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Abstract. In this work, we propose a new algorithm for coupling Markov chains in a Markovian
multilevel Monte Carlo estimator. We apply this approach for solving Bayesian inverse problems
that consist of multiple model fidelities. The coupling methodology, termed as synchronized step
correlation enhancement (SYNCE), is inspired by the concept of using common random numbers
in Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling. This methodology is shown to be more efficient and cost-
effective than existing couplings in the literature. This improvement is achieved because SYNCE
leads to higher correlation of samples obtained from level dependent posteriors than previous works.
SYNCE is especially effective at coarse levels of the hierarchy where posteriors differ significantly
from each other, resulting in orders of magnitude improvement in variance reduction. We first
demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed methodology by comparing it with existing algorithms
on two simple examples taken from the literature. We then apply our methodology to a more complex
example in the context of uncertainty quantification in subsurface flow simulations.
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1. Introduction. Bayesian inference is a well established technique for estimat-
ing parameters of complex mathematical models. In this stochastic framework, the
parameters θ of a model F are modeled as random variables. A prior π0(θ) is as-
signed and the posterior π(θ | yD) is obtained using Bayes rule given observed data
yD. Given a distribution over the parameters, application goals typically seek to esti-
mate statistics of some output functional Q; for example, to compute the expectation
Eθ∼π(θ|yD)[Q(θ)]. Moreover, for non-linear and non-Gaussian settings, such estimation
is typically done via a Monte Carlo estimator with N samples.

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods are typically used to generate the
samples [32, 15]. These approaches are able to solve highly complex problems, but
their computational cost is often prohibitive because the 1/N reduction rate in error
necessitates a large number of samples from the posterior and forward evaluations
of Q. More specifically, the computational tractability of obtaining a good estimate
depends on two factors: the cost of evaluating the functional quantity Q for a given
sample and the cost of sampling from the posterior distribution π(θ | yD). When
the prediction model is time-consuming, evaluating Q many times is expensive. Fur-
thermore, when the likelihood model F is computationally intensive, then generating
samples of π(θ | yD) is also time-consuming.

Multi-fidelity strategies have been developed to alleviate these computational
costs [29], and this paper seeks to improve these strategies for inverse problems.
Multi-fidelity strategies combine outputs from models of varying complexity to achieve
computational speedups while preserving accuracy. Two key requirements for these
methods are: (1) the availability of both low-fidelity (less accurate but computation-
ally cheap) and high-fidelity (more accurate but computationally expensive) models,
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and (2) a model management strategy that distributes work/samples among these
available models. Low-fidelity models can arise from either approximations to the
same underlying physical model or by employing coarse grid approximations. For ex-
ample, physical processes (for example fluid flow) are modeled as partial differential
equations (PDE’s) with spatial and/or temporal derivative terms. Numerical meth-
ods are employed to discretize the PDE’s with a certain resolution (for example the
mesh size). Increasing the resolution will lead to a more accurate output but at the
expense of a higher cost compared to an evaluation with a lower resolution.

Multi-fidelity sampling techniques have been extensively explored over a long
history as part of model management strategies through the lense of control variate
(CV) [24, 15, 8, 10] techniques. When modified to the sampling context, approximate
control variate (ACV) [13, 30] techniques use the low fidelity models as control variates
to reduce the variance of the estimator. Multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) [17, 12, 6,
25] is a commonly used special case of the approximate control variate framework
obtained by enforcing a telescoping sum and setting the control variate weights to -1.
The magnitude of variance reduction in these frameworks depends on the correlation
between the functional quantities of the low and high-fidelity models, with higher
correlations leading to higher variance reduction.

The inverse problem we consider here has an additional degree of freedom com-
pared to the standard way multi-fidelity sampling approaches are used for forward
problems. Namely, the generation of the input samples themselves is expensive. For
example, in classical MLMC, all the models are assumed to share a common set of un-
certain variables. However, in the inverse context, we have an additional opportunity
to reduce the computational cost of generating samples by appealing to low-fidelity
posteriors. Instead of performing standard multi-fidelity forward UQ with samples
from the high-fidelity posterior, there is an opportunity to mix and match posteriors
of various model fidelities. However, this opportunity comes with some additional
challenges. If the input distributions to each model fidelity can potentially be differ-
ent, how do we ensure that high correlations are maintained?

Solutions to this problem can be addressed within the framework of coupled
Markov chains. Coupling in this context refers to the idea of creating a joint Markov
kernel that induces a Markov chain on the product space of the individual chains
such that the marginals of the joint chain are the target distributions of the individ-
ual chains. Couplings can be used to correlate the samples obtained from the different
levels of a model hierarchy to improve the convergence of the combined algorithm.

Several existing works have proposed different coupling methods. The authors
in [7] use the idea of proposing a point from the coarse chain as a candidate for the
fine chain. This idea was previously explored in detail by the authors in [5], where
they provided some bounds on the closeness of the posteriors for their framework
to be effective. Note that samples are proposed from an approximation to the true
coarse posterior leading to bias in the estimator [7, 23]. The authors in [21] expand
on the coarse proposal idea to create ergodic chains by using recursivity and an adap-
tive delayed acceptance framework. Independent proposals are explored in [23] where
chains are coerced to accept the same proposed point from the sampler. The authors
also provide restrictive conditions on the proposal for the chains to be ergodic. To
leverage state dependent proposals, the same authors in [22] introduce the maximal
coupling method in the MLMC framework. Recently, other interesting applications of
coupling have been applied to create unbiased estimators [19, 18]. Existing method-
ologies improve correlation of the output functionals by forcing the coarse and fine
chains to accept the same proposed point. However, these methods are not always
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effective, especially when the posteriors at different levels are significantly different,
necessitating the need for a more robust coupling methodology.

Couplings have been explored in the context of uncertainty quantification (UQ)
for forward problems as well. The authors in [11] leveraged multi-fidelity techniques
to define a shared space among all models using active subspaces. The authors in
[20] employ multi-fidelity techniques to reduce the computational cost of perform-
ing dimension reduction through the gradient-based active subspace method. In [4],
the authors proposed a multi-fidelity coupled uncertainty propagation method using
adaptive sampling strategies. These works show how the efficiency of even forward
UQ methods can be tuned to increase the correlation between the different fidelities
— that good approaches to coupling can be used to improve correlation.

The key contributions of this paper are:
1. We review existing methodologies for integrating MCMC with the MLMC

estimator and provide insights into how these methods come under the frame-
work of Markov chain coupling.

2. We introduce a novel method called SYNCE coupling, inspired by [31]. Addi-
tionally, we propose an adaptive version, SYNCE-AR that works by adapting
and resynchronizing the coupled kernel.

3. We demonstrate that our proposed methodology is more efficient than ex-
isting couplings in the literature, achieving an order or two gain in variance
reduction. This is possible because of higher sample correlation across level-
dependent posteriors, particularly at coarse hierarchical levels where posteri-
ors significantly differ.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In subsection 2.1, we will discuss the
Bayesian inverse problem in hand and review standard MCMC methods used to solve
these problems. We will then introduce the control variate and approximate control
variate frameworks in subsection 2.2. Couplings and their extensions to Markov chains
are explored in subsection 3.1. Existing couplings for the multilevel Markov chain
Monte Carlo estimators are discussed in subsection 3.3 and our proposed methodology
is explained in detail in section 4. We will then present numerical results in section 5
and conclude in section 6.

2. Background. In this section, we first set up the Bayesian inverse problem
and review how it is solved using the standard Metropolis-Hastings MCMC (MH-
MCMC) algorithm. We then focus on the multi-fidelity methods and introduce the
ACV and MLMC frameworks for variance reduction.

2.1. Bayesian inverse Problems and MCMC. Let (X,X ), with X ⊆ Rd, be
a measurable space, and define the forward model for the Bayesian inverse problem
(BIP) as F : θ → R. Here, θ ∈ X is the set of parameters controlling the model
output. Assuming an additive error model, the model is expressed as y = F(θ) + ϵ
where ϵ ∼ N (0,Σ) is the Gaussian noise with covariance Σ.

Given observations yD ∈ R of the model, the BIP seeks a posterior distribution
of the parameter set θ denoted by π(θ). This posterior distribution is given by Bayes
rule when assuming a prior π0(θ):

π(θ) =
L(θ)π0(θ)

Z
,(2.1)
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where

L(θ) = 1
√
2π

d√
Σ

exp

(
−1

2
(yD −F(θ))

T
Σ−1 (yD −F(θ))

)
,(2.2)

is the likelihood under Gaussian noise and Z is the normalizing constant.
The posterior has no closed form solution for general cases, and sampling ap-

proaches based on MCMC are used to generate samples distributed according to π.

MCMC approaches create a sequence of random variables
{
θi
}N
i=1

, where θi is the
state of the chain at iteration i and the stationary distribution is the posterior π(θ).
Among these methods, the MH-MCMC algorithm [16] is the most popular and widely
used. The proposal distribution q(., .) and the acceptance probability α(., .) define the
algorithm. Samples are proposed iteratively using q and are accepted or rejected based
on α. The algorithm is shown in Algorithm 2.1 and induces a Markov transition kernel
of the form:

K(θ,A) =

∫
A

α(θ, θ∗)q(θ, dθ∗) +

(∫
X

1− α(θ, θ∗)q(θ, dθ∗)

)
δθ(A), A ∈ X ,(2.3)

where δ is the Dirac delta function. Existence of a stationary distribution is guaran-
teed if the kernel (2.3) satisfies detailed balance, and convergence is guaranteed if the
kernel is ergodic. Further proof and reading can be found in [16, 32]. Given the abil-

Algorithm 2.1 Metropolis-Hastings MCMC [16]

1: Input: π,N, q, θ0

2: for i = 0, 1, ...N − 1 do
3: Sample θ∗ from q(θi, .)
4: Sample u ∼ U(0, 1)
5: Set θi+1 = θ∗ if u < α where

α(θi, θ∗) = min

(
1,

π(θ∗)q(θ∗, θi)

π(θi)q(θi, θ∗)

)
,

6: Set θi+1 = θi otherwise
7: end for
8: return

{
θi
}N
i=1

ity to sample from the posterior π(θ), we are interested in making model predictions
by computing statistics of some quantity of interest Q. For example, a Monte Carlo
estimator for the expectation is

Q̂ = EΘ∼π[Q] =

∫
θ∈Θ

Q(θ)π(θ)dθ ≈ 1

N

N∑
i=1

Q(θi), θi ∼ π,(2.4)

where the notation Q̂ denotes an estimator for the mean of Q obtained by generating

N samples
{
θi
}N
i=1

from the distribution π. The first equality in (2.4) comes from
writing the estimate of the mean as an expectation, the second equality comes from
writing the expectation as an integral and the approximation comes from writing the
integral as a Monte Carlo estimation with N samples.
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The estimator in (2.4) is unbiased with respect to the model used. The error of
this estimator is measured by its variance, and when the variance of Q is finite, the
variance of the estimator is inversely proportional to the number of samples N . In
this paper, we do not consider the bias of the model with respect to representing some
underlying truth model, and therefore our goal is to reduce the error of this procedure
through variance reduction. Here, we employ multi-fidelity techniques.

2.2. Control variates and multi-fidelity models. The Monte Carlo estima-
tor in (2.4) is computationally expensive, with improvements to accuracy requiring
orders of magnitude more samples. One strategy to address this challenge is to lever-
age multi-fidelity techniques that combine estimates from an ensemble of models to
achieve a significantly lower variance. This ensemble typically includes a high-fidelity
model and several low-fidelity models. In the context of a discretized PDE param-
eterized by the discretization parameter ℓ, the low fidelity models are coarse grid
approximations of the original discretization given by {Fℓ}Lℓ=0. Similarly, we obtain
a hierarchy of output functionals {Qℓ}Lℓ=0. In the following, outputs with subscript L
are assumed to be the highest fidelity with respect to which we seek variance reduc-
tion.

Although a plethora of multi-fidelity techniques have been explored in the past
[29], in this work, we will focus on creating fusion estimators of the type,

Q̂MF
L = f

(
Q̂0, Q̂1, . . . , Q̂L

)
,(2.5)

where Q̂ℓ denotes the estimator of the quantity of interest at levels ℓ = 0, 1, . . . , L and
f(.) is a function that combines these estimators. The goal of the fusion estimator
is to reduce the variance of the estimator Q̂MF

L by exploiting the correlation between

the estimators Q̂ℓ at different levels. Both the choice of the function f(.) and the
correlation between the multi-fidelity estimators play a crucial role in determining
the efficiency of the estimator.

2.2.1. Control variate estimator. The CV is a classical approach for linear
information fusion. This method exploits known expectations of the lower fidelity
models {µℓ}L−1

ℓ=0 and their correlations to the output to obtain an estimator with
reduced variance according to

Q̂CV
L = Q̂L +

L−1∑
ℓ=0

βℓ

(
Q̂ℓ − µℓ

)
,(2.6)

for some control variate weight vector β = (β0, β1, .., βL−1). The estimator in (2.6)
is clearly unbiased and the variance of the estimator is dependent on the correlation
between the level dependent control variates Q0, Q1, . . . , QL and the control variate
weight β. For a given covariance structure, the weights β can be optimized to min-
imize the variance of the CV estimator [24]. The key point is that, the greater the
correlation between the control variates and the functional quantity, the lower the
variance of the CV estimator.

2.2.2. Approximate control variate estimators. In practice, the means
{µℓ}L−1

ℓ=0 are unknown and have to be estimated from lower fidelities. This leads
to the approximate control variate (ACV) estimator [13] given by:

Q̂ACV
L = Q̂L +

L−1∑
ℓ=0

βℓ

(
Q̂ℓ − µ̂ℓ

)
,(2.7)
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with µ̂ℓ the estimated mean of the control variate Qℓ at level ℓ. The ACV estimator
is unbiased and the variance of the estimator is dependent on the correlation between
the highest fidelity functional estimator Q̂L and the difference terms {Q̂ℓ − µ̂ℓ}L−1

ℓ=0

(Proposition 2 in [13]). Similar to the CV estimator, the key is to maximize the
correlation between the difference terms and the functional quantity.

If the control variate weights in (2.7) are each set to βℓ = −1, we end up with
the Multilevel Monte Carlo [12] framework by rewriting the estimator as a telescoping
sum:

Q̂MLMC
L = Q̂0 +

L∑
ℓ=1

Q̂ℓ − Q̂ℓ−1 =

L∑
ℓ=0

Ŷℓ,(2.8)

where the level wise estimator is defined as Ŷℓ = Q̂ℓ− Q̂ℓ−1 and Ŷ0 = Q̂0. As opposed
to ACV where there is potential to couple all the level dependent functionals, MLMC
simplifies the estimation procedure by only coupling successive levels. The MLMC
estimator is unbiased and the variance of the estimator is dependent on the variance
of each of the terms {Ŷℓ}Lℓ=0 on the right-hand side of (2.8). The key is then to create

highly correlated estimators Q̂ℓ and Q̂ℓ−1 by coupling samples that will result in
V[Ŷℓ] → 0 as ℓ → ∞. Consider the variance of the level wise estimator at a particular
level ℓ given by:

V[Ŷℓ] = V[Q̂ℓ] + V[Q̂ℓ−1]− 2Cov[Q̂ℓ, Q̂ℓ−1].

Assuming V[Q̂ℓ] ≈ V[Q̂ℓ−1] = V and using the Pearson correlation coefficient,

ρℓ = Cov[Q̂ℓ, Q̂ℓ−1]/

√
V[Q̂ℓ]V[Q̂ℓ−1],

we can write the variance as:

V[Ŷℓ] = 2V (1− ρℓ).

We can clearly see how the variance of the MLMC estimator can be reduced by
increasing the correlation between the level dependent functional estimators. In stan-
dard MLMC applications, when exact sampling is possible for the forward problem,
this can be easily achieved by sharing samples for both the fine and coarse estimators
at a particular level. This technique is particularly evident in Stochastic Differential
Equations [12] and hyperbolic PDE’s [6]. However, for inverse problems, the distri-
butions of each level may be different and correspond to the inverse problem at each
such level.

3. Inverse problem estimators and couplings. In the inverse case, where
MCMC sampling is employed, achieving high correlations between the functional es-
timators becomes significantly complex. The dependency on the forward model intro-
duced by MCMCmethods complicates direct sharing of samples, making it challenging
to use the same input samples for each level, as is typical for ACV approaches for
forward problems. These challenges necessitate studying couplings that can efficiently
establish and exploit such correlations within the MCMC framework. In this section,
we will formally introduce couplings and demonstrate their critical role in variance
reduction. Then, we will extend our discussion to the integration of ACV and MLMC
frameworks with MCMC methods to reduce the computational cost of the estimation
procedure for inverse problems.
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3.1. Couplings. Let (X,X , µ) and (Y,Y, ν) be two probability spaces. Cou-
pling of two probability measures µ and ν is defined as a joint probability measure
Γ on (Ω,O,Γ) where Ω = X × Y and O = X ⊗ Y, such that the marginals of Γ are
µ and ν [35]. In other words, for all measurable sets A ∈ X and B ∈ Y, we have
Γ[A×Y ] = µ(A) and Γ[X ×B] = ν(B). Couplings are usually used to establish some
distributional properties between the two measures µ and ν. For instance, they can be
employed to analyze the distance between probability measures in terms of distance
metrics [34], to facilitate transportation problems [35], or to prove convergence prop-
erties of MCMC methods [2, 26]. More recently, novel couplings have been proposed
to exploit variance reduction and provide unbiased estimations [19, 18] in the context
of MCMC.

Couplings can be broadly classified into two categories: deterministic and non-
deterministic [35]. In deterministic couplings, the relationship between two random
variables X and Y defined on the two probability spaces can be described by a func-
tion. Formally, this translates to the existence of a measurable function T : X → Y
such that Y = T (X). An important deterministic coupling example is the optimal
transport (OT) problem which aims to find the optimal transport map by introducing
a cost function c(x, y) on Ω that can be interpreted as the work needed to transport
a unit of mass from x to y. Some applications of OT can be found in [28, 27].
Non-deterministic couplings, referred to simply as couplings, arise from invoking ran-
domization during their construction and are described through a joint probability
measure Γ on Ω. A notable example is the maximal coupling technique [34], where the
joint distribution Γ is constructed such that the probability of the random variables
X and Y being equal is maximized [34].

We now extend the concept of coupling to Markov chains in the following way
[34, 26]: suppose we have an ergodic MCMC kernel KX : X×X → [0, 1] with measure
µ and another ergodic MCMC kernel KY : Y ×Y → [0, 1] with measure ν. A coupling
of these two chains is a joint Markov kernel K : Ω×O → [0, 1] with joint measure Γ
satisfying the following property:∫

Y

K((x, y), A× dy) = KX(x,A),∫
X

K((x, y), dx×B) = KY (y,B).

These equations imply that the marginals of the joint kernel K are the kernels KX

and KY . Also, any Markov chain {Zi}Ni=1 =
(
{Xi}Ni=1, {Y i}Ni=1

)
constructed with the

joint kernel K is composed such that the sequences {Xi}Ni=1 and {Y i}Ni=1 follow the
transition dynamics of their respective kernels KX and KY . Note that the coupling
kernel K is not unique and the sequences maintain a relationship with each other that
depends on the specific coupling technique used.

In this work, we are dealing with MH-MCMC type methods for our inverse prob-
lem estimators, and finding a way to create efficient couplings is crucial for our pur-
poses. The authors in [26] show how any coupling of MH-MCMC like kernels can
be represented as a combination of a proposal coupling (qX and qY ) followed by
an acceptance coupling (αX and αY ). Specifically, to effectively couple two Markov
chains together, we first couple the proposal distributions to produce a proposed state
Z∗ = {X∗, Y ∗} given the current state Zi = {Xi, Y i}. We then perform the accep-
tance coupling step by marginally accepting or rejecting the proposed state on both
chains using the same uniform random number in the accept-reject function (step 5
in Algorithm 2.1). This insight provides a structured approach to construct efficient
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couplings for MH-MCMC type kernels, emphasizing the need for efficient proposal
couplings.

3.2. Multilevel Markov chain Monte Carlo (ML-MCMC) estimators.
We are now in a position to discuss how the ACV frameworks can be integrated with
MCMC methods to reduce the computational cost of the estimation procedure for
inverse problems. In this work, we focus on the ML-MCMC framework and illustrate
how the coupling techniques discussed in subsection 3.1 can be used to construct
coupled Markov chain samples θiℓ,ℓ−1 =

{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}
∼ Γi

ℓ. ACV-MCMC schemes can
be constructed similarly and will be subject to future work. Consider the MLMC
estimator (2.8) specialized to the Monte Carlo estimate case

Q̂ML-MCMC =
1

N0

N0∑
i=1

Q0(θ
i
0) +

L∑
ℓ=1

1

Nℓ

Nℓ∑
i=1

(
Qℓ(θ

i
ℓ)−Qℓ−1(θ

i
ℓ−1)

)
,(3.1)

assuming that the Markov chains are sufficiently burned in.
For the ML-MCMC estimator (3.1) to be unbiased, we can either ensure that all

Markov chains share a common target distribution {Θi
0,Θ

i
1, . . . ,Θ

i
L} ∼ πL, or that

each chain follows its respective level-dependent target distribution Θi
0 ∼ π0,Θ

i
1 ∼

π1, . . . ,Θ
i
L ∼ πL. In the first case, if we set the target distribution to be the highest

fidelity posterior πL, analogous to standard MLMC, the cost on all levels would be
dominated by the evaluation of the likelihood on the finest level. This would negate
any potential cost reduction benefits offered by sharing the samples. Conversely, the
second case is more practical, wherein the chains are sampled from a coupled kernel
whose marginals correspond to the level-dependent posteriors.

To maximize the correlation between the last two quantities in (3.1), we can
leverage the coupling framework to construct an optimal joint distribution at each
level of the estimator. This reduces the problem to constructing efficient proposal
couplings (Γℓ = {qℓ, qℓ−1}) of the level dependent Markov chains as discussed in
subsection 3.1. Achieving efficient proposal couplings facilitates high correlations
between the chains, essential for reducing the variance of the level wise (difference)
estimators in (3.1). Once the coupling is established, we can solve an optimization
problem [12] to find the optimal number of samples for each level depending on the
covariance structure of the functional estimates.

We now provide a meta-algorithm for the ML-MCMC framework in Algorithm 3.1.
The first step in the base algorithm is to sample from the lowest fidelity posterior
distribution π0 using any ergodic MCMC algorithm, for example, Algorithm 2.1.
Then, for the successive levels, based on the coupling method for the joint distribution,
we construct a coupled Markov chain

{
Θi

ℓ,Θ
i
ℓ−1

}
for which the marginal chains at

two successive levels are highly correlated but at the same time, sampled from their
respective marginal distributions. This is done by proposing a joint state from the
coupled Markov kernel followed by an accept-reject step based on the same uniform
random number u as discussed in subsection 3.1. The probability density function
(pdf) of the proposal distribution used in proposing the joint state is also returned
from each coupling method to be used in the level wise accept-reject step. The coupled
chains along with the coarsest level chain are saved and returned. The samples from
all the chains are then used to compute the functional quantities used in the estimator.

3.3. Existing coupling methods for ML-MCMC. In this section, we will re-
view some existing non-deterministic coupling methodologies that couple the MCMC
chains in the ML-MCMC framework.
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Algorithm 3.1 Meta algorithm for multilevel Markov chain Monte Carlo

1: Input:
{
πℓ, Nℓ, θ

0
ℓ

}L
ℓ=0

, q0,Coupling-Method
2: if ℓ = 0 then
3: {θi0}N0

i=1 = MH-MCMC
(
π0, N0, q0, θ

0
0

)
4: Save the chain Θi

0 =
{
θi0
}N0

i=1
5: end if
6: for ℓ = 1, 2, ...L do
7: Sample θ0ℓ−1 from {θiℓ−1}N0

i=1 or use input
8: for i = 0, 1, ...Nℓ − 1 do
9:

{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
, {qℓ, qℓ−1} = Coupling-Method

(
{πℓ, πℓ−1} ,

{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

})
10: Sample u ∼ U(0, 1)
11: for j = ℓ; ℓ− 1 do
12: Set θi+1

j = θ∗j if u < αj , where

αj(θ
i
j , θ

∗
j ) = min

(
1,

πj(θ
∗
j )qj(θ

∗
j , θ

i
j)

πj(θij)qj(θ
i
j , θ

∗
j )

)

13: Set θi+1
j = θij otherwise

14: end for
15: end for
16: Save the coupled chains Θi

ℓ,ℓ−1 =
{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}Nℓ

i=1
17: end for

18: return

(
Θi

0,
{
Θi

ℓ,ℓ−1

}L

ℓ=1

)

3.3.1. Coarse Proposal. The first method is inspired by [5] where the authors
state that since the posterior distributions πℓ and πℓ−1 are both approximations of the
true posterior π, the samples from πℓ will be very similar to the samples from πℓ−1.
This leads to the idea that one can use the samples from the coarse level posterior
distribution πℓ−1 as a proposal for the fine level posterior distribution πℓ. Only if
the coarse level proposal is accepted, the fine level accept or reject step is performed.
This method requires less computational effort compared to the standard MCMC
method because the fine level forward model is called only if the coarse level proposal
is accepted.

In [7], the authors employ this two step procedure to the ML-MCMC framework
by trying to produce an independent sample from the coarse level posterior distribu-
tion as a proposal for the fine level chain by recursive sub-sampling. The algorithm
is shown in Algorithm 3.2. The major drawback with this method is that one cannot
produce an independent sample from the coarse level posterior distribution and hence
the coupled chains cannot be proved to be ergodic, incurring an inherent bias in the
estimation procedure [7, 23]. In [21], the authors extend the idea of [7] by coupling
successive levels of the ML-MCMC chain using recursivity. This eliminates the need
to subsample from the coarse level posterior distribution and hence does not intro-
duce bias in the estimation procedure. However, this causes a factorial increase in the
computational cost as the number of levels increase.

Another apparent disadvantage is with the initial assumption of the posterior
distributions being close to each other which is not always the case in practice. This
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Algorithm 3.2 Coupling-Method: Coarse Proposal [7, 21]

1: Input: {πℓ, πℓ−1} ,
{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}
2: Produce an independent sample θ∗ ∼ πℓ−1

3: Set θ∗ℓ−1, θ
∗
ℓ = θ∗

4: Set qℓ = πℓ−1

5: return
{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
, {qℓ, qℓ−1}

creates proposals that are not accepted which leads to bad mixing and additional com-
putational burden while imposing strict restrictions on the choice of the low fidelity
approximation that we intend to circumvent.

3.3.2. Independent Proposal. The next method couples the two chains in
(3.1) via independent Metropolis-Hastings type proposals. The authors in [23] couple
the two chains with a proposal that is independent of the current state of either chain
followed by an accept-reject step based on the same uniform random number. This ap-
proach ensures the generation of marginally true chains that are correlated, assuming
the chains exhibit a good overall acceptance rate and demonstrate effective mixing.
They also show that under some conditions on the proposal and posterior densities,
there exists a unique invariant probability measure for the coupled chain. An impor-
tant restrictive assumption (A.1. in [23]) which states that the tails of the proposal
distribution should decay more slowly than the tails of the posterior distribution of
the coupled chains is required for the coupled chains to be ergodic.

Algorithm 3.3 Coupling-Method: Independent Proposal [23]

1: Input: {πℓ, πℓ−1} ,
{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}
2: Construct independent proposal q∗ℓ (µ

IMH
ℓ ,ΣIMH

ℓ )
3: Sample θ∗ ∼ q∗ℓ (., .) from the independent proposal
4: Set θ∗ℓ−1, θ

∗
ℓ = θ∗

5: Set qℓ−1, qℓ = q∗ℓ (., .)
6: return

{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
, {qℓ, qℓ−1}

This restrictive assumption on the proposal is a major drawback for the coarse
level proposal methods discussed in subsection 3.3.1. The authors in [23] clearly show
that the coupled chain in coarse level proposal methods will not be ergodic unless
the proposal distribution satisfies the condition in A.1., which is usually the case in
practice. However, the independent proposal method has its own challenges, partic-
ularly in selecting an appropriate proposal distribution that satisfies the tail decay
assumption while maintaining sufficient correlation between the chains. Given that
the posterior distributions of the coupled chains are unknown, determining a suit-
able proposal distribution for the tail decay assumption becomes a non-trivial task.
The authors in [23] recommend utilizing density approximation techniques such as
Kernel Density Estimation (KDE), flow-based generative models, or Laplace Approx-
imations of the posterior distributions as viable proposal candidates. Nevertheless,
these methods introduce additional computational complexity to the problem.

3.3.3. Maximal Coupling. The concept of maximal coupling has been primar-
ily used to prove convergence properties of MCMC chains [34]. A maximal coupling
between two distributions πℓ and πℓ−1 is a distribution of random variables {Θℓ,Θℓ−1}
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that maximizes P(Θℓ = Θℓ−1) while satisfying Θℓ ∼ πℓ and Θℓ−1 ∼ πℓ−1. The authors
in [19] use this idea of maximal coupling to eliminate the burn-in bias in MCMC. They
do so by coupling proposals for two chains with the same inherent target distribution.
The author in [22] expands on this idea by maximally coupling chains at successive
levels in the ML-MCMC framework. This is done by sampling {θi+1

ℓ , θi+1
ℓ−1} from a

maximal coupling of Γℓ = {qℓ, qℓ−1} such that θi+1
ℓ ∼ qℓ(θ

i
ℓ, .) and θi+1

ℓ−1 ∼ qℓ−1(θ
i
ℓ−1, .),

with P(θi+1
ℓ ̸= θi+1

ℓ−1) =
∥∥qℓ(θiℓ, .)− qℓ−1(θ

i
ℓ−1, .)

∥∥
tv
, where ∥.∥tv is the total variation

distance.
Note that even though we term this method as a maximal coupling of the two

chains, the proposal distributions are coupled and a subsequent accept-reject step is
performed with a common uniform random number. A procedure to sample from
such a maximal coupling is taken from [34] called the γ-coupling. The readers are
referred to [19, 26] for more such sampling techniques to sample from maximally
coupled kernels. The algorithm for the maximal coupling is given in Algorithm 3.4.

Algorithm 3.4 Coupling-Method: Maximal Coupling [22]

1: Input: {πℓ, πℓ−1} ,
{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}
,Γℓ(., .)

2: Sample
{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
∼ Γℓ(θ

i
ℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1) (Algorithm 2 in [19])

3: return
{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
, {qℓ, qℓ−1}

Although this method allows for state-dependent proposals in contrast to the
independent proposal method, and is relatively inexpensive to implement, the corre-
lation between the chains depends on the total variation distance between the two
proposal distributions, with smaller distances being preferable. Since the proposals
are state-dependent, it is desirable for samples to be close to each other. However,
achieving this proximity is not always feasible for high dimensions or when the pos-
terior distributions differ, as is often the case in practice.

4. Proposed coupling methodology. In this section, we propose a new algo-
rithm termed as the SYNchronized step Correlation Enhancement (SYNCE) coupling
to couple the level wise chains in the ML-MCMC estimator. We discuss the advan-
tages of the proposed method compared to the existing algorithms and provide a
detailed framework for the same.

4.1. Synchronized step correlation enhancement. Our proposed method
is inspired from [31], where the authors coupled two Markov chains by using the idea
of common random numbers. They coupled the chains of the true distribution and
a Gaussian approximation of the true distribution to reduce the variance of their
estimator. The authors state that two chains are coupled when their transitions are
determined by the same random numbers. We extend this idea to our framework by
using common random numbers for the two chains that sample from the ℓ’th and
(ℓ− 1)’th level posterior distributions. The first random number η ∼ N (0, C) will be
used as the covariance of the proposal distribution for both the levels and the second
random number is the common uniform random number u ∼ U(0, 1) for the accept-
reject step. Note that the idea of using the common uniform random number can be
found in the independent proposal and maximal coupling methods as well. Using the
same random numbers η and u for both the chains ensures that the two chains are
coupled and that the samples from the two chains are highly correlated. The simplest
form of our proposed approach is given in Algorithm 4.1.



12 S. C. MUCHANDIMATH, A. A. GORODETSKY

(a) Coarse proposal (b) Independent proposal

(c) Maximal coupling (d) SYNCE coupling

Fig. 1: Comparison of the four coupling methods for two posteriors at levels ℓ̂−1 and
ℓ̂ that are substantially different. The black dot is the starting point of the chain, the
green dots with the green arrows are accepted proposals and the red dots with the
red arrows are rejected proposals.
Figure 1a: After the coarse chain is run for some time, the last accepted point is used
as a proposal for the fine chain. We can see that most of the proposals will be rejected
leading to bad mixing and low correlation.
Figure 1b: A common sample is proposed from the independent proposal distribution
for both the chains. The sample is either rejected by both chains (all red), accepted
by both chains (all green) or accepted by one chain and rejected by the other (green
and red).
Figure 1c: The proposals are coupled using a maximal coupling kernel. The kernel
tries to sample a common point from the overlapping region of the two proposal
distributions. Even if we do sample, both the chains will reject the proposal.
Figure 1d: The SYNCE coupling method couples the chains by forcing the proposals to
have the same magnitude and direction of change. The proposals are either accepted
or rejected by their respective posteriors.

Algorithm 4.1 Coupling Method: SYNCE Coupling

1: Input: {πℓ, πℓ−1} ,
{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}
, Cℓ

2: Sample η ∼ N (0, Cℓ)
3: Set θ∗ℓ = θiℓ + η and θ∗ℓ−1 = θiℓ−1 + η
4: Set qℓ−1 = N (θiℓ−1, Cℓ) and qℓ = N (θiℓ, Cℓ)

5: return
{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
, {qℓ, qℓ−1}

The proposed coupling method offers significant advantages compared to the other
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Method Pros Cons
Coarse proposal Good when Bad mixing, factorial cost

[7, 21] posteriors are close and non-ergodic
Independent proposal Good correlation Constructing the

[23] and ergodic independent proposal
Maximal coupling Cheap and easy Requires close

[22] to implement posteriors
SYNCE coupling High correlation, cheap Requires tuning

[this paper] and easy to implement the common RV

Table 1: Advantages and disadvantages of all the methods discussed.

methods because it requires no assumptions about the posterior distributions, inher-
ently satisfying the tail decay assumption by utilizing a random walk proposal centered
at the previous state for each chain. Additionally, this method is highly cost-effective,
involving only the generation of two random numbers. In contrast, the other three
methods discussed in subsections 3.3.1 to 3.3.3 rely on the similarity of the posteri-
ors, attempting to couple the chains using proposals that enforce the acceptance of
the same sample. In Figure 1, we see how these approaches behave poorly when the
posteriors are substantially different. The SYNCE method, however, correlates the
samples by compelling them to have identical magnitudes and directions of change
instead of forcing them to accept the same sample. When the posteriors are close,
our method performs similarly if not better than the existing methods under some
conditions that will be discussed in the coming sections. This approach provides a
more natural and straightforward way to couple the chains, ensuring that the samples
remain highly correlated. We summarize the advantages and disadvantages of the
proposed method compared to the other methods in Table 1.

4.2. Ergodicity. Next we consider the ergodicity of the coupled chain induced
by the proposed coupling method. We first define the Markov transition kernel for the
coupled chain and then prove the ergodicity of the coupled chain. Let Kℓ : X

2×X 2 →
[0, 1] be the Markov transition kernel induced by Algorithm 4.1 and Γℓ be the proposal
coupling of {qℓ, qℓ−1} at a particular MLMC level ℓ. We can use Γℓ as a proposal to
propose the state θ∗

ℓ ∼ Γℓ

(
θi
ℓ, .
)
where θ∗

ℓ =
{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
and θi

ℓ =
{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}
. The

kernel is then defined as [22]:

Kℓ

(
θi
ℓ, A
)

=

∫
X2

min
(
αℓ

(
θiℓ, θ

∗
ℓ

)
, αℓ−1

(
θiℓ−1, θ

∗
ℓ−1

))
Γℓ

(
θi
ℓ, dθ∗

ℓ

)
δθi

ℓ
(A)

+

∫
X2

(
αℓ

(
θiℓ, θ

∗
ℓ

)
− αℓ−1

(
θiℓ−1, θ

∗
ℓ−1

))+
Γℓ

(
θi
ℓ, dθ∗

ℓ

)
δθ∗

ℓ ,θ
i
ℓ−1

(A)

+

∫
X2

(
αℓ−1

(
θiℓ−1, θ

∗
ℓ−1

)
− αℓ

(
θiℓ, θ

∗
ℓ

))+
Γℓ

(
θi
ℓ, dθ∗

ℓ

)
δθi

ℓ,θ
∗
ℓ−1

(A)

+

(
1−

∫
X2

max
{
αℓ

(
θiℓ, θ

∗
ℓ

)
, αℓ−1

(
θiℓ−1, θ

∗
ℓ−1

)}
Γℓ

(
θi
ℓ, dθ∗

ℓ

))
δθi

ℓ
(A),(4.1)

where x+ = x+|x|
2 , x ∈ R and αℓ, αℓ−1 is computed as mentioned in Algorithm 4.1.

Each of the four lines in (4.1) correspond to the four possible transitions in the coupled
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chain. The first line corresponds to the case where both the chains accept their
respectively proposed point, the second and third lines correspond to the cases where
only one of the chains accepts their proposed points and the last line corresponds to
the case when both the chains reject their proposed points.

Theorem 4.1 (Ergodicity of the coupled chain). The coupled Markov chain
induced by the Markov transition kernel Kℓ in (4.1) is ergodic for all ℓ ∈ {0, 1, ..., L}.

Proof. To prove that the Markov transition kernel Kℓ in (4.1) is ergodic, we
need to show that the kernel is irreducible, aperiodic and reversible with respect to
an invariant measure νℓ, if it exists. Irreducibility and aperiodicity of the coupled
chain is satisfied with the choice of the random walk proposal distributions and non-
zero probability of rejection in the accept-reject step for the level wise chains as in
standard MH-MCMC [16, 32]. For reversibility, we can show that the transition kernel
is reversible with respect to an invariant measure νℓ by showing that the detailed
balance condition is satisfied. The detailed proof follows from Theorem 6.3.1 in [22].

4.3. Adaptation. The performance of the algorithm is highly dependent on the
choice of the random number for the covariance Cℓ. This is similar to the challenge
faced in constructing the proposal distribution in the independent proposal method
in Algorithm 3.3. However, unlike the independent proposal method, we do not need
to choose the mean of the proposal distribution, as the proposal is a random walk
centered at the previous state, simplifying this aspect of the problem. In [21], as a
means to counteract the issue of different fine and coarse posteriors, the authors use
an adaptive error model to correct the likelihood of the coarse models to match the
fine model. This adaptive error model along with the covariance adaptation idea in
[14] has been shown to improve the performance of the coarse proposal method. While
this idea will definitely improve the performance of the proposed coupling method in
terms of mixing, the outstanding issue of the right choice of the covariance Cℓ still
remains.

Looking at Figure 1d, we see that when steps of high magnitude are proposed,
the proposals are likely to be rejected, especially if the posteriors are different. This
leads to low acceptance rates, suboptimal mixing and small effective sample sizes. On
the other extreme, when the steps are too small, samples are accepted quite often
and the correlation is quite high, but the chains do not explore the posterior space
effectively. Hence, it is important to choose the covariance Cℓ such that we achieve a
balance between good correlation, mixing and exploration. This problem of choosing
the right covariance to achieve a good balance is similar to the problem of finding the
optimal proposal distribution for the MH-MCMC algorithm on which there has been
plenty of literature [14, 33, 2, 9, 1]. All these papers provide a framework to adapt
the proposal distribution such that optimality in the sense of some target measure is
reached.

A typical update algorithm for the covariance Cℓ is given by scaling the empirical
covariance with a factor λℓ. The empirical covariance and mean are updated recur-
sively using existing samples and the scaling factor λℓ is updated using a Robbins-
Monro recursion formula to ensure that the acceptance rate of the chain is close to
some target value α∗. The updates are given by (Algorithm 4 in [1]):

log(λi+1
ℓ ) = log(λi

ℓ) + γi+1
(
αℓ(θ

i
ℓ, θ

∗
ℓ )− α∗)

µi+1
ℓ = µi

ℓ + γi+1(θi+1
ℓ − µi

ℓ)

Σi+1
ℓ = Σi

ℓ + γi+1
(
(θi+1

ℓ − µi
ℓ)(θ

i+1
ℓ − µi

ℓ)
T − Σi

ℓ

)
,(4.2)
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and finally setting Ci
ℓ = Σi

ℓ and θ∗ℓ = θiℓ + λi
ℓη where η ∼ N (0, Ci

ℓ) as before in
Algorithm 4.1. The step sizes γi ensure that the effect of adaptation diminishes and
is generally taken to be a deterministic sequence of non-increasing numbers [1]. One
typically runs this algorithm for a certain number of iterations and stops adapting,
considering the samples up to that point as burn-in samples. We now have an approach
to adapt the covariance, but we need to adapt the covariance for both the ℓ and ℓ− 1
chains.

When the posteriors are different or high dimensional, the adaptation parameters
λ, µ and Σ for the two chains will be quite different. This will lead to the chains
taking different steps and not being correlated, but achieve good mixing properties
marginally. A simple and effective way to deal with this issue is to adapt the covariance
Cℓ and Cℓ−1 for both the chains separately and simultaneously, and scale the common
random number sampled from a standard normal distribution with the square root of
the scaled covariance as:

η ∼ N (0, Id)(4.3)

θ∗ℓ = θiℓ + λi
ℓ

√
Σi

ℓη

θ∗ℓ−1 = θiℓ−1 + λi
ℓ−1

√
Σi

ℓ−1η,

where d is the dimension of the parameter space. This ensures that the chains are
coupled, and the samples are highly correlated while exploring the posterior space
effectively. This formulation has ties to the optimal transport equation for two Gaus-
sians [35], specifically for our case, transporting the sample from the standard normal
Gaussian to the level dependent marginal. For the square root of the covariance,
we can use the Cholesky decomposition of the covariance matrix to ensure that the
covariance is positive definite.

4.4. Resynchronization. Our SYNCE coupling method with adaptation of the
covariance couples chains well that are quite different in shape and location. However,
when the problem is multidimensional with great difference in the target covariances,
we may encounter stages where the proposed step gets accepted by one chain and
rejected by the other. This leads to the chains getting out of sync and the samples
losing unnecessary correlation. This is very similar to the issue of the proposals being
far off in the maximal coupling method [22]. The simplest way to counteract this
issue is to resynchronize the chains by considering a weighted average of two Markov
kernels [22]: the SYNCE coupling kernel Kℓ and another kernel K∗

ℓ that proposes
the same sample for both the chains, such as the independent proposal kernel or the
coarse proposal kernel. The resynchronization kernel K ′

ℓ is given by:

K ′
ℓ = ωℓK

∗
ℓ + (1− ωℓ)Kℓ,(4.4)

where ωℓ ∈ (0, 1) is the weight. Ideally one would set ωℓ to 0 for small ℓ values and
increase it as ℓ increases. This ensures that when the posteriors are far off from each
other, no resynchronization takes place and the chains are coupled using the SYNCE
coupling kernel. When the posteriors become closer with higher levels, the chains
are resynchronized using both the SYNCE coupling kernel and the resynchronization
kernel. This improves upon the SYNCE method to ensure that when the chains have
dissimilar acceptance ratios, they are resynchronized to maintain high correlation.

The final adaptive ML-MCMC algorithm with the proposed coupling method is
given in Algorithm 4.2. The algorithm improves upon Algorithm 4.1 by adapting
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Fig. 2: Posterior distributions for the Gaussian examples at different levels. The figure
on the left corresponds to subsection 5.1 and the figure on the right corresponds to
subsection 5.2.

and scaling the covariance for both the chains separately and simultaneously, and
resynchronizing the chains when needed for better correlation. Using resynchroniza-

Algorithm 4.2 SYNCE with adaptation and resynchronization (SYNCE-AR)

1: Input: {πℓ, πℓ−1} ,
{
θiℓ, θ

i
ℓ−1

}
,
{
λi
ℓ, λ

i
ℓ−1

}
,
{
Σi

ℓ,Σ
i
ℓ−1

}
, ωℓ

2: Sample w ∼ U(0, 1)
3: Sample η ∼ N (0, Id)
4: if w ≤ ωℓ then
5:

{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
, {qℓ, qℓ−1} = Algorithm 3.3/Algorithm 3.2 ▷resynchronize

6: else if w > ωℓ then

7: Set θ∗ℓ = θiℓ + λi
ℓ

√
Σi

ℓη and θ∗ℓ−1 = θiℓ−1 + λi
ℓ−1

√
Σi

ℓ−1η ▷SYNCE

8: Set qℓ−1 = N (θiℓ−1,Σ
i
ℓ−1) and qℓ = N (θiℓ,Σ

i
ℓ)

9: end if
10: return

{
θ∗ℓ , θ

∗
ℓ−1

}
, {qℓ, qℓ−1}

tion only for the fine levels, the adaptive parameters λ, µ and Σ are used to set
the mean and covariance of the independent proposal distribution in Algorithm 3.3:
µIMH
ℓ = 0.5 ∗

(
µi
ℓ + µi

ℓ−1

)
and ΣIMH

ℓ = 0.5 ∗
(
Σi

ℓ +Σi
ℓ−1

)
for ℓ = 1, 2, ..., L. This en-

sures that for close and similar shaped posteriors, we obtain highly correlated chains
with good mixing properties.

5. Experimental results. In this section we consider three numerical exam-
ples. To begin, we present a very simple toy problem taken from [23] to illustrate
the effectiveness and sanity of the proposed methodology. The second problem is a
two-dimensional extension to the first Gaussian problem that highlights the need for
adaptation and resynchronization in the SYNCE coupling method. The third prob-
lem involves uncertainty quantification for Darcy flow. This example is a well known
benchmark and will be used to compare the algorithms.

5.1. Shifting Gaussian. In this example, we sample from the multi-fidelity
posterior distribution formed by shifting Gaussians given by πℓ = N (2−ℓ+2, 1) for
ℓ = 0, 1, ...L. The target posteriors are plotted on the left in Figure 2. Note that this
is a good example to illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed coupling method as
the first two posteriors i.e, ℓ = 1 and ℓ = 2 are quite different (far off but similar
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shaped) from each other.
In this comparison, we fix L = 6 and use the same Gaussian proposalQℓ = N (2, 3)

across all levels for the relevant algorithms. The proposal distribution for the coarsest
ℓ = 0 level posterior is set to Q0 = N (., 1) and 50,000 samples are used for all levels
according to [23]. We use the same proposal covariance for the SYNCE coupling
algorithm (Algorithm 4.1) with Cℓ = 3 to provide a fair comparison. In Figure 3, we
aim to perform a sanity check if the coupling algorithms are able to sample from the
right marginal distributions and demonstrate the joint distribution of certain levels
for the four coupling methods.

Unlike the other three methods, we see that the coarse proposal method is unable
to sample from the right marginal distributions because it breaks Assumption A1 in
[23]. For the existing methods, during the sampling process, if a sample is proposed
in the shared region of the posteriors, the samples get accepted by both the fine and
coarse chains, creating the dominant diagonal line with slope 1 as seen in Figure 3.
When the sample proposed is not inside the shared region, each chain accepts or
rejects according to its accept ratio, creating the scatter seen above the diagonal line.
For the coarser levels, most of the proposed samples get rejected, leading to the scatter
plots being more spread out. The proposed method, however creates a diagonal line
with a slope not necessarily equal to 1, taking advantage of the fact that the posteriors
are shifted, without any prior knowledge about the target distributions.

In Figure 4, we show how well the samples are correlated between two successive
levels. We plot the Pearson correlation coefficient between the samples at the ℓ’th
level and the (ℓ − 1)’th level for the different coupling algorithms. We see that the
coarse, independent and the maximal proposal methods produce samples that are
not well correlated at the coarser levels. This is a direct consequence of the fact
that the posteriors at these coarse levels are quite far off from each other. All the
three methods depend on this closeness of the posteriors to produce correlated (same)
samples at the two levels. However, our method does not depend on this closeness
and rather tries to couple samples by making the two chains follow the same path
using the same covariance of the two proposal distributions. This is why the SYNCE
coupling method achieves the greatest correlation, particularly for the coarser models.

5.2. Rotating-shifting Gaussian. Next, we consider a 2D family of Gaus-
sians to show benefits even in the case of changing covariance structure between the
fidelities. The posterior densities are given by:

πℓ = N
(
µ′
ℓ =

[
2−ℓ+2

3−ℓ+2

]
,Σ′

ℓ =

[
2 2−ℓ

2−ℓ 1

])
,(5.1)

for ℓ = 0, 1, . . . , L. We can clearly see from (5.1) and Figure 2 that this is a 2D
extension of the subsection 5.1 problem where the posteriors are rotated in addition
to being shifted.

Here, we show the importance of adaptation and resynchronization for the SYNCE
coupling algorithm as discussed in subsections 4.3 and 4.4. We run two different ex-
periments for this example with the number of levels set to L = 6 and the number
of samples in each level set to 50,000. We discard the first 20,000 samples as burn
in and apply any adaptation in this period to get a good estimate of the adapta-
tion parameters. In the first experiment, we compare the vanilla SYNCE coupling
method without adaptation and resynchronization (Algorithm 4.1) with the maximal
coupling method. This is a fair comparison as the proposals in the maximal coupling
method are state dependent and it was observed that the other existing methods per-
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Fig. 3: Scatter plots and histograms of samples from the different coupling algorithms
for the shifting Gaussian example. For each level, the X-axis represents the samples
at the ℓ’th level and the Y-axis represents the samples at the (ℓ− 1)’th level. The red
line on the histogram plots represents the true posterior distribution at the respective
levels. Our proposed method is able to sample from the right marginal distributions
and create a dominant diagonal line with slope not necessarily equal to 1.
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Fig. 4: Pearson correlation coefficient between samples of all levels for the shifting
Gaussian example. The coefficient is a measure of how well samples are correlated.
Higher correlations yield greater variance reduction and we see that the SYNCE cou-
pling algorithm achieves the greatest correlation, particularly for the coarser models.

formed similarly. In the second experiment, we compare three algorithms: SYNCE-A,
SYNCE-AR and independent proposal. SYNCE-A refers to the proposed SYNCE
coupling method with only adaptation i.e, setting ωℓ = 0 for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L in Al-
gorithm 4.2 and SYNCE-AR refers to the SYNCE coupling method with adaptation
and resynchronization. This experiment highlights the importance of both scaling
and resynchronizing the Markov kernel to enhance correlation in all the levels.

5.2.1. Experiment 1: SYNCE coupling vs maximal coupling. In this

experiment, we set a fixed proposal distribution Qℓ = N
(
·,
[
3 0
0 3

])
for all the levels

ℓ = 0, 1, . . . , L. This proposal is chosen to ensure a 40% acceptance rate for the chains
at all levels, close to the optimal value of 44% according to [9]. This choice of proposal
distribution also ensures a fair comparison between the two algorithms.

In Figure 5, we plot the correlation between the samples at all levels for both
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Fig. 5: Correlation plots of the sample’s first dimension, comparing the maximal
coupling method to the SYNCE coupling method for the rotating-shifting Gaussian
example.

the methods for the first dimension. The maximal coupling method produces samples
that are highly correlated at finer levels and very poorly correlated at the coarser
levels. The high distances between the posteriors at the coarse levels results in a high
TV distance for the coupled kernel, leading to a low probability of a common sample
being proposed for the two chains.

On the other hand, the SYNCE coupling method does produce samples that are
well correlated at all levels, and, there are two important observations to be made.
Firstly, there is a noticeable increasing trend in the correlation, which appears to
saturate to some fixed value as we move from coarser to finer levels. At the coarsest
ML-MCMC level ℓ = 1, the correlation is significantly smaller compared to the other
levels. This can be attributed to the distinct shape (covariance structure) between the
two posteriors π0 and π1 as seen in Figure 2. Secondly, the correlation at the finest
level is not as high as the maximal coupling method. Even though the posteriors are
quite close in shape and distance, the two chains are not exactly in sync as the same
sample is not proposed for the two chains. While taking the same step is beneficial at
the coarser levels, it presents drawbacks at the finer levels. In Figure 6, we plot the
autocorrelation of the samples obtained from the two methods for the finest two levels.
As expected, we see that both the methods show similar decays in the autocorrelation
with the same covariance of the proposal distribution. The moderate coupling at the
finer levels suggest that we need modifications in our SYNCE algorithm. In the next
problem, we show how adaptation and resynchronization serve this purpose.

5.2.2. Experiment 2: SYNCE-A vs SYNCE-AR vs independent pro-
posal. In this experiment, we will compare the SYNCE coupling method with only
adaptation, the SYNCE coupling method with adaptation and resynchronization, and
the independent proposal coupling method. For SYNCE-A, we set the resynchroniza-
tion weight ωℓ = 0 for all levels ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L in Algorithm 4.2. For SYNCE-AR,
we set ω = [0, 0, 0, 0.2, 0.3, 0.5] for all levels and choose the level wise independent

proposal distribution Qℓ = N
(
µIMH
ℓ ,

[
3 0
0 3

])
with µIMH

ℓ =
(
µ′
ℓ + µ′

ℓ−1

)
/2 as the
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(a) Maximal coupling method

0 15 30 45 60 75 90
Lag

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

A
ut

oc
or

re
la

tio
n

`=6, dim=1

`=6, dim=2

`=5, dim=1

`=5, dim=2

(b) SYNCE method

Fig. 6: Autocorrelation plots of the samples for the finest coupled level, comparing the
maximal coupling method to the SYNCE coupling method for the rotating-shifting
Gaussian example.
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Fig. 7: Correlation plots of the sample’s first dimension obtained, comparing SYNCE-
A, SYNCE-AR and the Independent proposal methods for the rotating-shifting Gauss-
ian example.

resynchronization kernel. This kernel is chosen to satisfy the tail decay assumption
and to achieve optimal mixing properties for both the coupled chains. Finally, we set
the target acceptance rate to 44% for all levels.

In Figure 7, we plot the correlation plots as before. We can clearly see the effect of
adaptation at the coarser levels when comparing Figure 7a and Figure 5b. Rescaling
each individual chain’s proposal distributions to account for the respective posterior’s
covariance structure ensures that the chains stay in sync as much as possible while
exploring the posterior space. However, at the finer levels, we are still limited by the
fact that the same sample is not proposed for the two chains. This is where resynchro-
nization comes into play. In Figure 7b, we see that introducing the resynchronization
kernel promotes better syncing of the chains, especially at the finest levels where we
expect the posteriors to be quite close to each other.

Finally, comparing Figure 5a, Figure 7c and Figure 7b, we see that the SYNCE
coupling method with adaptation and resynchronization produces samples that are
highly correlated at all levels, gaining a significant advantage over the other two
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(c) Independent proposal

Fig. 8: Autocorrelation plots of the samples for the finest coupled level, comparing
SYNCE method with only adaptation to the SYNCE method with adaptation and
resynchronization for the rotating-shifting Gaussian example.

methods at the coarser levels and matching the correlation at the finer levels. In
Figure 8, we plot the autocorrelation of the samples for the finest two levels. We
can notice the slight improvement in the decay (Figure 8b) obtained by adapting and
resynchronizing the chains as opposed to using a fixed proposal distribution.

5.3. Groundwater problem. We will now test our coupling method on the 2D
Darcy’s subsurface flow equation (5.2). This is the model problem explored in great
detail in [6, 7, 23] used in the uncertainty quantification of subsurface flows. The
exact problem is taken from [23] and the governing equation of the problem is given
by:

−∇x · (κ(x, θ)∇xu(x, θ)) = 1, x = (x1, x2) ∈ Ω = [0, 1]× [0, 1],(5.2)

where κ represents the permeability, u represents the pressure head and θ ∈ Rd, d = 4
represents the uncertain parameters. We close the equations by providing boundary
conditions on the domain as:

u|x1=0 = 0, u|x1=1 = 0, ∂nu|x2=0 = 0, ∂nu|x2=1 = 0,(5.3)

where ∂n is the normal derivative with n pointing outwards from the domain. The
first two conditions are the Dirichlet boundary conditions applied on the left and right
boundary of the domain, and the last two conditions are the Neumann boundary
conditions applied on the bottom and top boundary of the domain. The permeability
field is given by [23]:

κ(x, θ) = exp

(
θ1cos(πx) +

θ2
2
sin(πx) +

θ3
3
cos(2πx) +

θ4
4
sin(2πx)

)
(5.4)

The inverse problem is to infer the uncertain parameters θ given some observed
pressure head data. We generate this data by solving the forward problem (5.2)
on the finest grid with a random sample of θtrue ∼ N (0d, Id) and observing the
pressure head corrupted by a Gaussian noise at 4× 4 equally spaced points inside the
domain. Gaussian noise is added to the observed data with a zero mean and variance
σ2
noise = 0.012. We set the number of levels L = 4 and for each level ℓ, the solution of

(5.2) is obtained using the Finite element method with a mesh size of 8 ∗ 2ℓ × 8 ∗ 2ℓ
triangular elements, using the FEniCS library [3].
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Fig. 9: Decay of error plots for the groundwater problem. The independent proposal
and the SYNCE-AR methods are compared. Our method leads to almost an order or
two gain in variance reduction compared to the result from [23].

The number of levels in the original problem in [23] is set to L = 3 with the
coarsest mesh at 16 × 16 triangular elements. We set the number of levels to L = 4
with the coarsest mesh at 8 × 8 triangular elements as we can leverage the SYNCE
coupling method to correlate samples even at very coarse levels. This is a direct
consequence of the fact that the SYNCE coupling method does not depend on the
closeness of the posteriors to correlate samples.

The quantity of interest (QoI) is the average pressure over the domain given by:

Qℓ(θℓ) =

∫
x∈Ω

uℓ(x, θℓ)dx,(5.5)

where Ω is the domain of the problem.
To validate the convergence rates of the proposed SYNCE coupling algorithm,

we run Algorithm 3.1 with the proposed states obtained from Algorithm 4.2. We set
the number of samples in each level to 10,000 and consider the first 4000 samples
as burn-in. We run the algorithm for 10 independent runs and plot the decay of
errors. For the coarsest chain (ℓ = 0), we set the target acceptance ratio as 0.44 and
run an adaptive MH-MCMC algorithm for that level. The two level wise adaptation
parameters, the target acceptance ratio and the weight for resynchronization are set
to 0.7 for each level (ℓ > 0) and ω = [0.0, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7]. These parameters were chosen
to ensure low lag and high correlation between the samples at each level.

Figure 9 compares our proposed methodology to an existing result using the inde-
pendent proposal method [23] for the same problem. The results for the independent
proposal method were obtained by digitizing Fig. 12 in [23]. We observe that the
SYNCE-AR method leads to greater variance reduction for all the level wise difference
estimators Yℓ. Even though we use a coarser level compared to the original work, we
are able to achieve almost an order or two gain in variance reduction at all levels.
This is a direct consequence of the proposed coupling method that is able to correlate
samples even at very coarse levels. The correlation values for the output functional
at the different levels are: 0.84, 0.97, 0.99, 1.0 for ℓ = 1, 2, 3, 4.
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6. Conclusions. In this work, we presented a novel SYNCE coupling methodol-
ogy for coupling Markov chains in a multilevel Markov chain Monte Carlo framework.
We leverage multiple existing fidelities of computational models to construct efficient
estimators that have been shown to provide significant cost reductions compared to
a single fine level estimator. The performance of these estimators depend on the
correlation between the samples at different levels, which in turn depends on the
coupling strategy used. Opposed to existing methodologies that depend on some
form of closeness between the posteriors to correlate samples, our method facilitates
greater variance reduction for all levels by simply using common random numbers.
The first random number is used as the covariance of the proposal distribution for
the two chains at each level, and the second uniform random number is used in the
accept-reject Metropolis step.

By utilizing adaptation and resynchronization, we extend our SYNCE method
to adaptively rescale the proposal distributions and resynchronize the chains to en-
hance correlation at all levels, especially at coarse levels where the posteriors are
quite different. This facilitates in using coarser levels for the estimation procedure,
leading to significant computational savings. We demonstrated the effectiveness of
the proposed methodology on two synthetic examples, the shifting Gaussian and the
rotating-shifting Gaussian, and a real-world groundwater problem. These problems
clearly show the added advantage of the proposed coupling method over the existing
methods in terms of variance reduction and computational savings.

The SYNCE coupling method is the simplest realization of the proposed cou-
pling framework we have set up. More general couplings using transport maps and
non linear functions will be explored soon. Transport maps may help with mixing
properties of the fine chain by learning from the coarse chain. Another possible ex-
tension to this work is to explore the use of the SYNCE coupling methodology in the
context of approximate control variates. These estimators provide additional perfor-
mance improvements by using a control variate weight that is estimated adaptively.
Additionally, the proposed methodology can be extended in the unbiased estimation
context to eliminate the burn in bias [19, 18].
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