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Abstract

In this article, we present a review of the recent developments on the topic of Multilevel

Monte Carlo (MLMC) algorithm, in the paradigm of applications in financial engineering. We

specifically focus on the recent studies conducted in two subareas, namely, option pricing and

financial risk management. For the former, the discussion involves incorporation of the im-

portance sampling algorithm, in conjunction with the MLMC estimator, thereby constructing

a hybrid algorithm in order to achieve reduction for the overall variance of the estimator. In

case of the latter, we discuss the studies carried out in order to construct an efficient algorithm

in order to estimate the risk measures of Value-at-Risk (VaR) and Conditional Var (CVaR), in

an efficient manner. In this regard, we briefly discuss the motivation and the construction of an

adaptive sampling algorithm with an aim to efficiently estimate the nested expectation, which,

in general is computationally expensive.

• Brief overview of the Multilevel Monte Carlo estimator.

• Review of the importance sampling algorithm to reduce the overall variance of the MLMC estimator

associated with the option pricing problems in financial engineering.

• Review of extension of adaptive sampling algorithm to multilevel paradigm, with the aim of improv-

ing the computational complexity while estimating the Value-at-Risk (VaR) and Conditional VaR

(CVaR).
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Review question

1. What are recent development in the field of Multilevel Monte Carlo?

2. How have these developments led to the improved efficiency of the existing estimator under various financial applications?

3. What are the shortcomings of the presented studies?

4. What are the recent developments catering to these shortcoming?

Table 1: Specifications Table

1 INTRODUCTION

In the broader area of computational finance, the mere establishment of the existence of solution to a

problem is not sufficient towards achieving the tangible financial goals, for the problem that has been posed.

Accordingly, as is the case for many applications, we seek a solution that (in practice) happens to be an

approximation to the actual solution being sought. To this end, we begin by observing that for problems in

quantitative finance, one can arrive at either an analytical or (possibly) a semi-analytical solution, in only a

handful of cases. Therefore, for the most part, one needs to devise efficient methods to arrive at the desired

and appropriate solution to the posed problem which, in turn, necessitates the resorting to computational

techniques. At the heart of this paper, lies a specific computational technique, widely used in the finance

industry, namely, the Monte Carlo simulation approach. Accordingly, we begin our presentation with a

brief narrative about this approach, with the main focus of the discussion being steered towards the recent

research and development in the area of Multilevel Monet Carlo (MLMC). The interested readers may refer

to [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7] for greater clarity on the approach of MLMC and the key developments with respect to

algorithms, as well as the applications in financial engineering problems. In this article we primarily focus

on the importance sampling approach developed and studied in [8, 9] and also on how MLMC has led to the

development of algorithms for efficient risk estimation in the field of financial risk management, discussed

by the authors in [10]. However, we give a brief overview of Monte Carlo and MLMC before directing our

discussion towards the aforesaid specific topics.

Monte Carlo methods have become one of the driving computing tools in the finance industry. The

necessity of simulating high-dimensional stochastic models, which in turn may be attributed to the linear

development in the complexity corresponding to the size of the problem itself, is one of the primary reasons

that this approach is becoming the critical computational strategy in the industry. The main objective of

this method, in case of computational finance is to reach the necessary degree of accuracy, which is coupled

with a high computational cost. More specifically, we intend to approximate E[Y ] where, Y = G(X)

is functional of the random variable X. The traditional Monte Carlo approach requires a computational

complexity of an order of O(ǫ−3) to attain the root mean square (RMS) error of O(ǫ) in a biased context [1].

This limitation led to the introduction of the multilevel framework in [1] to address this issue and achieve

O(ǫ−2) computational complexity in the biased framework.

The idea behind the multilevel architecture is to employ independent standard Monte Carlo on various

resolution levels and use the differences as the control variate for the Monte Carlo simulation at its most
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granular level, which in mathematical terms is given by,

E[YL] = E[Y1] +

L∑

l=2

E[Yl − Yl−1], where Yl = G(Xl). (1)

Using the standard Monte Carlo as the estimator to approximate the expectation on the right hand side of

(1), we obtain,

ŶL =
1

N1

N1∑

k=1

Y k
1 +

L∑

l=2

1

Nl

Nl∑

k=1

(
Y k
l − Y k

l−1

)
, (2)

and therefore, E[YL] ≈ ŶL. Here Xl is the approximation of the random variable X on level l and this ap-

proximation is contingent on the application under consideration. For example, if the underlying stochastic

process is driven by a stochastic differential equation (SDE), then Xl is the approximation of X, with some

time discretization parameter hl. With all the preludes being presented in the preceding discussion, we are

now in a position to examine the following the seminal result due to Giles [1].

Theorem 1. Let G denote a functional of the random variable X, and let Yl = G(Xl) denote the corre-

sponding level l numerical approximation. If there exist independent estimators Zl, based on Nl Monte

Carlo samples, and positive constants α, β, γ, c1, c2, c3, c4 such that α ≥ 1

2
min (α, β) and

1. |E [Yl − Yl−1]| ≤ c12
−αl.

2. E [Zl] =




E [Y1] , l = 0,

E [Yl − Yl−1] , l > 0.
.

3. V[Zl] ≤ c2N
−1
l 2−βl.

4. Cl ≤ c3Nl2
γl, where Cl is the computational complexity of Zl,

then there exists a positive constant c4 such that for any ǫ < e−1, there are values L and Nl for which the

multilevel estimator Z =

L∑

l=1

Zl,has a MSE with bound,

MSE ≡ E

[
(Z −E[Y ])2

]
< ǫ2,

with a computational complexity C , having the bound,

E[C] ≤





c4ǫ
−2, β > γ,

c4ǫ
−2 (log ǫ)2 , β = γ,

c4ǫ
−2− (γ−β)

α , 0 < β < γ.

It is quite evident from the above theorem that the computational complexity is driven by the strong

convergence of the estimator i.e., V[Zl]. Therefore, one of the main challenges while developing a MLMC

based estimator is to study the order of strong convergence of the underlying approximation. With this

brief introduction of MLMC, we now direct our discussion towards its recent developments, pertaining to

algorithm and financial applications.
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2 IMPORTANCE SAMPLING MULTILEVEL ALGORITHM

Since the advent of MLMC in literature, one of the directions of its progression has been through various

attempts to combine this algorithm, with the already existing variance reduction techniques. For instance,

Giles, in [3, 11] studied and analyzed the combination of antithetic variates and MLMC in order to bypass

the Levy area simulation, encountered while using Milstein discretization scheme, in order to simulate

higher dimensional SDEs. However, in our discussion we primarily focus on the combination of importance

sampling algorithm and Multilevel estimator.

The idea of incorporating importance sampling with multilevel estimators is derived from the seminal

paper by Arouna [12]. Arouna’s idea relied upon the parametric change of measure and using a search

algorithm to approximate the optimal change of the measure parameter, in order to minimize the variance of

the standard Monte Carlo estimator. Before we discuss the research undertaken in the area of multilevel per-

taining to importance sampling algorithm, we give a brief overview of the parametric importance sampling

approach.

Consider a general problem of estimating E[G(X)], where X is a d-dimensional random variable. If

f(x) is the multivariate density function, then,

E[G(X)] =

∫
G(x)f(x)dx =

∫
G(x+ θ)f(x+ θ)dx =

∫
h(θ, x)f(x)dx,

where, h(θ, x) =
G(x+ θ)f(x+ θ)

f(x)
. This implies that, E[G(X)] = E[h(θ,X)]. Therefore, we need to

determine the optimal value of θ such that Var[h(θ,X)] is minimum. Mathematically this is represented as,

θ∗ = arg min
θ∈Rd

Var[h(θ,X)]. (3)

In order to solve the above problem, one can resort to the usage of the Robbins-Monro algorithm that deals

with a sequence of random variable (θi)i∈N, which approximate θ∗ accurately. However, the convergence of

this algorithm requires certain restrictive conditions, which are known as the non explosion condition (given

in [13]),

E[h2 (θ,X)] ≤ C
(
1 + |θ|2

)
for all θ ∈ R

d.

In order to deal with this restrictive condition, the authors in [14, 15] introduced a truncation based

procedure which was furthered in [16, 17]. An unconstrained procedure to approximate θ∗, by using the

regularity of the density function in an extensive manner, was introduced in [18] along with the proof of

convergence of the algorithm. Beside the stochastic approximation algorithm, one can also use deterministic

algorithm such as sample average approximation, which, though being computationally expensive, provides

for a better approximation to θ∗.

In problems dealing with the pricing of the options, for the most part the underlying stochastic process

(Xt)0≤t≤T with T > 0 being a finite time horizon, is governed by some SDEs. The general form of these

SDEs is given as follows:

dXt = b(Xt)dt+

q∑

j=1

σj(Xt)dW
j
t , X0 = x ∈ R

d, (4)
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where, W :=
(
W1 W2 . . . Wq

)
is a q-dimensional Brownian motion on a filtered probability space

(Ω, (Ft)0≤t≤T ,P), with b : Rd → R
d and σj : Rd → R

d being the functions satisfying the following

condition:

∀x, y ∈ R
d, |b(x)− b(y)|+

q∑

j=1

|σj(x)− σj(y)| < Kb,σ|x− y|, where Kb,σ > 0. (C1)

Assumption (C1) ensures the existence and the uniqueness of solution to (4). For the most part, constructing

an analytical or semi-analytical solution to (4) is not possible, and therefore we need to rely on discretization

schemes such as Euler or Milstein in order to simulate the SDEs. For detailed discussion on these discretiza-

tion schemes, the interested readers may refer to [19]. Further, following the idea of [12], we consider a

family of stochastic process (Xt(θ))0≤t≤T , with θ ∈ R
d, being governed by the following SDE:

dXt(θ) = (b(Xt(θ)) + σ(Xt(θ))θ)dt+

q∑

j=1

σj(Xt(θ))dW
j
t , σ(x) =

(
σ1(x) . . . σq(x)

)
. (5)

As a consequence of the Girsanov’s Theorem, we know that there exists a risk-neutral probability measure

Pθ, which is equivalent to P such that,

dPθ

dP|Ft

= exp

(
−〈θ,Wt〉 −

1

2
|θ|2t

)
, (6)

under which the process (θt+Wt)0≤t≤T is a Brownian motion. Therefore,

EP [G(XT )] = EPθ
[G(XT (θ))] = EP

[
G(XT (θ))e

−〈θ,WT 〉− 1
2
|θ|2T

]
(7)

Therefore, following the discussion above we have,

E [G(XT )] = E [h(θ,XT )] .

here, h(θ,XT ) = G(XT (θ))e
−〈θ,WT 〉− 1

2
|θ|2T . Now the idea of importance sampling Monte Carlo method

is to estimate E (G(XT )), where θ is given by,

θ∗ = arg min
θ∈Rd

Var
(
G(XT (θ))e

−〈θ,WT 〉− 1
2
|θ|2T

)
. (8)

In the context of Multilevel estimator, we present two approaches studied in [8, 9], adapting the ideas studied

by authors in [12, 13] and extending it to multilevel scenarios. Under the parametric change of measure, the

general multilevel estimator is given defines as,

E[YL] = E[Y θ1
1 ] +

L∑

l=2

E[Y θl
l − Y

θl
l−1], where Y θ

l = G(Xθ
l )e

−〈θl,W
l
T
〉− 1

2
|θl|

2T . (9)

Under the framework of multilevel estimator, the parametric importance sampling estimator looks like,

Ŷ θ
L =

1

N1

N1∑

k=1

Y
k,θ1
1 +

L∑

l=2

1

Nl

Nl∑

k=1

(Y k,θl
l − Y

k,θl
l−1 ). (10)
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Considering the variance of the above estimator, we have [8],

Var[Ŷ θ
L ] =

1

N1
v1(θ1) +

L∑

l=2

1

Nl

Nl∑

k=1

(M − 1)T

M l
vl(θl), (11)

where,

v1(θ1) = Var[Y θ1
1 ] and vl(θl) = Var[Y θ1

l − Y θ1
l−1].

Therefore, as discussed, in order to solve the problem of minimizing the overall variance of the estimator

described above, we intend to minimize the variance at each level of resolution, i.e., we aim at approximating

θ∗l for l = 1, . . . , L, such that,

θ∗1 = arg min
θ∈Rd

v1(θ1) and θ∗l = arg min
θ∈Rd

vl(θl). (12)

Further, pertinent to the discussion carried out in [13] and another application of the Girsanov’s Theorem,

the above problem can be reformulated as,

θ∗1 = arg min
θ1∈Rd

E

[
G(X1)

2e−〈θ1,W 1
T 〉+

1
2
|θ1|2T

]

θ∗l = arg min
θ∈Rd

E

[
M l

(M − 1)T
(G(Xl)−G(Xl−1))

2 e−〈θl,W
l
T 〉+ 1

2
|θl|

2T

]
. (13)

We present below the two algorithm namely, the sample average approximation and stochastic approxima-

tion, in order to approximate the θl’s as the solution to (13).

2.1 SAMPLE AVERAGE APPROXIMATION

The sample average approximation deals with approximating the above expectations using Ñl sample

paths. More specifically,

E

[
G(X1)

2e−〈θ1,W 1
T
〉+ 1

2
|θ1|2T

]
≈ 1

Ñ1

Ñ1∑

j=1

G(Xk
1 )

2e−〈θ1,W
1,k
T

〉+ 1
2
|θ1|2T ≡ V1, (14)

and,

E

[
(G(Xl)−G(Xl−1))

2 e−〈θl,W
l
T 〉+

1
2
|θl|

2T
]

≈ 1

Ñl

Ñl∑

j=1

M l

(M − 1)T

(
G(Xk

l )−G(Xk
l−1)

)2
e−〈θl,W

l,k
T

〉+ 1
2
|θl|

2T ≡ Vl. (15)

Having approximated the expectation in the minimization problem, the authors used the standard Newton-

Raphson algorithm on the functions V1 and Vl in order to approximate θ∗l for l = 1, . . . , L. In [13] it is

proved that if the functional G(X) satisfies the non-degeneracy conditions i.e., P((G(X1
T ) 6= 0) > 0 and

P

(
((G(X l

T )−G(X l−1
T )) 6= 0

)
> 0 and further assuming they have finite second moment, then by Lemma

2.1 in [13], V1 and Vl are infinitely continuously differentiable. Moreover, both V1 and Vl are both strongly

convex, thus implying the existence of the unique minimum θ∗1 and θ∗l as the solution to equation (13).
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2.2 ADAPTIVE STOCHASTIC APPROXIMATION

Under the stochastic approximation, studied in [9] the aim of determining the optimal change of param-

eter θ∗l for l = 1, . . . , L is carried out using the Robbins-Monro algorithm. Here, we briefly describe the

algorithm. Consider a compact convex set Θ ⊂ R
q such that 0 ∈ int(Θ). Then the recursive algorithm with

projection is defined as follows,

θn+1
l = ProjΘ

[
θnl − γn+1Hl(θ

n
l , Yl,W

l
T )
]
, (16)

where, ProjΘ(θ) = minθ∈Θ|θ−θ0|. The sequence (γn)n≥1 is a decreasing sequence of positive real numbers

satisfying,
∞∑

n=1

γn = ∞ and

∞∑

i=1

γ2n < ∞. (17)

Also,

Hl(θ
n
l , Yl,W

l
T ) =





(
θ1T −W 1

T

) (
G(X1)

2e−〈θ1,W 1
T 〉+ 1

2
|θ1|2T )

)
, l = 1,

(
θlT −W l

T

) [
M l

(M−1)T (G(Xl)−G(Xl−1))
2 e−〈θl,W

l
T
〉+ 1

2
|θl|

2T
]
, l = 2, . . . , L.





(18)

The algorithm described above is the constrained version of the Robbins-Monro algorithm. The inclusion

of the projection operator in the recursive algorithm is to satisfy the non-explosion condition described

above. Similar to the discussion carried out in the previous section, if the non-degeneracy conditions are

satisfied i.e., P
(
G(X1

T ) 6= 0
)
> 0 and P

((
G(X l

T )−G(X l−1
T )

)
6= 0
)

> 0, further assuming the finite

second moment of G(X1) and G(Xl) −G(Xl−1), we can conclude the convergence of the θ∗l , constructed

recursively using equation (16), for various level of resolutions.

The term adaptive is used in the sense that, the estimation of the optimal importance sampling parameter

and the multilevel Monte Carlo run simultaneously. The multilevel estimator in this case is given as follows,

Ŷ θ
L =

1

N1

N1∑

k=1

Y
k,θk−1

1
1 +

L∑

l=2

1

Nl

Nl∑

k=1

(
Y

k,θk−1
l

l − Y
k,θk−1

l

l−1

)
. (19)

However, for the purpose of the practical implementation, one needs to stop the approximations procedure

after finite number of iterations.

Having approximated the θ∗l for l = 1, . . . , L, we use the multilevel algorithm described by equation

(16) to estimate our expectation. It is quite evident from the way the algorithms have been described that

the importance sampling algorithm combined with a multilevel estimator is more computationally complex

than the standard multilevel algorithm. However, the variance reduction achieved by these combinations

compensates for the high computational complexity. That is, the hybrid algorithm achieves the desired RMS

error much faster than the MLMC estimator. The studies carried out in [8, 13] demonstrate the accuracy of

the hybrid importance sampling multilevel algorithm over standard multilevel algorithm, through a series

of numerical examples, where the underlying SDEs are multi-dimensional. The slight drawback of the

sample average approximation method, though more stable than the adaptive stochastic algorithm, is the

slow convergence rate to the optimal value. As for the stochastic approximation, the algorithm is sensitive

to the learning parameter γn and therefore is unstable. It may be pointed out that the study performed above
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only deals with the Euler Multilevel Monte Carlo, restricted to the use of Euler discretization to simulate the

underlying SDEs. More recently, a study carried out by authors in [20] generalize this approach, undertaking

higher order discretization schemes such as Milstein to simulate the underlying SDEs. The interested reader

can refer to the references mentioned therein to get a more rigorous understanding of this hybrid algorithm.

3 MLMC AND EFFICIENT RISK ESTIMATION.

Risk measurement and consequent management is one of the essential components of financial engi-

neering. The computation of the former (risk measures) for a financial portfolio is both challenging and

computationally intensive, which may be ascribed to computations involving nested expectation, which

entails multiple evaluations of the loss to the portfolio, for distinct risk scenarios. Further, the cost of com-

puting loss of portfolio entailing thousands of derivatives becomes progressively expensive with an increase

in the size of the portfolio [21]. Value-at-Risk (VaR), Conditional VaR (CVaR), and the likelihood of a large

loss are the necessary risk metrics used to estimate the risk of a financial portfolio. At the core of these

estimation, is the necessity of evaluating the nested expectation, given by,

η = E [H (E[X|Y ])] (20)

where, H is the Heaviside function. More specifically, suppose we need to compute the probability of the

expected loss being greater than Lη ∈ R, i.e., we are interested in the following computation:

η = E [H(E[∆|Rτ ]− Lη)] , (21)

where E[∆|Rτ ] is the expected loss in a risk-neutral world, with Rτ being a possible risk scenario at some

short risk (time) horizon τ . Also, ∆ is the average loss of many losses incurred from different financial

derivatives, depending upon similar underlying assets [21], that is,

∆ =
1

K

K∑

i=1

∆i, (22)

where K is the total number of derivatives and ∆i is the loss from the i-th derivative. The average is

considered to ensure the boundedness of ∆, when the portfolio size of K increases. A standard and straight

forward way to estimate the nested expectation (20) is the usage of Monte Carlo method. This involves,

simulating M independent scenarios of the risk parameter Rτ , and for each risk scenario, N total loss

samples, which are independent. This method was explored in [22] and an extended analysis was carried

out in [23]. The total computational cost to perform the above simulation is O(max(Kǫ−2, ǫ−3)) in order

to achieve the root-mean-squared (RMS) error of ǫ [21]. In order to handle this issue we present the ideas

studied in [10] under the realm of MLMC.

3.1 ADAPTIVE SAMPLING MULTILEVEL ESTIMATOR

As mentioned in the previous section, the cost of the standard Monte Carlo to achieve the root-mean-

squared error of ǫ is O(ǫ−3). To improve the computational complexity, the authors in [24] developed an

efficient through the adaptation of the sample size required in the inner sampler of Monte Carlo, to the
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particular outer sampler random variable. Under certain conditions, the authors were able to achieve the

O(ǫ−5/2) computational complexity to achieve the RMS of ǫ. Giles in [10] extended this approach to the

multilevel framework and was able to achieve O
(
ǫ−2|log ǫ|2

)
computational cost for a RMS error tolerance

ǫ. Before presenting the work initiated by Giles, we put forth a brief review of the studies carried out in [22]

and [24].

The authors in [22], estimated the inner expectation of the equation (20), i.e., E[X|Y = y], for a given

y, using the unbiased Monte Carlo estimator, with N sample paths, as given by,

ẐN (y) =
1

N

N∑

n=1

xn(y), (23)

where, {xn(y)}n are the mutually independent samples from the random variable X, conditioned on Y = y.

Again using the Monte Carlo for the outer expectation, we have,

η ≈ 1

M

M∑

m=1

H
(
ẐN (ym)

)
, (24)

where {ym}m are the mutually independent samples from the random variable Y . Further, they proved

that if the two random variables E[X|Y ] and ẐN have the joint density dN (y, z) and assuming that for

i = 0, 1, 2,
∂

∂yi
dN (y, z) exists, plus there exists a non-negative function di,N , such that,

∣∣∣∣
∂

∂yi
dN (y, z)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ di,N , for all N, y, z, and sup
N

∞∫

−∞

|z|qdi,N (z)dz < ∞, (C2)

for all 0 ≤ q ≤ 4, then the RMS error of the estimator (24) is O
(
M−1/2 +N−1

)
. Therefore, in order

to achieve the RMS error of O(ǫ) we need M = O(ǫ−2) and N = O(ǫ−1), leading to the total computa-

tional complexity of O(ǫ−3). Authors in [24] developed an adaptive sampling technique to deal with high

computational complexity previously discussed. Their approach was based on the likelihood that an addi-

tional sample will result in a negative estimate of ẐN+1 having estimated that ẐN > 0 for given Y . More

specifically they showed that,

P

[
ẐN+1 ≤ 0|ẐN

]
≤ σ2

(
NẐN (Y ) + µ

)2 ≈ σ2

N2µ2
,

where µ = E[X|Y ] and σ2 = Var[X|Y ]. Therefore, if N ≥ ǫ−1/2σ

|µ| , then the probability that H
(
ẐN (Y )

)
=

H
(
ẐN+1(Y )

)
≈ H (E[X|Y ]) is equal to 1−ǫ. Based on these observations, the authors in [24] introduced

two algorithms, the first being based on the minimization of the total number of samples for all inner Monte

Carlo samplers with respect to given tolerance ǫ, and the second being iterative, estimating |µ| and σ after

every iteration, for given value of Y , using N samples further adding more inner samples till
Nµ

σ
exceeds

some error margin threshold. Under these two algorithms it was observed that the overall computational

complexity is O(ǫ−5/2) [10]. The authors in [10] introduced the above algorithms in the realm of multilevel

9



simulation, wherein they used multilevel estimator in order to achieve an approximation to the outer expec-

tation, while making use of the sample size in the inner expectation as the discretization parameter. More

specifically,

η̃ :=
L∑

l=0

1

Ml

Ml∑

m=1

H
(
Ẑ

f,l,m
Nl

(yl,m)
)
−H

(
Ẑ

c,l,m
Nl−1

(yl,m)
)
, (25)

where,

Ẑ
f,l,m
Nl

(y) =
1

Nl

Nl∑

n=1

xf,l,m,n(y), (26)

with {x.,l,m,n(y)} being the i.i.d samples of the random variable X, given Y = y. Also, H
(
Ẑ

c,0,...
−1 (y)

)
≡

0. Now under the assumptions C2, it can be proved that [10],
∣∣∣∣E
[
H
(
ẐNl

(Y )
)
−H (E[X|Y ])

] ∣∣∣∣ = O
(
N−1

l

)
.

Further, under the assumption that there exists constants δ0 and ρ0 such that, ρ(δ) ≤ ρ0, for all δ ∈ [0, δ0]

where δ is the random variable with density ρ, the authors in [10] proved that, if X and Y are the two

random variables, satisfying the stated assumption, then,

Var
[
H
(
ẐN (Y )

)
−H (E[X|Y ])

]
= O(N−1/2). (27)

The above result determines the strong convergence property necessary to analyze the full potential of the

MLMC estimator, in this scenario. However, if Nl = N02
l, then with standard MLMC complexity analysis

it is easy to determine that the computational complexity required to achieve RMS error of ǫ, we need

O
(
ǫ−5/2

)
computational complexity. To cater to this high computational demand, even in the framework

of MLMC, the authors undertook the adaptive approach developed in [24] and extended it to the framework

of MLMC.

Giles extended the studies carried out by authors in [24] to multilevel paradigm with an aim to reduce

the overall computational cost to O
(
ǫ−2|log ǫ)|2

)
. In addition to the assumptions stated above, it is further

assumed that,

sup
y

E[σ−q|X −E[X|Y ]|q|Y = y] < ∞, 2 < q < ∞. (C3)

Thus, under the above stated assumptions, it was proved in Lemma 2.5 (for the perfect adaptive sampling)

and Theorem 2.7 of [10], that if the maximum number of sample paths is restricted to,

N =

⌈
max

(
O
(
ǫ−1
)
, C2 σ2

|µ|2
)⌉

, (28)

then the further number of sample path of various level of resolutions are given by,

Nl =

⌈
N04

l max

(
2−l,min

(
1,

(
C−1N

1/2
0 2l

|µ|
σ

)−r
))⌉

, (29)

with C being some confidentiality constant and 1 < r < 2− 2

q
for the perfect adaptive sampling and

1 < r < 2−
√
4q + 1− 1

q
when the values of |µ| and σ is approximated. Therefore,

Var
[
H
(
ẐN (Y )

)
−H (E[X|Y ])

]
= O

(
2−l
)
, (30)
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thereby leading to the overall computational complexity of the desired order. In a detailed discussion car-

ried out in Section 4 of [10], it was proved (pertaining to the calculation of VaR and CVaR) that in order

to achieve the overall computational cost of O(ǫ) RMS error, the required computational complexity is

O
(
max(ǫ−2|log ǫ)|,Kǫ−2)

)
for the estimation of VaR and CVaR, respectively. The numerical test on a

model problem undertaken shows the efficacy of the algorithm constructed. Readers are directed to the

referred paper for detailed discussion on the proofs of the above stated results. It may be noted that the com-

putational complexity increases with an increase in the portfolio size, K . A random sub-sampling approach,

extending it to a multilevel framework, thereby addressing the dependency on the portfolio size, to achieve

the desired RMS error was recently introduced in [21].

4 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we gave a brief overview of the recent trends in the paradigm of the multilevel algorithm

concerning the importance sampling, in the case of option pricing and an adaptive sampling approach while

determining the VaR and CVaR for large portfolios. The algorithms discussed serves as the improvement in

the computational efficiency of the standard multilevel estimators, each having its merits and shortcomings.

As discussed in Section 2, the importance sampling algorithm combined with multilevel estimators signifi-

cantly decreases variance at various resolution levels. However, the decrease in variance comes at the cost

of increased computational complexity in either case and an increase in the sensitivity to approximate the

optimal parameter. As for developing the MLMC based algorithm for efficient risk estimation discussed in

Section 3, the adaptive sampling approach introduced in this paradigm leads to a significant improvement

in the overall computational complexity to achieve the desired root mean squared error. However, the de-

pendence of computational complexity on the size of the portfolio is a subtle shortcoming of the discussed

algorithm. Overall, the presented ideas have substantially contributed to the research and development of the

multilevel algorithm for various applications encountered in financial engineering problems. However, the

scope to enrich the standard algorithm with non-standard variance reduction techniques is still an exciting

path for future research.
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[16] C. Andrieu, É. Moulines, P. Priouret, Stability of stochastic approximation under verifiable conditions,

SIAM Journal on control and optimization 44 (1) (2005) 283–312.

[17] J. Lelong, Almost sure convergence of randomly truncated stochastic algorithms under verifiable con-

ditions, Statistics & Probability Letters 78 (16) (2008) 2632–2636.

[18] V. Lemaire, G. Pagès, Unconstrained recursive importance sampling, The Annals of Applied Proba-

bility 20 (3) (2010) 1029–1067.

[19] P. E. Kloeden, E. Platen, Stochastic differential equations, in: Numerical Solution of Stochastic Dif-

ferential Equations, Springer, 1992, pp. 103–160.

[20] D. Sinha, S. P. Chakrabarty, Multilevel richardson-romberg and importance sampling in derivative

pricing, arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.00821 (2022).

12



[21] M. B. Giles, A.-L. Haji-Ali, Sub-sampling and other considerations for efficient risk estimation in

large portfolios, arXiv preprint arXiv:1912.05484 (2019).

[22] M. B. Gordy, S. Juneja, Nested simulation in portfolio risk measurement, Management Science 56 (10)

(2010) 1833–1848.

[23] D. Giorgi, V. Lemaire, G. Pagès, Limit theorems for weighted and regular multilevel estimators, Monte

Carlo Methods and Applications 23 (1) (2017) 43–70.

[24] M. Broadie, Y. Du, C. C. Moallemi, Efficient risk estimation via nested sequential simulation, Man-

agement Science 57 (6) (2011) 1172–1194.

13


	1 Introduction
	2 Importance Sampling Multilevel Algorithm
	2.1 Sample Average Approximation
	2.2 Adaptive Stochastic Approximation

	3 MLMC and Efficient Risk Estimation.
	3.1 Adaptive Sampling Multilevel estimator

	4 Conclusion

