝒕, 𝒙) := 𝐾 ( 𝒕 − 𝒙 mod 1) (38)

is a reproducing kernel. We call it a shift-invariant kernel because 𝐾shift ( 𝒕+𝚫 mod 1, 𝒙+
𝚫 mod 1) = 𝐾 ( 𝒕 − 𝒙 mod 1) = 𝐾shift ( 𝒕, 𝒙) for all 𝚫 ∈ [0, 1)𝑑 .

For arbitrary node sets, this mean squared discrepancy is of similar computational
cost as the original, but if the unshifted node set {𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 is a lattice, {𝒙lat
𝑖
}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 , as

defined in (8), then for any 𝑗 , the set {𝒙lat
𝑖

− 𝒙lat
𝑗

mod 1}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 has the same values for all

𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝑛 − 1. Thus the mean squared discrepancy for a randomly shifted lattice can
be computed in only O(𝑑𝑛) operations, assuming that 𝐾 (𝒙) requires 𝑑 operations to
compute:

E
[
discrepancy2 ({𝒙𝚫−lat

𝑖 }𝑛−1
𝑖=0 , 𝐾

) ]
=

1
𝑛

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝐾 (𝒙𝑖) −
∫
[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 (𝒙) d𝒙

= discrepancy2 ({𝒙lat
𝑖 }𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
shift) . (39)

For the kernel defining the centered discrepancy with coordinate weights,

𝐾 (𝒙) =
∫
[0,1)𝑑

𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1+𝛾2

ℓ {1/4− 𝑥ℓ (1− 𝑥ℓ)}
]
,

∫
[0,1)𝑑

𝐾 (𝒙) d𝒙 =

𝑑∏
ℓ=1

[
1+

𝛾2
ℓ

12

]
. (40)

Under modest smoothness assumptions, the discrepancy decays nearly as fast as
O(𝑛−1) for typical LD sequences. However, when the reproducing kernel, 𝐾 , is con-
structed to ensure that functions in H𝐾 have mixed partial derivatives of up to order 𝑟
in each coordinate and are periodic in all lower order derivatives, then the discrepancy
of lattices can achieve a nearly O(𝑛−𝑟 ) decay rate.

For digital sequences, there is an analogous development of filtering the original ker-
nel by digitally shifts and/or scrambling. This provides a root mean square discrepancy
that is again requires only O(𝑑𝑛) operations to compute, not O(𝑑𝑛2) operations.

5.5 Randomized Error and Bayesian Error

The error analysis leading to error bound (25) is a worst-case error analysis, meaning that
the error in approximating 𝜇( 𝑓 ) by �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ) is definitely no larger than the discrepancy
times the variation, provided that 𝑓 lies inside the Hilbert space with reproducing kernel
𝐾 . We briefly mention other error measures here. More detail is given in [35].
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For sample means where the nodes, {𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1
𝑖=0 are randomized, one can define a

measure of their quality based on the root mean squared error of �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ):

RMSE( �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 )) :=
√︃
E[(𝜇( 𝑓 ) − �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ))2] (41)

≤ sup
variation( 𝑓 ,𝐾 )≤1

√︃
E[(𝜇( 𝑓 ) − �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ))2]︸                                           ︷︷                                           ︸

RERR
(
{𝒙𝑖 }𝑛−1

𝑖=0 ,𝐾
)

variation( 𝑓 , 𝐾). (42)

This quality measure RERR
(
{𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
)

is typically more optimistic (smaller), than
the root mean squared of discrepancy

(
{𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
)

because the latter finds a worst case
function for each random instance of nodes, while the former is finds just one worst
function.

Unfortunately, RERR
(
{𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
)

is typically not as easy to compute as the dis-
crepancy. If �̂�𝑛 is unbiased, then

√︁
E[(𝜇( 𝑓 ) − �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ))2] = std( �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 )). For IID nodes

we know that this is std( 𝑓 (𝑿))/
√
𝑛, which has the same order of decay as root mean

squared discrepancy of an IID node set in (35), but a smaller constant.
For randomly shifted lattices RERR

(
{𝒙𝑖}𝑛−1

𝑖=0 , 𝐾
)

tends to have the same rate of
decay as does the root mean squared discrepancy. However, for randomly scrambled and
shifted digital nets, there can be an improvement in rate of decay assuming a bit more
smoothness [76,25,38].

The symmetric, positive definite reproducing kernel, 𝐾 , which appears in the worst-
case error analysis in Section 5.1 may instead take the role of the covariance kernel of
a Gaussian process with zero mean. Average-case error analysis [80] and probabilistic
numerics [5] pursue this approach.

6 Stopping Criteria

When approximating the true 𝜇 with �̂�𝑛, stopping criterion determine how large 𝑛
should be so that the error |𝜇 − �̂�𝑛 | is below an error tolerance 𝜀 either certainly or with
sufficiently low uncertainty 𝛼. The error tolerance and probability threshold are problem
dependent. For example, in option pricing one may set the error tolerance to a penny,
𝜀 = 0.01, and wish to find error bounds which hold with 95% confidence, 𝛼 = 0.05.
The stopping criteria presented here are implemented in QMCPy [9].

For simple Monte Carlo with IID nodes, the Central Limit Theorem (CLT) may be
used to get an approximate confidence interval [𝜇− , 𝜇+] where 𝜇± = �̂� ± 𝑍1−𝛼/2𝜎/

√
𝑛,

𝜎 = Std[ 𝑓 (𝑿)] and 𝑍1−𝛼/2 is the 1−𝛼/2 quantile of the standard Gaussian distribution.
If

𝑛 > (2𝑍1−𝛼/2𝜎/𝜀)2 (43)

then 𝜇 ∈ [(]𝜇− , 𝜇+] with probability 1 − 𝛼. A simple IID stopping criterion uses an
initial sample of 𝑛0 nodes to approximate 𝜎2 ≈ 𝑆2 := (𝑛0−1)−1 ∑𝑛0−1

𝑖=0 ( 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖) − �̂�)2, and
then plugs this into (43) to determine 𝑛. (Sometimes the sample standard deviation, 𝑆,
is multiplied by an inflation factor to account for the fact that it is an unbiased estimate
and not an upper bound.)
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As the CLT holds only as 𝑛 goes to infinity, this is an approximate stopping crite-
rion. For integrands 𝑓 with bounded kurtosis, a guaranteed version of this two-stage-
sampling idea has been developed to account for the finite sample size using Berry-
Esseen inequalities[33].

A straightforward qMC stopping criterion may also be derived from the CLT using
several randomizations of a LD node set. Let 𝒙𝑖𝑟 be the 𝑖th node in the 𝑟 th randomization
of a LD node set with 0 ≤ 𝑖 < 𝑛 and 1 ≤ 𝑟 ≤ 𝑅. For example, we may use 𝑅 independent
shifts of a lattice node set or independent digital shifts of a digital net. Crucially, the
randomized node sets presented in Section 4 are also LD. Let �̂� (𝑟 ) = 𝑛−1 ∑𝑛−1

𝑖=0 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖𝑟 ) be
sample means for each randomization and set �̂�𝑛𝑅 = 𝑅−1 ∑𝑅

𝑟=1 �̂�
(𝑟 ) to be the aggregate

approximation. In the spirit of CLT, a standard approximate 1 − 𝛼 confidence interval
(𝜇− , 𝜇+) has 𝜇± = �̂�𝑛𝑅 ± 𝑡1−𝛼/2

𝑅−1 𝑆/
√
𝑅 where 𝑆2 = (𝑅 − 1)−1 ∑𝑅

𝑟=1 ( �̂� (𝑟 ) − �̂�𝑛𝑅)2 and
𝑡
1−𝛼/2
𝑅−1 is the 1 − 𝛼/2 quantile of the Student 𝑡 distribution with 𝑅 − 1 degrees of

freedom. Here we have used the Student 𝑡 distribution since 𝑅 is typically small, for
example 𝑅 = 15. To use this confidence interval for a stopping criterion, one may
iteratively double the sample size 𝑛 until the interval width is sufficiently low. In [65],
comprehensive numerical experiments show that this straightforward qMC stopping
criterion achieve better coverage than more involved bootstrap 𝑡 methods across a variety
of test functions.

One of the drawbacks of this qMC-CLT stopping criterion is that, at least intuitively,
independent randomizations of LD nodes are less efficient than simply using more LD
nodes from a single sequence. For instance, we would expect an approximation with
𝑛 = 28 and 𝑅 = 23 to perform worse than simply taking 𝑛 = 211 nodes from a single
randomized LD sequence (𝑅 = 1), but we need 𝑅 large enough to believe the CLT
stopping criterion.

One idea for constructing confidence intervals without replications is to approximate
the decay rate of Fourier coefficients of 𝑓 . Bounds of absolute certainty have be derived
for cones of functions with reasonable decay of their Fourier coefficients [35]. As in
the qMC-CLT stopping criterion, one may iteratively double 𝑛 until the bounds are
sufficiently tight.

For lattices one tracks the decay of the complex-exponential Fourier coefficients [44].
For digital sequences one tracks the decay of Fourier-Walsh coefficients [34]. In both
cases, the definitions of the node sets paired with the appropriate Fourier basis allows
these approximate Fourier coefficients to be computed from the data, {𝑦𝑖 = 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖)}𝑛−1

𝑖=0
at a cost of O(𝑛 log 𝑛) for 𝑛 a power of 2 using fast transforms.

Another idea which avoids multiple randomizations is to treat 𝑓 as a Gaussian
process, as mentioned in Section 5.5. Conditioned on observations 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖), a closed form
expression exists for the 1 − 𝛼 credible intervals for 𝜇. While also applicable when
using IID nodes, using LD sequences paired with special kernels enables these credible
intervals to be computed at only O(𝑛 log 𝑛) cost [41,43,42]. Again one may iteratively
double the sample size 𝑛 until the credible intervals are sufficiently tight.

For this Bayesian approach, one must find the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of
the Gram matrix K :=

(
𝐾 (𝒙𝑖 , 𝒙 𝑗 )

)𝑛−1
𝑖, 𝑗=0. In general this requires O(𝑛3) operations.

However, pairing shifted lattices with shift-invariant kernels as defined in (38) yields
circulant Gram matrices for which computations can be done quickly using the fast
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Fourier transform [42]. Similarly, pairing digitally shifted digital nets with digitally-shift-
invariant kernels yields recursive-block Toeplitz Gram matrices for which computations
can be done quickly using the fast Walsh-Hadamard transform [43].

Extensions of these stopping criteria to functions of multiple expectations was ex-
plored in [88]. Such problems include computing the posterior mean in a Bayesian
context or computing sensitivity indices which quantifying feature importance to vari-
ability in a simulation. This work also considered sharing samples across approximations
and generalized error criteria, such as a relative error tolerance.

7 Reformulating Our Problem

There are two themes of this section. One is that our original problem may not look like
𝜇 = 𝑓 (𝑿) for 𝑿 ∼ U[0, 1)𝑑 , and thus it may need to be rewritten. The second is that
qMC does best when most of the variation of 𝑓 is concentrated in the lower numbered
coordinates, and, if possible, we should design 𝑓 so that this is so.

7.1 Variable Transformations

Often qMC problems may be written as 𝜇 = E[𝑔(𝑻)] where𝑻 is a 𝑑-dimensional random
variable with density𝜆. Since qMC nodes have LD with the standard uniform distribution
𝑿 ∼ U[0, 1]𝑑 , we perform an invertible variable transformation 𝚿 : [0, 1]𝑑 → M
satisfying range(𝑻) ⊆ M. This implies 𝜇 = E[ 𝑓 (𝑿)] where

𝑓 (𝑿) = 𝑔(𝚿(𝑿))𝜆(𝚿(𝑿))
𝜈(𝚿(𝑿)) ,

and 𝜈 is the density of 𝚿(𝑿). Specifically, 𝜈(𝚿(𝑿)) = |𝑱𝚿 (𝑿) |−1 where |𝑱𝚿 (𝑿) | is the
determinant of the Jacobian of 𝚿.

The above formulation is equivalent to importance sampling by a distribution with
density 𝜈. Optimally, one would choose 𝜈 ∝ 𝑔𝜆 so that 𝑓 is constant, but this is typically
infeasible in practice due to our limited knowledge of 𝑔. Choosing 𝚿 so that 𝑻 = 𝚿(𝑿)
gives the simplification 𝑓 (𝑿) = 𝑔(𝚿(𝑿)). An example of this was given in Section 2
where 𝑻 ∼ N(0, I/2) and 𝚿(𝑿) = Φ−1 (𝑿)/

√
2 where Φ−1 is the inverse CDF of the

standard Gaussian distribution applied elementwise.
As observed in Section 5.3, qMC is more effective if the variation of 𝑓 is concentrated

in the lower indexed coordinates. For finance examples where the outcome depends more
on the gross behavior of the underlying stochastic process, rather than the high frequency
behavior, it makes sense to choose the transformation accordingly. For example, if 𝑻
represents a Brownian motion, then a principal component analysis coupled with the
inverse Gaussian distribution shows greater convergence gains compared to the Cholesky
decomposition.

7.2 Control Variates

Since the upper bound of the qMC error includes the variation of 𝑓 as a factor, one
may improve the efficiency of qMC if one can reformulate the problem to reduce
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this variation. Choosing a good variable transformation, as mentioned in the previous
subsection, is one approach.

Another approach is control variates. If 𝑓ctrl : [0, 1)𝑑 → R is a function whose
integral is zero, then 𝜇( 𝑓 ) = 𝜇( 𝑓 − 𝑓ctrl), and one may approximate 𝜇( 𝑓 ) by �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 − 𝑓ctrl).
If the variation of 𝑓 − 𝑓ctrl is smaller than that of 𝑓 , then it is likely that �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 − 𝑓ctrl)
will have smaller error than �̂�𝑛 ( 𝑓 ).

An example of this in quantitative finance is where one may use the payoff of a
European option, whose expectation is known, as a control variate for more exotic
options. As noted in [36], reducing the variation of 𝑓 via control variates may or may
not resemble reducing the variance of 𝑓 . Control variates have been implemented in the
stopping criteria based on Fourier coefficients described in the previous section [35].

7.3 Multilevel Methods

The cost of computing the sample mean defined in (3) is typically O(𝑑𝑛) as the dimen-
sion, 𝑑, and the sample size, 𝑛, tend to infinity. Some applications have a 𝑑 that is either
huge or infinite. On example is in quantitative finance, where 𝑑 denotes the number of
times that the asset price is monitored over the life of a financial derivative times the
number of assets involved.

However, the O(𝑑𝑛) cost of approximating 𝜇 may often be reduced by employing
multilevel methods. In fact, these methods may reduce the cost to the level comparable
to solving a low dimensional approximation [23]. We introduce these methods here.

Let {𝑌𝑙 := 𝑓𝑙 (𝑿 (𝑙) )}𝐿
𝑙=1 be a sequence of approximations to 𝑌 = 𝑓 (𝑿), where

𝑿 (𝑙) = (𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋𝑙) ∼ U[0, 1)𝑑𝑙 . Here we assume that 𝑑1 < · · · < 𝑑𝐿 , and that the cost
of evaluating 𝑓𝑙 (𝒙 (𝑙) ) is O(𝑑𝑙), where 𝒙 (𝑙) = (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑙). Also, 𝑑𝐿 = 𝑑, 𝑌𝑑𝐿 = 𝑌 , and
𝑓𝐿 = 𝑓 . Then the population mean may written as a telescoping sum:

𝜇 := E(𝑌 ) = E
[
𝑓 (𝑿)

]
= E(𝑌1) + E(𝑌2 − 𝑌1) + · · · + E(𝑌𝑑𝐿 − 𝑌𝑑𝐿−1 )

=

∫
[0,1)𝑑1

𝑓1 (𝒙 (1) ) d𝒙 (1) +
∫
[0,1)𝑑2

[
𝑓2 (𝒙 (2) ) − 𝑓1 (𝒙 (1) )

]
d𝒙 (2) + · · ·

+
∫
[0,1)𝑑𝐿

[
𝑓𝐿 (𝒙 (𝐿) ) − 𝑓𝐿−1 (𝒙 (𝐿−1) )

]
d𝒙 (𝐿) .

This series of integrals may be approximated by a series of sample means, namely

�̂�ML
𝒏,𝒅 :=

1
𝑛1

𝑛1−1∑︁
𝑖=0

𝑓1 (𝒙 (1)
𝑖

) + 1
𝑛2

𝑛2−1∑︁
𝑖=0

[
𝑓2 (𝒙 (2)

𝑖
) − 𝑓1 (𝒙 (1)

𝑖
)
]
+ · · ·

+ 1
𝑛𝐿

𝑛𝐿−1∑︁
𝑖=0

[
𝑓𝐿 (𝒙 (𝐿)

𝑖
) − 𝑓𝐿−1 (𝒙 (𝐿−1)

𝑖
)
]
. (44)

If 𝐶1 is the computational cost of 𝑓 (1) (𝒙 (1) ) and 𝐶𝑙 is the computational cost of
𝑓 (𝑙) (𝒙 (1) ) − 𝑓𝑙−1 (𝒙 (𝑙−1)

𝑖
) for 𝑙 = 2, . . . , 𝐿, then the total computational cost of (44)

is
cost(𝒏, 𝒅) = 𝑛1𝐶1 + · · · + 𝑛𝐿𝐶𝐿 . (45)
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A worst case error analysis as described in Section 5 implies that��𝜇 − �̂�ML
𝒏,𝒅

�� ≤ 𝑉1/𝑛1 +𝑉2/𝑛2 + · · · +𝑉𝐿/𝑛𝐿 , (46)

where the 𝑉𝑙 are defined such that we expect them to have little dependence on 𝑛𝑙 since
we are using quasi-Monte Carlo nodes:

𝑉1 = 𝑛1 discrepancy
(
{𝒙 (1)
𝑖

}𝑛2−1
𝑖=0 , 𝐾 (1) ) variation( 𝑓 (1) , 𝐾 (1) )

𝑉𝑙 = 𝑛𝑙 discrepancy
(
{𝒙 (𝑙)
𝑖

}𝑛𝑙−1
𝑖=0 , 𝐾 (𝑙) ) variation( 𝑓 (𝑙) − 𝑓 (𝑙−1) , 𝐾 (𝑙) ),

𝑙 = 2, . . . , 𝐿,

and 𝐾 (𝑙) is the reproducing kernel corresponding to the relevant Hilbert space of func-
tions of 𝑑𝑙 variables.

Optimizing 𝒏 to minimize the error bound in (46) for a fixed cost and assuming
constant 𝑪 and 𝑽, yields��𝜇 − �̂�ML

𝒏,𝒅

�� ≤ 𝜀 (47)

for

𝑛𝑙 =

√
𝑉𝑙

(√
𝑉1𝐶1 + . . . +

√
𝑉𝐿𝐶𝐿

)
𝜀
√
𝐶𝑙

, 𝑙 = 1, . . . , 𝑑, (48)

cost(𝒏, 𝒅) =
(√
𝑉1𝐶1 + . . . +

√
𝑉𝐿𝐶𝐿

)2

𝜀
. (49)

We see that the cost of approximating 𝜇 within an absolute error tolerance of 𝜀 is
O(𝜀−1), as expected, but the dependence of cost(𝒏, 𝒅) on the dimension of the problem
depends critically on how quickly the variation at each level decays. Suppose that

– The cost of a function value at each level, 𝑙, is proportional to the dimension, 𝑑𝑙 ,
and that the dimensions increase exponentially, i.e., 𝑑𝑙 = 𝑑𝑙1 and 𝐶𝑙 ≤ 𝛼𝑑𝑙1.

– The 𝑉𝑙 , which are roughly the variation, decrease exponentially, i.e., 𝑉𝑙 ≤ 𝛽𝑟−𝑙 .

Then the computational cost in (49) can be bounded above by

cost(𝒏, 𝒅) ≤
𝛼𝛽

(
(𝑑1/𝑟)1/2 + . . . + (𝑑1/𝑟)𝐿/2)2

𝜀

=
𝛼𝛽

(
(𝑑1/𝑟)1/2 − (𝑑1/𝑟) (𝐿+1)/2)2

𝜀
(
1 − (𝑑1/𝑟)1/2)2 .

If the𝑉𝑙 decay quickly enough, which means that the corrections 𝑓𝑙 − 𝑓𝑙−1 depending
on many variables decay quickly enough, in particular, if 𝑟 > 𝑑1, then

cost(𝒏, 𝒅) ≤ 𝛼𝛽𝑑1

𝑟𝜀
(
1 − (𝑑1/𝑟)1/2)2 = O(𝑑1/𝜀). (50)
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In this case cost(𝒏, 𝒅) for this high dimensional problem is not much worse than the
cost of ensuring that just error of the rough 𝑑1 approximation is smaller than 𝜀, which
would be 𝑉1𝐶1/𝜀 ≤ 𝛼𝛽𝑑1/(𝑟𝜀).

However, if 𝑟 < 𝑑1, then cost(𝒏, 𝒅) ≥ 𝑉𝐿𝐶𝐿/𝜀which may be as large as𝛼𝛽(𝑑1/𝑟)−𝐿𝜀,
which grows exponentially as 𝑑 = 𝑑𝐿 = 𝑑𝐿1 increases via increasing 𝐿. Granted, this
may not be as high a cost as the standard single-level approach where the cost would be
roughly 𝑉1𝐶𝐿 if the 𝑉𝑙 are decaying.

It is an art to write one’s problem to have the favorable case of high or even infinite
nominal dimension, 𝑑, be solvable with a computational cost comparable to the low
dimensional case. However, the multilevel method takes advantage of the principle
noted in Section 5.3, namely that qMC thrives when problem have a low effective
dimension, even if the nominal dimension is large.

8 Beyond Computing Expectations

Expectations of the form 𝜇 B E( 𝑓 (X)) appear in several prominent areas of mathematics
and qMC methods have long been applied in these contexts. Namely, in mathematical
finance many problems can be formulated as high-dimensional integrals, where the
large number of dimensions arises from small time steps in time discretization and/or a
large number of variables. In this setting, Monte Carlo methods are applied to randomly
simulate the evolution of stock prices over time, and the expected value is then estimated
by averaging over all sample paths. The qMC approach replaces the randomly generated
paths by carefully constructed paths in an effort to reduce the computational burden on
the required number of paths. Excellent survey works for qMC and randomized qMC
applied to finance include [6,59,63,40,93].

Another fruitful domain for qMC methods is in partial differential equations (PDEs),
used for computing the expectations of nonlinear functionals of solutions of certain
classes of PDEs. This includes problems in areas like fluid dynamics or material science,
where random coefficients in the PDE model uncertain properties; see [57,58,24] and
references therein for qMC applied to PDEs.

QMC methods have also found recent applications in scientific machine learning
of PDE solutions. It has been shown that LD nodes are more efficient than IID nodes
for training neural networks modeling PDE solution [64,68]. LD nodes have also been
used to more efficiently fit Gaussian process regression models for operator learning
the solution process of PDEs with uncertain coefficients [87]. There the computational
speedup follows from pairing LD nodes with special kernels to induce nicely structured
gram matrices, as used in the fast Bayesian cubature stopping criteria discussed in
Section 6.

Besides computing expectations, qMC methods have found many applications in
other areas of the computational sciences. We lightly review these applications to high-
light their wider practical impact and to motivate the further development of qMC theory
and methodology.
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For example, when considering a variable 𝑌 , it is often useful to determine its
distribution, 𝐹, or the density, 𝜚, i.e.,

𝐹 (𝑦) B P(𝑌 ≤ 𝑦) = P( 𝑓 (X) ≤ 𝑦) =
∫
[0,1]𝑑

1(−∞,𝑦 ] ( 𝑓 (x))𝑑x, 𝜚(𝑦) B 𝐹′ (𝑦).

Here, 𝐹 (𝑦) gives the cumulative probability that 𝑌 does not exceed 𝑦, while 𝜚(𝑦) rep-
resents the corresponding density function. Several recent works for density estimation
use qMC [61,62,22] alongside randomized qMC [3] and often incorporate kernel-based
methods or rely on conditioning strategies (sometimes called preintegration).

Keller [48] was the first to adopt qMC for rendering photorealistic images in com-
puter graphics where the problem of simulating light transport can be mathematically
represented as an integral over all possible light paths from source to camera. Many
algorithms involving sampling with LD nodes have since been developed much further
in [52,82,50,54,49,48]. (Remarkably, Monte Carlo methods have even been awarded
with an Academy Award for visual effects in movie making [91,74].)

Path planning is a critical aspect of efficient robotic operation, defining of a route
from an initial position to a target destination while considering an optimality criterion.
Most existing approaches utilize LD nodes, such as the Halton sequence [92,95] with
more recent efforts [7] demonstrating that employing state-of-the-art LD nodes from [81]
can significantly enhance the efficiency and flexibility of a robotic arm, demonstrated in
both toy and real-world tasks.

In summary, qMC methods have demonstrated their applicability and impact well
beyond computing expectations, finding fruitful applications across fields such as com-
puter graphics, robotics, and machine learning.

9 Conclusion

Quasi-Monte Carlo methods, based on low discrepancy sequences, can approximate
the mean of a function, 𝑓 , of 𝑑 variables to within an error tolerance of 𝜀 at a cost
of roughly O(𝜀−1) function evaluations, provided that the problem is formulated so
that 𝑓 depends primarily on a modest number of variables. This means that qMC
outperforms alternative methods such as simple Monte Carlo and sampling on grids.
QMC is particularly powerful when the effective dimension of the problem is small,
even though the nominal dimension, 𝑑, may be large. Software libraries are available to
facilitate qMC computations.
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67. Matoušek, J.: On the 𝐿2-discrepancy for anchored boxes. J. Complexity 14, 527–556 (1998)
68. Mishra, S., Rusch, T.K.: Enhancing accuracy of deep learning algorithms by training with

low-discrepancy sequences. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis 59(3), 1811–1834 (2021)
69. Niederreiter, H.: Random Number Generation and Quasi-Monte Carlo Methods. CBMS-NSF

Regional Conference Series in Applied Mathematics. SIAM, Philadelphia (1992)
70. Niederreiter, H., Shiue, P.J.S. (eds.): Monte Carlo and Quasi-Monte Carlo Methods in Scien-

tific Computing, Lecture Notes in Statistics, vol. 106. Springer-Verlag, New York (1995)
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