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DETERMINISTIC COMPUTATION OF QUANTILES IN A LIPSCHITZ
FRAMEWORK

Yurun Gu[] Clément Rey [

ABSTRACT. In this article, our focus lies on computing the quantiles of a random variable f(X), where X
is a [0, 1]%-valued random variable, d € N*, and f : [0,1]¢ — R is a deterministic Lipschitz function. We
are particularly interested in scenarios where the cost of a single function call is high, while assuming the
law of X is known. In this context, we propose a deterministic algorithm to obtain exact deterministic
lower and upper bounds for the quantile of f(X) at a given level a € (0,1). With a fixed budget of
N function calls, we demonstrate that our algorithm achieves exponential convergence rate for d = 1

__1
(~ p~ with p € (0,1)) and polynomial convergence rate for d > 1 (~ N~ @-1) and show the optimality
of those rates within the class of deterministic algorithms. Furthermore, we design two algorithms based
on whether the Lipschitz constant of f is known or unknown.

Keywords : Quantile approximation, adaptive algorithm, Lipschitz functions, convergence, optimality.
AMS MSC 2020: 65C20, 62E17, 65D15, 68W25, 68Q25.

CONTENTS
L. Introduction 1
[2._Computation of quantile with known Lipschitz constant| 2
3. omputation of quantile with unknown Lipschitz constant 7
T__Optimality 10
E N ] o 16
[References 17
1. INTRODUCTION
In this article, we consider a  := [0, 1]%-valued (d € N*) random variable X having a density function

and consider also a Lipschitz function f : [0,1]¢ — R. We put ourselves in the situation such that the
law of X is known and that f can be evaluated at any point but with high computational cost. For
instance, f may be a heavy black box implementation while X is a random variable with well-known
distribution e.g. uniform. We propose an algorithm based on N € N calls of f in order to compute the
a-order quantile of f(X), a € (0,1), defined by

(1.1) Gal(f, X) =inf{l € R,P(f(X) < 1) > a}

in this work, our contribution is to provide a deterministic approximation ¢% (f, X) for ¢, (f, X) and we
show that (see Theorem and Theorem [3.1)) the error made converges to zero as N tends to infinity.
More specifically, the rate of convergence is exponential for d = 1 (|¢) (f, X) — qu(f, X)| < Cp" with

p € (0,1)) and is polynomial when d > 1 (|¢Y (f, X) — ¢u(f, X)| < CN~ dil).

Quantile computation has diverse applications spanning various domains, with notable instances found
in banking [8], database optimization [I3], sociology[22] , binary classification [21I] or sensor networks [19].
Additionally, related challenges like multivariate quantiles [I5] or estimating the difference of quantiles
at two given levels [23] also warrant attention. It is worth mentioning that, many existing quantile
estimation methods stem from the equivalent problems of minimizing loss functions [18],

go(X) = arfgﬂ%{in{aE[(X —2)T+ (1 -)E[(X —2)7]}
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in which 7 := maz{z,0} 2~ := maz{—=,0}. For some applications, we refer e.g. to quantile estimation
methods designed in [I2] or [I].

An extensive literature is dedicated to enhancing quantile computation through Monte Carlo methods.
Under mild conditions, the Monte Carlo estimator of ¢, (f, X) typically achieves a central limit theorem
with a rate of C/N 3, Many endeavors aim to reduce the variance of these estimators, represented by the
constant C'. Notably, variance reduction methods can be designed for quantile computation. The im-
portance sampling approach, initially showcased in [10], has since been developed further in subsequent
works such as [I1], [9], and [20]. Similarly, the design of control variates can be adapted, as demonstrated
in [I7], [16], and [3]. Additionally, multi-level splitting methods, as described in [7], [5], and [6], have
been applied to quantile computation [14].

Considering not only the rate of convergence, our algorithm differs from a standard Monte Carlo
approach in the following way: Our algorithm is deterministic, meaning it does not rely on simulations
of random variables with form f(X). It simply calls the function f at some specific points which are
selected sequentially according to the law of X and to previous calls of f. Also, it provides upper and
lower bounds for ¢, (f, X) while a Monte Carlo approach provides lower and upper bounds for the quan-
tile by the way of a confidence interval. It is important to note that with Monte Carlo methods, there’s
a small, albeit nonzero, probability that g, (f, X) lies outside the computed confidence interval.

We design a first algorithm that requires knowing the Lipschitz constant of f for its implementation
while a Monte Carlo approach merely necessitates the ability to simulate f(X). Nevertheless we also
propose a second algorithm requiring that f is Lipschitz but that does not need to have access to the
Lipschitz constant. These algorithms draw inspiration from methodologies outlined in [4] originally de-
vised to find the minimum of a Lipschitz function. In this case, the rate of convergence is contingent,
as for our case, to the dimension with exponential convergence when d = 1 and polynomial convergence
when d > 1.Notice that this algorithm was further adapted in [2] in the case of the computation of a
failure probability that is the computation of P(f(X) > ¢) for a given ¢ when the Lipschitz constant is
known. In this case, similar regimes of convergences are observed according to the value of d.

Our approach revolves around a dichotomous strategy, leveraging the Lipschitz property of f to
systematically exclude certain regions R within [0, 1]¢ where we know ¢, (f, X) ¢ f(R). By avoiding the
evaluation of f within these regions, we achieve convergence with the anticipated rate. In cases where the
Lipschitz constant is unknown, we employ parallel computations with exponentially increasing candidate
Lipschitz constants within a feasible range for region exclusion. Remarkably, this yields convergence rates
of comparable order to scenarios where the Lipschitz constants are known.

Furthermore, we establish the optimality of the rates achieved by the algorithms we develop within
the class of deterministic algorithms. In essence, under our framework, any deterministic algorithm
providing an approximation Gy (f, X) (i.e. Y (f, X) is built by calling the function f at N deterministic
points) converges at best with rate at exponential, |gY (f, X) — qu(f, X)| = Cp", p € (0,1), when d = 1,
and polynomial, |G (f, X) — qu(f, X)| = C’Nﬁ, C >0, when d > 1.

The article is presented in the following way. The algorithm for the computation of the approximation
g (f, X) for the quantile of order o of f(X) when the Lipschitz constant of f is known is exposed in
Algorithm Its convergence, along with expected rates, is addressed in Theorem In the case
of unknown Lipschitz constant, the algorithm is presented in Algorithm [3.I] and the corresponding
convergence result discussed in Theorem [3.1]The optimality of the rates of convergence achieved by
Algorithms [2.I] and [3:1] is proved in Section [ A numerical illustration of the convergence of both
algorithms is given in Section [f]

2. COMPUTATION OF QUANTILE WITH KNOWN LIPSCHITZ CONSTANT

In this section, we design an algorithm for the computation of ¢, (f, X) when the Lipschitz constant of
f is known. We also prove convergence of this algorithm towards g, (f, X) with explicit rate (polynomial
or exponential regarding the value of d) in Theorem [2.1] This convergence is established under the
following assumptions, which will also be used in the following Section when the Lipschitz constant is
unknown,
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(1) f is a Lipschitz function taking values in R : There exists Ly > 0 such that

Vx,ye [07 1]d7 |f(x)_f(y)| <Lf‘x_y|]Rd7

(2) Level set assumption : Let « € (0,1). There exists M > 0 such that

(3) The density function of X is bounded by K > 0.

2.1. Preliminaries. Our first step is to subdivise the set [0,1]¢. We begin by introducing the center
points of our subdivisions. For k € N, the level of the subdivision, and i € {0,...,3* — 1}, we define

2041
i
b2 x 3k
and for 8 € {0,...,3% — 1}¢, we focus on the following subdivision,

1

k d k 5
Dy ={z €[0,1]% z; € ldg, — 55, d5, + 5555 1h

Notice that UBE{O’Mgk,l}dDE = [0, 1]%. We also define 6 := SUP,epk |z — d§| (df = (d"f,17 e 7d,§d)) and
remark that 5}; does not depend on 8 so we simply denote 6* in the sequel. In particular, we have

d
k k k i
0 :(Z(dﬂi - (dﬁi + 2 % 3k))2)2 = 731@’

i=1

For k € N, we introduce

(21)  qh(f, X) =sup{f(d}),B € {0,...,3* = 1}", > P(X € D) > 1—a}
v€{0,...,3k =1}, f () > f(dF)

with sup ) := infge o, 36134 f(d’g) It happens that g% (f, X) is the value returned by our algorithm if
it has enough budget to reach level of discretization k (and not higher). When we want to emphasize
that the computation depends on the Lipschitz constant considered, we will denote q’ny o(f, X) instead
of gk (f, X). Now we propose an alternative way of defining ¢ (f, X).

Let us define TI° = {(0,...,0)} = {{0}%}, and §5(f, X) = f(d?o}d). Let us assume that for & € N,
we compute fg = f(dg), B ek c{0,...,3* —1}4 and if 8 ¢ II¥, no new computation is done and
we choose f§ € {f(d})} U {f(d/};:f”),l € {1,...,k},p -1 ¢ 1} where for 8 € {0,...,3% — 1}¢,
B0 = B and for k € N*, B~ = 4 € {0,...,3%"1 — 1} such that v, = [2],i € {1,...,d}, and
gl = (5—[11)—[1]71 eN, I <k.

Let define recursively

(2.2) G (f, X) = sup{f(d%), B € IIF, > P(X € DX)>1-a}
’YE{O>"‘73k_1}d)f$2f(dg)

and

(2.3) I+ = {38+ {0,1,2}4, 8 € TI*, f(d}) € [ — 2L6", q5 + 2Ls8"]}

We will sometimes denote H’Ef = II* and Ellzf,a(f,X) := 4% (f, X) to emphasize the fact that II* is
computed in using Ly as a Lipschitz constant. In particular such a notation may be relevant when
we use an upper bound for Ly instead of its true value. Notice that is if we choose L > L' > Ly, we
have H’Zf cnk, c H’z.

Due to the liberty granted by the choice of fﬁ, one may argue that ¥ (f, X) may differ w.r.t. the
value chosen for fff The following result shows that all the definitions are actually equivalent. It also
shows that q7 ,(f, X) = d}  ,(f, X) for L > Ly.

Lemma 2.1. For every k € N, we have
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A. The quantity q*(f, X) defined in (2.1) satisfies

(24)  qi(f,X) = inf{f(d5), 8 € {0,...,3° — 1}7, 3 P(X € D) > a}
YE{0,...,35 1}, f(d5) < (d5)
B. The quantity g% (f, X) defined in (2.4) satisfies
Qo (f, X) = inf{f(df), B € II", > P(X € D) > a}
Y€E{0,..., 3k =1}, R f(df)
C. Moreover,
aa(f, X) = a5, X)

Proof. The result is immediate for £k = 0. We consider k € N*.

Let us denote

pk .= inf{f(d}),B €{0,...,3" — 1}, > P(X € DF) > a}
V{0, 3F =1} f(d8) < (d8)

We remark that, (denoting shortly q* := q%(f, X))
P(X € U DY) <a,
7€{0,...,.38 —1}4, f(dk)<qk
so that p¥ > qk. Moreover, by definition of g%
P(X € U D’;) <1l-—a.
v€{0,...,.3F—1}4, f(dk)>qk
It follows that
P(X € U D) > a,
7€{0,....3F—1}4, f(dk)<qk

and since there exists 5* € {0,...,3% — 1}9 such that f(df;) = q*, we conclude that q* > p* and the
proof of [A]is completed.

Now let us prove [C]] This is true for &k = 0 and let us prove it for k¥ € N*. Using definition we
have g, (f, X) > q% — L;0"* and using definition we have ¢o(f, X) < q¥ + Ly6*. Assume that there
exists By ¢ IT* such that g~ = f(dléo)~ Since Sy ¢ II”, then

9k = F(h)l > 208

so that

|40 (f, X) = f(df,)| Zlaa™" — f(dgoi[lu)\ - If(d’;oillu) = f(d5)] o™ = ga(f, X))

>2Lp0% 1 — 2L 6% — Lyoh !
=L;6" ' —2L;6% = L;6*

which is impossible due to the previous observation. In particular we can replace the condition 8 €
{0,...,3% — 1} by B € II* in the definition It remains to observe that f(dﬂj) may be replaced by fff

as soon as v ¢ II¥. Indeed, for such v, using the same calculus as above f(d’f;[ll]) — gk~ and f(dﬁ) —qF
necessarily have the same sign and the proof of [CJis completed. Using similar argument we obtain the

proof of [B1] O

Furthermore, we can obtain an upper bound for the error between ¢, (f, X) and our estimator, re-
garding that our algorithm reaches level k (and not higher), i.e. q¥.

Lemma 2.2. For any k£ € N, we have
(2.5) |00 (£, X) — at] < Lys*

Proof. This result is a direct consequence of Lemma [2.1][A.] demonstrated in the proof of Lemma [2.1
Point O
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2.2. Algorithm and Main result. We present our algorithm when the Lipschitz constant Ly of f is
known. Notice that the knowledge of the constant M appearing in the level-set assumption is not
necessary to implement the algorithm.

Algorithm 2.1.

Fix N € N* the maximum number of calls to f
° = {(0,...,0)}.

k=0.

Neajp = 1.

While N ;) < N

Compute f(df), 8 € IT* (When df = dgj[ll], the computation was already done before step k).

Set f& = f(d}), for every § € IIF and f} = fgfﬁ], for every B ¢ TIF .

Set
gy (f, X) =sup{f(df), 3 € II", > P(X € D¥)>1-a}
76{07"'13k71}dvf$>f(d2)
=inf{f(d}), 8 € II*, > P(X € DY) > a}.

¥€{0,....35—1}4, FE < F(d%)

and ¢ (f, X) = ¢i (£, X) — Ly0%q0 (£, X) = a3 (f, X) + L 5"
Set

I+ = {38+ {0,1,2}, 8 € 1%, f(df) € [¢" — Lyo*, g + Ly6*)},

d_
Neall = Neanl + 357+ Card(ITF) .
Set k=~Fk+1.

End While
Return ¢ (f, X), gfj(f,X), a5 (f, X).

We observe that to apply this algorithm, we need to have access to the law of X, or more specifically
to P(X € ij)7 which is why this law is supposed to be known. When the probabilities P(X € ij) are
unknown but X may be simulated easily, one can use a Monte Carlo approach for their computation
which can be done once for all independently from the function f. We do not discuss further this ap-
proach in this paper.

The following result establish the convergence of Algorithm [2.1] with explicit upper bound for the error
observing two regimes, exponential or polynomial, regarding that d =1 or d > 1.

Theorem 2.1. Let N € N* and let ¢% (f, X), gfj and 7Y given by the Algorithm Assume that
and Bl hold. Then

(2.6) 4a (£, X) € [V (£, X),2Y (£, X))
Moreover, if d = 1, then
(2.7) |40 (£, X) = a3 (. X)| < Cp

: _ 1 Yamts . o T
with C'= 5L;3 f,p=3 I,

Ifd >1and N > 1, then
(28) 9 (£, X) = 3/ (£, X)| S C(N = 1)7 7=
with C = 3L;d? (3°ML;d*)7
Remark 2.2. If X € Hle[ai,bi], then f(z) = g(h(x)), with h(z); = £=2, with g(y) = f(v(y)) with

bi—a;’
v(y); = a; + (b; — a;)y; and g is defined on |0, 1]d and is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant L, < cLy.
with ¢ = sup{b; — a;,% € {1,...,d}}. In particular we can apply Algorithm [2.1| with the random variable
h(X) instead of X and the function g instead of f to produce approximations for ¢,, the quantile of

order « of f(X). In particular
¢a(f. X) € [a) (f, X), 75 (£, X)] = [¢) (9, (X)), @ (9, h(X))]
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and || and 1) hold for @Y (f, X) — gflv(f, X) with Ly replaced by ¢Ly in the upper bound.

2.3. Proof of convergence of the algorithm. At this point, we introduce N}, the number of calls to
the functions f satisfying |1, in order to compute q¥. Since each new subdivision of a set with form Dg

yields 3% — 1 new calls to the function f, we have

k—1
Ne=1+G" =1 Y g )elq—2r,60q, 421,00
1=0 ~€{0,...,31~1}d

Lemma 2.3. Let & € N. Assume that [1] and 2] hold.

If d =1, then
N <1+4MLyk.
If d > 1, then
k(d—1) _ 1
d 13
Proof. First we remark that
k—1
N, =1+ (3%7-1) Z Ly(aryelat,—20s8tql +2L 16

Now, we introduce r{, = 4L6'. Then, using the level set assumptionand that [q}, —3L6!, qL,+3L ;8" C
[ga(f, X) — 1L, qa(f, X) +7.]), we obtain

ALeb (@ € [0,1]%, f(z) € [q, — 3Lso", q', + 3Ly0']) <M

[e'2]

and then
k—1
N <14 (37 =1) ) M3l
=0
k—1
<1+ (3¢ = 1)2M Lyd? 314D,
=0

and we conclude easily regarding the value of d.

Lemma 2.4. Let N € N*. Introduce k(N) :=sup{k € N, N, < N}.

If d =1, then
N -1
k(N) >
)= Ly
and
3 _ N-1

(29) 6a(f, X) = 06| < S L3 T

If d > 1, then

In(N — 1) — In(3¢ML;d?)
(d—1)1n(3)

k(N) > [

and
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N -1 .
2.10 o(f, X) — gV < d?(——— )71
(2.10) g0 (f; X) — | < 5Ly (3dMLfd%)

Notice that k(N) depends on Ly. When necessary, we will emphazise this dependence denoting
kE(N, Ly) instead of k(IV).

1. ]

3k

I\D‘ [N

Proof. The proof is a straightforward application of Lemma [2.3| together with 6% =

Proof of Theorem[2.1 . We remark that q, N, X) = qg(N) Lo*N) and that @Y (f,X) = q’;(N) +

L fék(N ). Then the proof of 1) is a consequence of Lemma The proof of and is a direct
consequence of Lemma (see (2.9) and ([2.10)). d

3. COMPUTATION OF QUANTILE WITH UNKNOWN LIPSCHITZ CONSTANT

In this Section, we design an algorithm for the computation of g, (f, X) when the Lipschitz constant
of f is unknown and prove its convergence in Theorem Similarly as when the Lipischitz constant is
known, we observe two regimes (exponential or polynomial) for the error rate regarding the value of d.

3.1. Preliminaries. We suppose in this section that L is unknown and for j € N we introduce
Ly(j) =%,
the candidates for the unkown Lipischitz constant Ly of f. Let us consider a given global budget
2 . .
N € N, N > %, and introduce Npa.(j, N) 1= L%
putations that mimick Algorithm [2.1| u in the case the true Lipschitz constant is L¢(j). We also denote
Jmaz(N) = sup{j € N, Nymaa (4, N) 2 1} = sup{j € N, j < —1} = [V -1

| the respective budgets allocated for com-

Let us define T1>°(5) = {(0,...,0)} = {09}, and §°(f, X) = f(d?o}d) Let us assume that for k € N,

we compute (if necessary) f5 := f(dk) B e UJ’"‘”H<> *(4) and if B ¢ U““””H<> #(4), no new computation
is done and we choose fﬁ = fﬁ -

Let define recursively
(3.1) 0ok (f, X) = sup{f(dfy), B € UIm3=II>F(j), > P(XeDF)>1-a}
~v€{0,...,3—1}d, fk > f(d¥)
and
M () = {38 +{0,1,2}%, B € I**(5), £(df) € [ay™ — 2L (5)6", a® + 2L 5 (5)6*]}
if k+1<¢(j,N) and
IR (5) = 3% (5) + (1,...,1)

otherwise.
Notice that similarly that in the known Lipischitz constant case, we have
(3:2) 05" (f, X) = inf{ f(d), B € UJz{ I (j) > P(X € DY) > a}

VE{0,.... 38 —1}4, fE< f(dk)

and q%*(f, X) is the value returned by our algorithm if it has enough budget to reach level of discretization
k (and not higher).

3.2. Algorithm and Main result. We begin by introducing our algorithm when the Lipschitz constant
Ly of f is unknown.

Algorithm 3.1.
Fix N € N* the maximum number of calls to f
n° = {(0,...,0)}.
k=0
J=A1,..., jmaz(N)}.
Set Ncau(j) =1forall jeJ.
While J # 0
Compute f(dg)7 B e UJ"‘”(N)H<> #(5) (When d% = dk 11]7 the computation was already done before
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step k).
Set fg = f(d’[;)7 for every 8 € U;Z‘i’ﬂo’k(j) and fg = fg__ﬁ], for every 8 ¢ U;;”‘i’ﬂovk(j) .

Set

&N (f, X) =sup{ f(dfy), B € Umi= ™11k (), 3> P(X € D¥) >1—a}
v€{0,...,3k—1}4, fF> f(dk)
=inf{f(d5), § € Uns= Mok (), 3 P(X € D) > a}.

YE{0,...,3F 1}, fFR f(dfy)
For jeJ
Set  TI°A+1(j) = {35+ {0,1,2}4, § € T (), £(d5) € [N — 2Ly ()%, g2 + 2L (j)6M]}.

Neall () = Nean () + S(igglcard(ﬂo’k+l(j))-
Set If Nyap1(j) > Ninaw(j, N).
J = J\{j}.
For j € {1,...,0max(N)}\ J
ek +1(5) = 30>k () + (1,...,1).

Set k=Fk+1.

End While
Return ¢V (f, X).

The following result establishes the convergence of Algorithm with explicit upper bound for the
error. We still observe exponential or polynomial regimes regarding that d = 1 or d > 1. Nevertheless,
as expected, the constant obtained (denoted p and C' in Theorem and Theorem provides a faster
convergence to zero for the error bound when the Lipschitz constant is known.

Theorem 3.1. Let N € N* and let ¢>V (f, X) given by the Algorithm Assume that and |3 hold
with Lf > 1.

If d =1, then

g0 (f, X) — gV (f. X)| < CpN

1
1 T In(Ly)
with C' = 18Lf32MLf and p =3 (@)

+2)22x2 MLy

Ifd>1,and N > Z- (120 + 2)2,

|QOz(f7X) _QZ’N(faX)‘ < C(N_ 7(

with C' = 18Lyd? (31M Lyd3 - (NE8 + 2)%) 71,

3.3. Proof of convergence of the algorithm. Recalling that L;(j) = 3/, j € N, we define the
(unknow) quantity j* € N, such that Lf(j* — 1) < Ly < Ly(j*) with convention Ly(—1) = 0. In

particular I?IE(L?)f)) <jr < lnl(n?’gf) since Ly > 1.
The proof of Theorem is a consequence of the following result combined with the fact that

Ly(j*) € [Ly,3Ly). Indeed, let us introduce £(j, N) := k(Nymaz (4, N), L (7)) when j € {0, ..., jmaz(N)}
(£(j,N) := 0 for j > jmaz(N)). Then, given a budget of N,,1;(j) for the Lipischtz constant candidate
Ls(j), it follows from Lemma that the highest level k attained for discretization of the space sat-
isfies k > £(j, N). Assuming this highest level is exactly £(j, N), the proof of Theorem is a direct
consequence of Lemma [3.1] thereafter. When this level is higher the proof is similar and left to the reader.

Lemma 3.1. For any k € N, we have
(3.3) @ (f, X) — aZF| < ALg(j7)emintt07ND)
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Proof. First let us consider the case j* > jya.(N). In this case 3% € £([0,1]¢) and the result follows
from the Lipschitz property of f since £(j*, N) = 0.

Now let us assume that j* € {0,..., jmaz(N)}. Let us first consider the case k < £(5*, N). We remark
that (using notation from 1.) H’Zf c ¥ 1G%) = II*(j*) C UJ"L”H’“( /). In particular it follows
oR(f,X) = qu(J*),a(f, ) =ai, o (f, X) = qa(f, X) and the result is a direct consequence of Lemma
We now consider k > £(j*, N). We first notice that if j > j*, £(j*,N) > £(j,N) and it is impossible
that g/ ’N)(f, X) = f(dgy(j ’l)) for 4 € M*UTN)(5) \ TI%¢U5N) (5*). Let us show that it holds for
k > ¢(j*,N) that it is impossible that q3*(f, X) = f(dg(*j ’l)) for v, € TN (5) \ TISE0TN) (%),
Indeed, since 7, ¢ 110N (j*) we have

020D (120 = FT) T > 2Ly ()8 U

Moreover, let us notice that (qlzf( — L#(5*)0"%)ken~ is increasing while (q’zf(j*)’a + L (5%)0% ) ken- is

3*)ex
decreasing. In particular, we have

21070, X) = 5 0" (f, X)) < 2177007
Using the Lipischitz property of f yields also
0(5* 1) —1
P07 = F9D)] < 2Ly ()5

and we conclude by triangle inequality that

05070, X) = F(dT0)] > 21607,

Assume now that qg’ b (f7 ) < f(df;(*j*’l)), so that

k k
> P(X € DF) < > P(X € D)
YE{0, 35 -1} A F(dT) VE{0, 31} Sy L (ST 2 ()
< > P(X € DF)
£(*, 0 . %
VELO B ) 2HET D)=Ly ()66
k
< 3 P(X € DF)
L o, L
YEL0, 3R =1} fIIL D L > ad O (£, X)
k
= > P(X € D)
Y€{0,...,3¢G" V) —1}d fHUTN 5 g0 tG0 (5 x)
<l—-«a

Where the last inequality is a direct consequence of definition and we conclude that q%%(f, X) #
f(dz ) When q A6 (f, X) > f(df,(*j*’l)), we use the same approach but using definition instead
of (3.1) Now, we remark that for every j € {0,...,5*}, we have II>¢U7)(j) c I**U7)(5*) and it follows
from the previous observation that for every k > ¢(5*, N),

A (f, X) e f(U,Benfu*,N)Dg(j*’N))

and
aF(F, X) — a2 N(E X)) < sup [F(dTN) — gt (f, X))
BETILG* . N)
+ osup osup |f(dYY) — f(@)]

BETILG™ N g ™ M)
<3Ly(5%)605 M)

and we deduce the result from the triangle inequality and Lemma with & = ¢(5*, N) using that

LGN Vi
02, X) = gt N (F X), O
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4. OPTIMALITY

In this section, we aim to show the optimality of our algorithm. Specifically, we demonstrate that in
our framework where (1)), (2) and (3) are assumed, it is impossible to build lower and upper deterministic
bounds for ¢, (f,X) such that the error made, i.e. essentially the difference between upper and lower
bound, converges faster than exponential or polynomial rate (given the value of d) as N tends to infinity.

Let us consider an algorithm which evaluates N € N* times the function f : R? — R at some points
(xt,...,2N) € ([0,1)9)" and which returns a measurable function of those evaluations to compute
go(f, X), @ € (0,1) with f, X and « satisfying (), and (3). We are going to show that the error
made in this case is at least of order p™¥ (p € (0,1)) when d = 1 and N~77 when d > 1.

To do so, we propose a function f, a random variable X and a 6 0, 1) satisfying (1] and (| .
such that for any choice of (x1,...,zx), we build f satisfying (1] , 2) and . flz:) = f(xl) and
10 (f, X) — o (f, X)| = CpN (p € (0,1)) or ON~ 77, This property is combined with the following
observation: for any measurable ¢ : RV — R,

l9(f@@h), ..., f(@™)) = qa(f, X)| =

g(f@h), ..,
(f, X) ~ (,X)I*Ig(f(wl),-..,f(xN))*qa(f,X)\,

WV

it then follows that
max(m(f(xl)? o 7f(xN)) - Qa(fﬂ X)l? |g(f(1'1)7 . 7f(xN)) - Qa(qu)D >%|qa(f~7X) - Qa(fa X)|

It means that for any choice of function (we could call algorithm in this case) g applied to observations of
the functions f at N points, considering every f satlsfymg 2) and . the error studied in Theorems

and n is lower bounded by Cp" (p € (0,1)) or CN~

4.1. Case d > 1. In this Section, we are interested in the optimality of the polynomial convergence
obtained in Theorems 2.1 and [3.1] in the case d > 1.

Proposition 4.1. Let g : RY — R be a measurable function. Then, there exists C' > 0 such that for
any (21,...,2N) € ([0,1]9)V, there exists f, X, o, M, Ly such that , and hold and that

l9(f (@), ..., F(aN)) = ga(f, X)| > CNTT

Remark 4.1. This result shows that the rate of convergence (when N tends to infinity) obtained in
Theorems [2.1] and [3.1] in the case d > 1 is optimal. It means that using any other algorithm than ours
may only improve (lower in this case) the constant C' obtained in our deterministic upper bound of the

error, but not the polynomial rate N T,

Proof. Let us consider X ~ U 1}« a uniform random variable on [0, 1]¢ and introduce f : [0,1]¢ — R
such that f(z1,...,z4) = x1, and choose a = % In this case g (f, X) = % Assumptions (1)) with Ly =1
and with K = 1 are straightforward to verify. Let us verify assumption for f: Let § > 0. Since
o (fL, X)=a = %, we have

Mob(F(2) € a0l F, X) = 8,00, X) +8]) =App(n € [5 8,3 +3]) = 25

and holds with M = 2. We now propose a construction for f . We introduce
1 1
C= {lL’ € [07 1}daf(x) = 5} = {x € [Oa 1]daxl = 5}

3d(d—1)

3—, and define

DI ={D},D,nC #0}.

We now consider the case N =

and
DI ={D},DinC#0,( )" ¢ D4}
=1

In particular j is defined in a way such that Card(D7) = 3/(4=1) = 3N and then Card(D’) > 2N. We
are now in a position to introduce f. For every x € [0, 1]¢,

f@) =f@+2 3 i eyl

DJ e€Di ve \DJ
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with |2 — yleo := Sup;eq1,.. ay |7i — yi|- Remark that functions f and h : 2 infyGQ\Dg |z — y|oo, are

1-Lipschitz so that holds with Ly = 3. Let us now show that holds for f with o = % and
M =27 4+ 1. First we introduce the following decomposition

ALeb(f(2) € [% -4 % +6) = > Apep(f(x) € [% -, % +6],z € DY)

D} ¢Di
+ Y M@ ez -0 +d.ae D))
i~ Leb\J (T 5 ' , T B
D-;GDJ‘
1 1 ;
=ALeb(71 € [5 -9, 5 +d],z € UDgngDﬁ)
7 1 1 .
+ Z ALeb(F(#) €[5 = 0,5 + 0,2 € DY)
DgeDJ'

<20+ ALep (2h(x) € [=6,0], 2 € Upy D).
Now, we notice that, since for x € Up; . p; Dé, we have 2h(z) < 377, and then for 377 < 4,
B

/\Leb(Zh(.r) € [-4,0],x € UDgeDJDé) S/\Leb(UDgEDJDé)
<BN3 /4 =377 <4

Now, let us consider 377 > §.We have, for Dé € DJ and z € D%,

1 1 .
h(z) = min min(z; — 5(1 —377), 5(1 +377) —ay)

=1,

It follows that

. , ; 1 , 1 ;
ALeb(2h(2) € [=0,0], 5 € D}) =Apeh(w € D)) = ALepy (# € Dj i € (5(1 =377 +6), -(1+377 = 9))
=394 — (379 — g)*

d—2 d
_g59—7(d—1) —jk(_s\d—k
do3 +) 3778 (=0) (k)

k=1

d—2
=d§37(0) — 3Gy T gmat ) (gydh (d)
K
k=1

<de37d=1) 4 3=ild=D59d _ 1 _q).
Therefore, using (a + b)¢ < 2%(a? + b))

ALeb(2h(z) € [=0,8],2 € Up ) DL) <BN(3774 — (377 - 5)7)
=3/(d=1) (3734 _ (377 — §5)%)
<29 -1)8
which completes the proof of (2) for f, a =1 and M =2+ 1.
Moreover since for every i € {1,..., N}, 2* ¢ D%, for Dy € D7, we have f(z') = f(z*). In order to

conclude the proof, Let us show that |g.(f, X) — qa(f,X)| > CN~77. To do so, we prove that, there
exists C which does not depend on N such that

P(F(X) < % +ON"T) <

DN =
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This implies that ¢ 1 ( f,x ) > % + CN~ 77 which is the expected conclusion. From now, let us consider
the fixed value C' = ——. Using that f is 3-Lipschitz for the |.|ga-norm, we have

2x3d-1

_ 1 _ 1 . ,
P(f(X) < 5+ CN"TT) = Y P(f(X) < 5+ ON~77|X € D})P(X € DY)
DieDi
B
1 . .
= Y PXi< 5+ CN~7T|X € D})P(X € DY)
D’ eDi\D7
1 ) )
+ 3 P(Xi+2 inf [X -yl < 5 +CNTT|X € D))P(X € DY)
Dl eDhi yENDy 2
B
1 , )
< > PX< 5t ON~77|X € D})P(X € DY)
D’ eDi\Di
L . 1 e ) )
+ > P(f(dh) = 31X — d)|re < 5 HONTTT|X € DL)P(X € D)

j ~ .
DBEDJ

For Dé ¢ DI, we have |d{31 — 2| > 377 and then, since CN™ 77 < 3;,

1 .
P(X: < ; +CN™T1|X € D)

2 ~ o<
and
1 1 . _ 1 3 |3
_1 ; i B
ZAP(X1<§+CNd1|X€DB)P(X€DB)7]PJ(X1<577)7 >
D‘éEDJ\D]
It follows that
L —aT j iy _1—377 i
Z P(Xl <§+CN d*1|X€Dﬁ)]P)(X€Dﬁ) <T+N3

D?eDi\Di

Moreover, for Dé e DI,
o , : 11
f(d}) =d} +2 inf ; & = Yloo = 5t 3

It follows that

~ 1 1 . . 1 . .
P(f(X) < 5+ CN T1)+ > PB|X —d)lga >3~ —CN T1|X € DLP(X € DY)

2 —
Dy eDi
Lo 3" min(1,3374(37 — CN~ 7?37
N 2 v . 9
DjeDi
1—-33-1 .
<3f +3N3~ 93774
1 1 1
e ]
2 183 < 2
and
1 1 1
P(f(X) < §+CN 1) < 3
This implies that q1 (f,X) > % +CON~ T (with C = —L11—) which is the expected conclusion.

2x3d-1
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4.2. Case d = 1. In this Section, we are interested in the optimality of the exponential convergence
obtained in Theorems 2.1 and 3.1l in the case d = 1.

Proposition 4.2. Let g : RY — R be a measurable function. Then, there exists C' > 0 such that for
any (z!,...,2V) € ([0,1))", there exists f, X, a, M, Ly such that , and (3) hold and p € (0, %)
satisfying

l9(f(@@h), ..., f@™)) = aa(f, X)| = Cp".

Remark 4.2. This result shows that the exponential convergence obtained for the upper bound of the
error studied in Theorems and [3.I] in the case d = 1 is optimal in the sense that Proposition [£.2]
provides a lower bound for this error which also converges with exponential rate.

Proof. Similarly as in the case d > 1, we consider X ~ U] 1 a uniform random variable on [0,1] and

introduce f : [0,1] — R such that f(z) = z, and choose o = 1 so that ¢o(f, X) = %. Recall that

assumptions with Ly =1 and with K =1 and (2) with M = 2 are satisfied. We now propose a
construction for f.

For g € (0,1), let us define IV = [1(1 —¢™), (14 ¢™)], IV = ’u [j'r =L -¢ ), 30 -¢)u
A1+¢7), 30 +¢ )], j€{1,...,N}, let us define

DN ={I,je{l,...,N+1}}.

and

N
DN ={1e D", (2" ¢ 1}.
i=1
We observe that Card(DN ) =N + 1 and then Card(D7) > 1. We are now in a position to introduce f.
Let us consider some Iy € DV and L > 0 and define, for every x € [0,1]¢ and

flx) = flz)+ Lyeig{lo |z — y|

Remark that functions f and x + inf,cq\ 1, |2 — yl, are 1-Lipischitz so that holds with Lf =L+1.
Let us now show that holds for f with a = % and M = 2%.

ALeb(f(2) € [% -9, % +o)= > Apep(flz) € [% -4, % +0),x €l
J=LI#I

+ ALeb(f(2) € [% — 4, % + 6],z € I)

1 1
:)\Leb(x S [5 — (57 5 +5],.’E S Q\I(])
~ 1 1
+ ALeb (f(2) € [5 -6, 3 + 0],z € Iy)
<20 + /\Leb(Lh(Jj) € [-6,0],x € Ip).

First, we remak that for Iy = I, if % > qjlf_qq, then

1—gq )
)\Leb(Lh(l') € [—5, 5],:C S Io) Z)\Leb(l' S Ij) = quq < 2f

N
and if Iy = Iy, if % > 4, then
)
)\Leb(Lh(a?) € [-4,0],z € Ip) :/\Leb(x €lni) = V< Zf
Now, we notice that for x € Iy = I, then h(z) = min(h(x)lzer, _, h(2)1lser, ) With

. 1—g :
h(z)lréij_ = mln(x - (Clj,_ - qj 4q )7 CIJ‘,_ + qj 4q - ‘/'E)]':EEI%_
with ¢, =3 — qjl%qq, and similarly
. j1—4q j 1 -
h(-%')lmelj,+ = mll’l(x - (cl‘j,+ —q 7)7 c[j,+ + q - x)lwefj,Jr

4q 4q
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with cf, = § +¢/5L0. Tt follows that, if £ < ¢/4:4,
A (Lh(l’)e[—(s(ﬂxef):)\ (xg[)_)\ (1’6(6 —qjl_q+ . _|_qjl_q_é))
Leb , 0], J Leb J Leb I, 17 LT P -
1—q 0 1—q )
AMen(® € (en =@ b et )
1-q ,;1-4 5
=7’ —4¢’ 42 =47
1 q 4 4q + L L

Similarly, if Iy = IN+17 and x € IN+1,

hx) = min(z — 2 (1~ "), (1 +q") — 2).

N

e 8
It follows that, if § < 4,

1 6 1 )
)\Leb(Lh(:L') S [*5, 5],:E € IN+1) :/\Leb(I S IN+1) — /\Leb(m S (5(1 — qN) + f, 5(1 + qN) - f))
1) )
_N_ N 59 _59
=q q +2L 2L.

and the proof of is completed.

We also observe that we have f(z?) = f(2%). In order to conclude the proof, we now show that

for any p € (0,1), we may find L € (ﬁz,—i—oo) and C > 0 (which do not depend on N) such that

g0 (f, X) — ¢a(f, X)| = Cp". To do so, we prove that,

~ 1
P(f(X) < 5+ cpN) < 3
Using that f is L 4 1-Lipschitz for the |.|ga-norm, we have, for Iy € {I1,... Iy},
. 1 1
P(F(X) < 5+ Cp") =P(X < 5 + Cp™, X €0\ Io)
+]P’(X+L 1nf |X yl < +Cp , X € 1Iy)
PX <3 +CpN,X €0\ L))

1
5 +OpN,X S 107_)

- 1
+ P(f(cfo,+> - (L + 1)|X - CIO,+|1Rd < § + CpNaX € IO,+)

inf{a€ly,_ }+sup{z€lp, _}

+P(f(er, ) = (L+DIX — g _|pa <

where ¢, =
Iy = Iny1, we have similarly

(and similarly for ¢z, ) is the center point of Iy _. When

1 1
—+CpN) <P(X < 3+ CpN, X € Q\ Iny1)

P(f(X) <5

~ 1
P(f(clz\url) - (L + 1)|X - CIN+1|]Rd < 5 + CpNvX € IN+1)

For I; € DN . we have,

1 1 1
P(X < = +CpV, X € Q\ [;) =P(X < §+CpN)—IP’(X < §+C’pN,XEIj)

2

1 1
<3 +CpN —P(X € [5(
—P(X € )ljznm
1

1 .
1—q¢"), 5(1 +min(¢", 2Cp™)])1j=n+1

1, . 1=
=5 cpV - §(m1n(qN72CPN) +q")Ljmns — ¢ quljséNﬂ
Moreover, for Iy = I; € {I,...In}
x 1 1 1-— 1 Ll-¢qg)—1-—gq ;
fler, ) =cr, +L _inf e, —yl=5 ¢ ER S :*erqﬁl

yeans, o 2 4 ) 4
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and similarly f(cr,,) =3+ ngfl. Also, we have (recall that cr,,, = 1)
~ 1 1 1 1
=—+L inf |-yl ==+L=¢"
f(CIN+1) 2 + yEé{llN_H |2 yl 2 + 2q
It follows that, for Iy =I; € {I1,...,In},
. 1
P(fler, ) = L+ DIX —cry_|pe < 5+CPV[X € ;)
I L-g¢—-1-9q ;. N
<P(1X — ey, > T — Xel;_
(X — 1, lpo > gy (P00 e x € 1)
2 2 Ll-¢g)—1-q ;, N
—(1- — i=1_ .
( qj_l(l — q) L+ 1( 4 q Cp )+)+
with notation (a)4 = max(0, a), and then, using the Bayes formula,
~ 1
P(f(er, )L+ DX —er, |a < 3 +CpY, X € 1)
1, 2 2 L(l-¢—1-q .
S/l € ) § R— =t cpN
57001~ o (P = O,
1 .. L(l-¢q)—1—gq 4CpN .
<l1-ga- Y g7t
2 1-g@L+1) (1-g(L+1)
L 200N
L+1
and similarly
1
P(f(c; )@+MX—%JW<§+@WXEQQ
- 1-q)(1 - — Jj=1 _
2 ( q)( q]_l(l — q) L+ 1( 4 q Cp )+)+
} (—2q +4CpN g=It1
Sy L+1 -

In the same way, for Iy = In41

- 1 1
P(f(CIN+1) - (L + 1)‘X - CIN+1|Rd < 5 + CpNaX € INJrl) <P(|X

CInt ‘]Rd =

L
——(5¢" = CpM), X € Iny)

L+1 2
=" - Li&(g Y =0+
gLilq +LileN.

so we conclude that, for Iy =1I; € {I1,...,In},
% + i—ii’cfﬂv s (L +21()IE1+—16§) -2

and for Io = [N+1;
1 1 N2
2 2 T ! o
1 L+3 ., L-1
2t Y Tamen?
We fix ¢ € (0,1) and L € (%‘;, +00) so that 2&+11) > 0and (L+1)(1—¢)—2 > 0. Now, if C' satisfies
(L+i-g-2 L1,
2(L+5)  2(L+3)

CpV.

C' < min(

and p < ¢, then

1
S+ CpN) <2

P(f(X) < 3
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which is the expected conclusion.

5. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATION

To conclude this article, we propose a numerical illustration of Theorem [2.I] and Theorem [3.1] In
both cases, we propose an application for d = 1 and d = 2. When d = 1 we expect to observe an expo-
nential convergence and when d = 2, we expect a polynomial convergence of order % Let us present

our examples.

%, 5:)1)0,1) a Gaussian distribu-

variance 5= and restricted to the interval [0, 1]. The function f is defined on x € [0,1]

5.1. Exponential convergence. First for d = 1, we consider X ~ N(

tion with mean %,
by

f(z) = 0.87 — 0.3 + exp(—11.5342"9%) 4 exp(—2(x — 0.9)?)
This function is studied in [2] for the approximation of failure probabilities. In particular, we have

Ly ~1.61. We fix a =0.999. In this case ¢(f, X) ~ 1.3503.

In Figures|l| (A) and (B), we represent respectively

(5.1) n(lga(f, X) = g3 (£, X))
and
(5.2) (|ga(f, X) — g™ (f, X))

resulting from Algorithm 2:I] and B.I] w.r.t. N. Those quantities appear in blue while the red line
represents the linear approximation with slope respectively given by In(0.8453) for Figure [1| (A) and
by 1n(0.9988) for Figure [I| (B). In particular we can infer the numerical approximation for p given by
p ~ 0.8453 for Algorithm 2.T] and p ~ 0.9988 for Algorithm

—— Log of the error
—— Linear approximation

—— Log of the error —54
—— Linear approximation

—4 4

—10 4

—12 4

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500
(a) (B)

FIGURE 1. Logarithm of the error of estimation of Algorithm (see Figure (A)) and
H (see Figure (B)) w.r.t. the number of observations.

The drawings align with the results from Theorem [2.T]and Theorem [3.T]as a linearly decreasing behav-
ior is observed in both cases. We thus conclude that the exponential nature of convergence is confirmed
for both algorithms. Nevertheless, in this practical case, the numerical convergence of Algorithm
is faster. This observation is expected as in the unknown Lipschitz case of Algorithm [3.1] we consider
multiple Lipschitz constant candidates and apply for each of them a similar implementation of Algorithm
[2:I]but with a budget which is simply a proportion of the global budget N allocated to all the candidates.
Finally, we point out that the piecewise constant shape is also expected for both algorithms. This is
due to the fact that our algorithms need a certain budget to discretize more deeply the space [0,1] i.e.
to pass from depth of discretization k to depth k + 1. While this budget is not attained the algorithms
always return the same result.
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5.2. Polynomial convergence. In a second step, we propose an example when d = 2. In this case, we
consider X = (X1, X5) where X; and X, are independent and identically distributed under Ujg y), the
uniform distribution on [0, 1]. The function f is defined on = € [0,1]? by f(z) = 1 +z2. In this toy exam-
ple, f is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant L; = v/2, f(X) follows the Irwin Hall distribution of degree 2
and we know that g, (f, X) = 2—+/2(1 — a). As before, we fix & = 0.999 and we have ¢, (f, X) ~ 1.9553.

In Figures[2| (A) and (B), we represent respectively the quantities (5.1]) and (5.2) resulting from Algo-
rithm and w.r.t. In(N). Those quantities appear in blue while the red line represents the linear

approximation with slope respectively given by -1.4781 for Figure [2| (A) and by -0.7440 for Figure [2 (B).

—— Log of the error 04 —— Log of error
—— Linear approximation —— Linear approximation

FIGURE 2. Logarithm of the error of estimation of Algorithm (see Figure (A)) and
3.1| (see Figure (B)) w.r.t. the Logarithm of the number of observations.

The expected linear decreasing behavior with slope 1 = 715 is thus observed (to some extent) aligning

with the result from Theorem [2.I]and Theorem [3.1] Similarly as when d = 1, we observe that even if the
nature of convergence is similar for both algorithm, the numerical approximations converge faster when
the Lipschitz constant of f is known, that is when we can implement Algorithm
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