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Abstract

Multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) reduces the total computational cost of financial option
pricing by combining SDE approximations with multiple resolutions. This paper explores a
further avenue for reducing cost and improving power efficiency through the use of low preci-
sion calculations on configurable hardware devices such as Field-Programmable Gate Arrays
(FPGAs). We propose a new framework that exploits approximate random variables and
fixed-point operations with optimised precision to generate most SDE paths with a lower cost
and reduce the overall cost of the MLMC framework. We first discuss several methods for the
cheap generation of approximate random Normal increments. To set the bit-width of variables
in the path generation we then propose a rounding error model and optimise the precision of
all variables on each MLMC level. With these key improvements, our proposed framework
offers higher computational savings than the existing mixed-precision MLMC frameworks.

1 Introduction

In computational finance, Monte Carlo simulations are used extensively to estimate the expected
value of financial payoffs based on the solution of stochastic differential equations (SDEs) which
model the evolution of stock prices, interest rates, exchange rates and other quantities [13]. Monte
Carlo methods are very general and flexible, but for high accuracy it requires generating a large
number of costly SDE path approximations, which has motivated research into a number of vari-
ance reduction or, equivalently, cost reduction techniques. One such method is Multilevel Monte
Carlo (MLMC), which was proposed in [9] and was adapted for various applications that are sum-
marised in [10] and successfully combined with other methods such as quasi-Monte Carlo methods.
The main idea of MLMC is to approximate the payoff using different time stepping resolutions
when numerically solving the underlying SDE and to generate an optimal number of samples on
each level, such that the overall computational cost is minimised subject to the desired bound on
the variance. The computational savings come from the fact that most samples are computed on
the coarser levels and hence are less expensive while only a few samples from the finest levels are
required [9].

Among the directions in which the computational cost of MLMC methods could further be
reduced, an important avenue is the use of lower precision calculations, especially for the first
Monte Carlo levels where the targeted accuracy is relatively low. An overview of the research on
mixed precision for the standard Monte Carlo (MC) framework is provided in [5] but only a few
references study the potential of low precision computation in the MLMC framework [23]. To
the best of our knowledge, the only MLMC framework with customised precision in the literature
is [3], but they use a uniform precision for all operations on each Monte Carlo level instead of
optimising the precision of each intermediary variable to reduce as much as possible the cost of
path generation.

An important motivation for an MLMC framework with variable precision would be performing
the low precision computations on reconfigurable hardware devices such as Field Programmable
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Gate Arrays (FPGAs). FPGAs contain customizable logic blocks and connectors that make it
easy to adapt the digital circuit architecture for a specific application, leading to a highly parallel
and optimised implementation. Therefore they are successfully exploited in applications that
require high speed and have high computational workload, such as signal processing [25], and real
time applications like high frequency trading [2, 15]. That is why a number of previous works in
hardware architecture design implemented the MLMC algorithm to price financial options using
FPGAs as accelerators, which resulted in improved speed and power efficiency compared to full
CPU architectures [6]. The paper [19] also proposed a Domain Specific Language to automate
the configuration of FPGAs for this specific application. However, only [3] proposed a heuristic
to reduce the precision in calculations.

In addition, all aforementioned works considered that the random number generation (RNG) is
performed in single or double precision. Yet in most cases an important portion of the workload in
the overall MLMC simulation comes from the RNG and in [3] this limited the total computational
savings. To reduce the cost of MLMC simulations in particular those based on the Geometric
Brownian Motion (GBM), [11, 12] have proposed to use approximate random numbers that are
generated by applying an approximation of the inverse CDF to uniform random numbers. In
[11], the authors proposed a way to integrate these lower precision random variables into a nested
MLMC framework and completed a numerical analysis to bound the resulting error at each MC
level by a product of the time step and the error in the random number approximation. The same
authors show in [12] that using approximate random variables reduces the cost of path generation
by a factor 7.

In this paper we propose a nested MLMC framework that combines the use of approximate
random normal variables and lower precision calculations to reduce the computational cost of
MLMC even further than [3, 11]. We illustrate the efficiency of our framework in Matlab, after
making several assumptions on the cost of operations and size of the errors that we carefully justify.
We focus on the case of GBM and use the approximate RNG methods presented in [12] as well
as a new slightly modified method that combines CDF inversion and the central limit theorem.
To choose the precision of the variables in the low precision path generation, we introduce a
novel method to optimise the bit-widths. This optimisation is performed before the main path
generation loop is executed and is based on a linear model of the payoff error due to rounding
when computing in low precision. The error model relies on algorithmic differentiation in a similar
manner to [7, 8, 22]. The bit-width optimisation procedure can be performed off-line, so this stage
can be excluded from the on-line time complexity of our framework. The user specified desired
accuracy is then enforced by calculating on-line the number of samples that need to be generated.

In terms of hardware design, we suggest implementing the low precision path generation on
FPGAs and the full-precision ones on a CPU or GPU. The FPGA offers enough flexibility to
define a separate bit-width for every variable in the low precision path generation, and can be
reconfigured periodically to update the bit-widths when the market parameters have changed
considerably.

The paper is organized as follows : Section 2 introduces MLMC and nested MLMC to make
clear the estimator that is implemented in our framework. Then in Section 3 we detail the methods
that could be used to obtain approximate random normally distributed numbers very cheaply for
the low precision path generation. In Section 4 and Section 5 we propose an error model and a
cost model (resp.) that we then use to formulate the optimisation problem that is solved to obtain
the optimal bit-widths of fixed point variables in Section 6. Finally we summarise our results and
future directions in Section 7.

2 Multilevel Monte Carlo and nested Multilevel Monte Carlo

In this paper we want to estimate the expectation of some payoff functional P that is computed
on an underlying asset price St that follows the SDE

dSt = a(St, t) dt+ b(St, t) dWt. (1)

The solution of the SDE is approximated with the Euler-Maruyama scheme. Letting Si denote
the approximation at time ti , ih, where h is the size of each time step, the approximate solution
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is given by
Si+1 = Si + a(Si, ti)h+ b(Si, ti)

√
hZi (2)

where Zi is a random increment that follows the normal distribution N (0, 1).

2.1 Multilevel Monte Carlo

The idea of the MLMC method is to use different levels of time discretisation in order to split
the computational work such that the total cost is minimised and the desired overall accuracy is
achieved.

We use L + 1 levels that we denote by the index ℓ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , L}. For each level ℓ we define
an approximate payoff Pℓ computed in full-precision with a time step of size hℓ = 2−ℓT . For L
sufficiently large we have the weak convergence E[PL] ≈ E[P ]. The main idea of MLMC is to
decompose E[PL] as follows

E[PL] =
L∑

ℓ=0

E[Pℓ − Pℓ−1] (3)

with the convention P−1 = 0. In each sample of ∆Pℓ , Pℓ−Pℓ−1 both terms are computed using
the same Brownian motion [10, 11], that is to say that the fine path uses the approximate solution
to the SDE from the Euler-Maruyama scheme with 2ℓ time-steps :

Sf
i+1 = Sf

i + a(Sf
i , ti)h+ b(Sf

i , ti)
√
hZi (4)

and the coarser path is computed as

Sc
i+1 = Sc

i + a(Sc
2⌊i/2⌋, t2⌊i/2⌋)h+ b(Sc

2⌊i/2⌋, t2⌊i/2⌋)
√
hZi, (5)

so that when i is even, Sc
i+1 and Sc

i+2 are both computed using the drift and volatility evaluated
based on Sc

i , ti. For each level the expectation E[∆Pℓ] is approximated using a standard Monte
Carlo estimator with Nℓ samples. Then defining Cℓ and Vℓ to be the cost and variance of a sample
of ∆Pℓ, the overall cost of the estimation and the overall variance are

Cost =

L∑

ℓ=0

NℓCℓ (6)

V ariance =

L∑

ℓ=0

N−1
ℓ Vℓ. (7)

Using a Lagrange multiplier λ ∈ R and treating the number of samples Nℓ as real variables,
we then minimise the cost under the constraint V ariance = ε2. We obtain that the number of
optimal samples on each level is Nℓ = λ

√
Vℓ/Cℓ, where λ = ε−2

∑L
ℓ=0

√
VℓCℓ and, ignoring the

small increase in the cost when Nℓ are rounded up to integers, the overall cost of the MLMC
estimator is

CostMLMC = ε−2

(
L∑

ℓ=0

√
VℓCℓ

)2

. (8)

For comparison, noting V = V[P̂ ] and C the variance and cost in the standard Monte Carlo
estimator the overall cost would be ε−2V C. As [10] shows, if the factor VℓCℓ decreases (resp.
increases) with level then the total cost of MLMC is approximately ε−2V0C0 (resp. ε−2VLCL)
so it is smaller than the standard Monte Carlo cost by a factor C0/CL (resp. VL/V0). Since
we know that the cost of a sample increases with level and for Lipschitz payoffs for the Euler-
Maruyama scheme the variance Vℓ decreases exponentially with level, the former leads to the
MLMC estimation being cheaper than the standard Monte Carlo estimation.
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2.2 Nested Multilevel Monte Carlo

In the nested framework we further decompose each term from the sum (3) such that each of the
full precision expectations are decomposed into a low precision estimate and a correction term.
This formulation was already used in [11] and ensures that the expectations rigorously cancel out.
Formally, we split each level expectation E[∆Pℓ] as follows :

E[PL] =

L∑

ℓ=0

E[∆̃P ℓ] + E[∆Pℓ − ∆̃P ℓ]. (9)

We use tildes to denote the variables that are computed in low precision. Again each expectation
is obtained with a standard Monte Carlo estimator using Ñℓ samples for E[∆̃P ℓ] and N∆

ℓ samples

for E[∆Pℓ − ∆̃P ℓ]. We note C̃ℓ the cost of a sample of ∆̃P ℓ and C∆
ℓ the cost of a sample of

∆Pℓ − ∆̃P ℓ, and similarly Ṽℓ = V[∆̃P ℓ] and V ∆
ℓ = V[∆Pℓ − ∆̃P ℓ]. Then the total computational

cost and the total variance of the nested estimator of the output is

Cost =

L∑

ℓ=0

ÑℓC̃ℓ +N∆
ℓ C∆

ℓ (10)

V ariance =

L∑

ℓ=0

Ñ−1
ℓ Ṽℓ + (N∆

ℓ )−1V ∆
ℓ . (11)

Suppose we would like the overall variance to be smaller than ε2, then similarly to the standard

MLMC case, using a Lagrange multiplier λM ∈ R givesN∆
ℓ = λM

√
V ∆
ℓ /C∆

ℓ and Ñℓ = λM

√
Ṽℓ/C̃ℓ

for all levels ℓ. Plugging these expressions back in V ariance = ε2 gives the total cost

Costnested = ε−2

(
L∑

ℓ=0

√
ṼℓC̃ℓ +

√
V ∆
ℓ C∆

ℓ

)2

. (12)

As [11] shows, roughly speaking, if V ∆
ℓ /Ṽℓ ≪ C̃ℓ/C

∆
ℓ ≪ 1 then the nested estimation leads to a

computational saving of a factor approximately maxℓ C̃ℓ/C
∆
ℓ compared to the standard MLMC

framework.
The cost of computing a sample of the correction term is C∆

ℓ = Cℓ + C̃ℓ where Cℓ is the
cost of generating ∆Pℓ in full precision. The key point of our framework is that the constant Cℓ

is much larger than C̃ℓ at least on the first MC levels, which leads to important computational
savings as most samples generated in MLMC are on these levels. Moreover, in the low precision
path generation, instead of using random increments that are in full precision we use approximate
random normal increments Z̃i as follows

S̃i+1 = S̃i + a(S̃i, ti)h+ b(S̃i, ti)
√
h Z̃i. (13)

Ideally the cost of RNG on the FPGA would be almost negligible, so that the path generation on
the FPGA is performed very cheaply.

3 Approximate random normally distributed numbers

In this section we summarise three methods that could be used to generate approximate random
normal variables that are used in the low precision path generation. All methods below are
classified as inversion methods, because they are based on applying an approximation of the inverse
normal CDF Φ to a random uniform variable U . The first and the third methods approximate
Φ−1 by a Piecewise Constant (PWC) function on uniform intervals included in [0, 1]. The second
method is based on previous work by Lee et al. [4, 18] and approximates Φ−1 by a Piecewise
Linear (PWL) function on dyadic intervals, ie. intervals that are progressively divided by 2 as we
get closer to the singularities of Φ−1. The approximation accuracy of the first and second methods
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were analysed asymptotically in [12]. Note that, in practice, we exploit the symmetry of Φ−1 so
we only need to approximate it on [0, 1/2].

In order to compute the correction terms we need to be able to generate a couple of random
normal increments (Z, Z̃) in double and reduced precision respectively. In all three approaches
below, Z is computed on the CPU either with a piecewise polynomial approximation of Φ−1 of
degree 5 on the hierarchical interval segmentation described in [4], or more directly using a math
routine that applies Φ−1 to a vector such as in [14]. Therefore for each of the following methods
we only detail how to obtain Z̃ and the corresponding full precision uniform variable U (from
which computing Z is trivial).

To fix the notation, we consider that the double precision uniform variable U corresponds to a
D-bit integer that we denote by J and the associated low precision uniform variable corresponds
to a d-bit integer denoted by j.

3.1 Piecewise constant approximation on uniform intervals (Method 1)

In the first approach, the inverse CDF Φ−1 is approximated by a constant value on uniform
intervals Ij = [uj, uj+1] ⊂ [0, 1/2] with uj = 2−dj, j < 2d−1. We simply construct a Look-Up-
Table (LUT) of size 2d−1 containing the constant values Zj that the approximate random number
takes when the input uniform variable is inside the interval I. The leading bit of j gives the sign of
the normal increment, which allows us to extend the approximation of Φ−1 on the interval [1/2, 1].
The next d− 1 bits are used to pick the right value in a LUT. Locating the interval corresponding
to the input uniform variable U is trivial since the integer j maps to the index of the interval.
Therefore the evaluation of the approximate random number is cheap once the random integer J
has been generated.

To determine the optimal constants Zj the mean squared error (MSE)

∫ uj+1

uj

(
Zj − Φ−1(u)

)2
du (14)

is minimised with respect to the LUT values Zj . This gives that Zj is the mean of Φ−1 over the
interval Ij :

Zj = 2d
∫ uj+1

uj

Φ−1(u)du. (15)

Then the corresponding full precision uniform variable is defined as U = 2−D
(
J + 1

2

)
.

The issue with this approach is that the LUT is of size 2d−1, which may not fit on the FPGA
or may take up too much hardware resources, for example for d = 10 the LUT stores 29 = 512
values.

3.2 Sum of several variables (Method 2)

Another approach is to reduce further the precision of the approximate random variables generated
with the LUT from method 1 and sum several of them to improve the statistical quality of the
final approximate normal variables. For example take an integer n that divides d and produce an
approximate random number X(1) from the first d/n bits of j, then X(2) from the next d/n bits
and so on, where each X(i) follows approximately the distribution N (0, 1/n). Then

∑n
i=1 X

(i)

has approximately the distribution N (0, 1).
The idea of summing several approximate random numbers was already used in [16, 20, 24] with

n = 8, n = 4 and n = 2 respectively. In particular, [24] used the piecewise linear approximation
on dyadic intervals (see next subsection) to generate the lower precision random numbers X(i).

The difference between the method introduced below and the previous literature is an opti-
misation stage where the coefficients stored in the LUT are adapted iteratively, which improves
the quality of the estimation compared to simply taking the LUT values Zj described previously.
The second difference compared to previous work is the coupling between the low precision and
full precision uniform variables that is required in our application. We explain the method for two
variables (n = 2), as it is generalised in a trivial way.
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Take the integer j and split it into two integers with bit-widths d/2. Both streams of lower
precision variables X(1), X(2) are computed with the same LUT of size 2d/2−1. This LUT is
initialised using the method 1 and dividing the LUT values by

√
2. Therefore let’s note Xj the

values in the small LUT. Using this initial LUT we form a larger LUT of size 2d by computing
all possible sums ±Xk ± Xl and ordering the outputs Z̃j in ascending order. This step defines

a permutation π such that π(j) gives the position of the random number Z̃j in the ordered list.
Then we perform a least-squared minimisation of

2d∑

j=1

(Zπ(j) − Z̃j)
2 (16)

where the Zπ(j) are obtained with a LUT of size 2d−1 as in the previous subsection. In this

minimisation problem, the variables Z̃j are considered as linear variables of the decision variables,
which are the values Xj from the small LUT that we want to optimise.

After this step update the permutation π by ordering the resulting Z̃j and repeat the least-
squares optimisation. The algorithm stops when the permutation has converged. In practice we
observed that for d = 10 and d = 12 this process takes about 20 and 100 iterations respectively,
and that the optimisation stage considerably reduces the MSE (see Figure 1).

Finally, generating the coupled full precision variable requires taking into account the permu-
tation π. When the optimised LUT is used and the input integer is j, the output is the value Z̃j ,
which is an approximate of Φ−1(2−dπ(j)). Therefore the corresponding uniform variable used on
the CPU is

U = 2−dπ(j) + 2−D

(
(J − 2D−dj) +

1

2

)
= 2−d(π(j)− j) + 2−D

(
J +

1

2

)
. (17)

The permutation π only needs to be stored (in a permutation table of size 2d) and used on the
CPU while the RNG on the FPGA is done using only the optimised LUT of size 2d/2−1.

Generalising the method to n > 2 variables is straightforward. The only change is that the
values of the small LUT are divided by

√
n and n low precision variables are summed to obtain

the Z̃j . The coupled uniform variable used on the CPU is defined with exactly the same formula
as in the two variables case.

3.3 Piecewise linear approximation on dyadic intervals
(Method 3)

Another way to reduce the size of the LUT is to use dyadic intervals as suggested in [4, 12].
Again we consider that the leading bit of j is a sign bit used to flip the sign of an approximate
normal variable when U > 1

2 and the next bits are used for the approximation of Φ−1(U). The
approximate random number corresponding to integer j is defined as Z̄j = a+ bj, with a separate
pair (a, b) for each interval I ′i = [[2i−1, 2i − 1]], where i is the leading non-zero bit of the integer
j. The coefficients are stored in a LUT of size d − 1 and the values (a, b) are again obtained by
minimising the MSE. A simple calculation shows that

∫ uj+1

uj

(Z̄j − Φ−1(u))2du = 2–d(Z̄j − Zj)
2 +

∫ uj+1

uj

(Zj − Φ−1(u))2du (18)

where Zj is defined as in method 1. Therefore to calculate the pairs (a, b) we only need to minimise

2d−1∑

j=1

(Z̄j − Zj)
2. (19)

Equation (18) also shows that for the same value of d this approximation cannot be as good
as the method 1, but the motivation for method 3 is that the size of the LUT is considerably
reduced. The uniform CPU variable U is defined in the same way as in method 1 and the coupling
(Z̃, Z) follows naturally.
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3.4 Comparison of the three inversion methods

In this section we discuss the advantages and drawbacks of the approximate RNG methods above.
We compare roughly the three approximation methods by looking at the resulting MSE (see
Figure 1).

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
10-6

10-5

10-4

10-3

M
S

E

dyadic

2-var (orig)

2-var (opt)

LUT

Figure 1: Mean-squared error for RNG methods 1, 2 (before and after LUT optimisation) and 3
over the bit-width d of the random integer j.

First note that, for the same d, the MSE obtained in methods 2 and 3 are necessarily larger
than in method 1 (see (18)). Despite this, for d = 10 the dyadic approximation is only slightly
worse, which is probably because for the first two dyadic intervals there are only two points in
each so Z̄j will exactly match Zj. However for d = 12 there is nearly a factor 2 difference, which
illustrates that the MSE does not evolve in the same way depending on the type of intervals
that is used. As illustrated by Figure 1 and the convergence analysis from [12], as d tends to
infinity, the uniform intervals give MSE −→ 0 and the dyadic intervals give MSE −→ C, for
some positive constant C. The latter is because with our simple dyadic segmentation, when d
increases by 1 the MSE is reduced only in the interval closest to 0, so the error due to the other
intervals remains the same. This is the reason why the dyadic intervals were split further into
smaller uniform intervals in [18] as it improves the approximation of the inverse CDF. However
their address location process is too complex for our needs, so we do not consider improving the
segmentation of the dyadic method further.

Next, it is also interesting to compare methods 2 with d bits against the method 1 with
d − 1 bits, since most of the values in method 2 occur in pairs (Xi + Xj and Xj + Xi). The
corresponding MSE values are very close but looking at the actual values, we saw that method 2
is slightly more accurate, probably due to the extra values of the form Xi+Xi. The Figure 1 also
illustrates that both method 1 and 2 have their MSE divided by 2 each time d increases by 1. This
was theoretically expected for method 1 (see [12]) and is intuitively true for method 2 after the
optimisation stage as the MSE is minimised such that the Z̃j approximate the Zj corresponding
to a larger LUT, so the slope of the MSE in method 2 should be similar to that of method 1.

Hence the double variable approach shows good accuracy for significantly reduced LUT size,
with only a factor 2 increase in the MSE for the same value of d. The optimisation stage contributes
significantly to the accuracy of method 2. This might be because the optimisation allows some
values of the table to take more ”extreme” values to better approximate the tail of the distribution.
This is consistent with an increase in the maximal value after optimisation that we have observed.

In conclusion, methods 2 and 3 are suitable for computing approximate random normal vari-
ables that could be used in the nested framework very cheaply and with relatively small hardware
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requirements. However tests on real hardware are needed to verify the efficiency of their imple-
mentation on current FPGAs. Also with dyadic intervals, the MSE value cannot be arbitrarily
small, which might limit the number of levels where this method is relevant.

4 Error model based on a linear approximation

In order to choose the right precision in the FPGA calculations we need to approximate the overall
error caused by the accumulation of rounding errors in the low precision path simulation. In this
section, focusing on the single level Monte Carlo estimator to simplify the exposition, we model
the overall rounding error P − P̃ and find an estimate of its variance.

4.1 Fixed-point arithmetic and notation

The low precision calculations would be performed on the FPGA in fixed-point arithmetic, there-
fore contrarily to calculating in floating-point arithmetic here the size and precision of each variable
are fixed. We denote xi, i = 1, . . . ,m the intermediary variables computed to obtain the final
output P . As a testcase, we consider Geometric Brownian Motion (GBM) and distinguished the
intermediary variables con1, con2 etc. whose definitions are given in Algorithm 1. This algorithm
details how we decomposed the operations to compute each time step from (13).

Algorithm 1 Geometric BrownianMotion path calculation (decomposed in elementary operations
to show the intermediary fixed-point variables)

h← T/N
con1← r × h
con2←

√
h× σ

generate (approximate) random normal increments Z̃i for i = 1, . . . , N
for i = 1, . . . , N do

mul1i ← con2× Z̃i

sum1i ← con1 +mul1i
mul2i ← Si × sum1i
Si+1 ← Si +mul2i

end for

The fixed-point equivalent of variable xi is defined as x̃i = (−1)s2ei−din, where n is a non
negative integer smaller than 2di . The parameters ei are called exponents and represent the size
of the variables. We determined them from running 106 paths and considering the maximum
absolute value that occurs for each variable. The variables di are the bit-widths and represent the
precision of the variable x̃i. They are the decision variables in our optimisation problem. Finally
here s is the value of the sign bit. For simplicity we consider that all variables are signed, therefore
the total word-length of variable x̃i is di + 1. We note the rounding error on each operation as
δxi = xi− x̃i and used round-to-nearest when truncating the result of a bit-wise operation, which
leads to the following bound :

|δxi| ≤ 2ei−di−1. (20)

Without making any assumption on the distribution of the errors we then have that

E[δx2
i ] = 4ei−di−1. (21)

If additionally we assume that the rounding errors δxi are uniform variables over [−2ei−di−1,
2ei−di−1] we get the expected squared rounding error

E[δx2
i ] = 4ei−di/12. (22)

These bounds will be used below to derive a bound on the error variance V[P − P̃ ] that depends
explicitly on the bit-widths.
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4.2 Error model when all variables are truncated to fixed-point arith-
metic

Now we can approximate the error in the output P when we approximate it by its lower precision
analogue P̃ , which is computed in fixed-point arithmetic based on the fixed-precision intermediary
variables x̃i. We consider that the rounding errors δxi are small and use a first order Taylor
expansion to approximate the overall error as

P − P̃ ≈
m∑

i=1

∂P

∂xi
δxi. (23)

The partial derivatives of the payoff represent how sensitive the output is to an error in the variable
xi. We define the sensitivity of the payoff P to variable xi as

x̄i =
∂P

∂xi
. (24)

We use algorithmic differentiation [7, 8, 22] and 106 paths to compute the sensitivities x̄i at the
same time as the exponents ei. Then the variance of the overall error is

V[P − P̃ ] =

m∑

i=1

V[x̄iδxi] + 2
∑

i6=j∈[1,m]

Cov (x̄iδxi, x̄jδxj) . (25)

Note that in our application some inputs are random normally distributed variables, therefore
the sensitivities and the rounding errors are also random. We assume that the sensitivities x̄i

and the rounding errors δxi are independent for all i = 1, . . . ,m. It always holds that V[x̄iδxi] ≤
E[x̄2

i δx
2
i ] so we bound the overall error Equation (25) in two ways.

If we assume that the individual errors x̄iδxi are independent and use (22) we get the optimistic
upper bound on the path error variance (25) :

V[P − P̃ ] ≤ 1

12

m∑

i=1

E[x̄2
i ] 4

ei−di , Vindep(d1, . . . , dm) (26)

On the other hand, if we assume perfect correlation between errors,
ie. Cov (x̄iδxi, x̄jδxj) =

√
V[x̄iδxi]V[x̄jδxj ] and use the more general bound (21) then we obtain

a pessimistic upper bound :

V[P − P̃ ] ≤
(

m∑

i=1

√
E[x̄2

i ] 2
ei−di−1

)2

, Vcorr(d1, . . . , dm). (27)

These expressions do not contain the rounding errors and depend explicitly on the bit-widths di.

4.3 Extended error model that incorporates the approximate random
numbers

In addition if we consider that at each time step we use approximate random normal increments,
we simply modify the previous bounds :

V ′
indep(d1, . . . , dm) =

1

12

m′∑

i=1

E[x̄2
i ] 4

ei−di +
1

12

N∑

j=1

E[Z̄2
j ]×MSE (28)

V ′
corr(d1, . . . , dm) =




m′∑

i=1

√
E[x̄2

i ] 2
ei−di−1 +

N∑

j=1

√
E[Z̄2

j ]×MSE




2

. (29)

Here N is the number of time steps, Zj are the random normal increments used in the full precision

path generation, Z̄j is the sensitivity ∂P/∂Zj, and MSE = E[|Zj−Z̃j|2] where the lower precision
increment Z̃j is obtained with one of the methods from Section 3.
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Therefore to integrate both approximate random variables and fixed-point arithmetic, in prac-
tice at each level after the bit-widths for all variables (including Z) are optimised we can for
instance choose the size of the LUT such that the term containing the MSE in (28) is smaller or
equal to Vindep.

4.4 Numerical experiments

To check the validity of our model, we performed several numerical experiments in Matlab using
the Fixed-Point Designer toolbox [21] which allows the user to specify the number of bits and the
exponent of each variable. In our tests we focused on a European vanilla call option based on
GBM with interest rate r = 0.05, volatility σ = 0.2, and maturity T = 1 for N = 1 and N = 16
time steps. For N = 1 there is a single Monte Carlo level, while for N = 16 we considered the
fourth MLMC correction level. Note that in this section the low precision random increments Z̃i

were obtained only by truncating the full precision ones to d bits.
First of all we implemented the backward sensitivity analysis. Then we compared the bounds

(26) and (27) and the variance V[P − P̃ ] obtained from running paths. As shown in Figure 2,
where we used the same bit-width for all variables, the bounds are respected, therefore we take the
expression (26) to approximate the variance of the correction terms in the next sections, because
this bound is tighter than (27).
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Figure 2: Simulated variance of the error and variance estimates that assume independence or
perfect correlation of errors, for N = 1 (left) and N = 16 (right) time steps.

We also made several tests to check that the bound is valid including when instead of rounding
the random normal variables to get the low precision normal increments we use approximate
random normal variables as described in Section 3. The tests confirmed that the variance obtained
numerically with approximate RNG respects the bounds V ′

indep, V
′
corr. Therefore we use the bound

that assumes independence of errors to approximate V ∆
ℓ in the overall bit-width optimisation.

5 Cost model for the path generation

In this section we define an expression for the sample costs C∆
ℓ , C̃ℓ as functions of the bit-widths

di,ℓ. This will allow us to obtain the full expression of the optimised objective as a function of
known quantities and the bit-widths.

On the FPGA, if we neglect the cost of RNG, the cost C̃ℓ of computing ∆̃P ℓ equals the sum
of the cost of the elementary operations. In particular for a classical European option based on
a GBM there are only additions and multiplications between two variables. According to the
cost model from [17], letting M be the index set of all pairs of variables that are involved in a

multiplication and S the analogue for additions, the cost of computing a path of ∆̃P ℓ is

C̃ℓ(d1,ℓ, . . . , dmℓ,ℓ) =
∑

(i,j)∈M

di,ℓdj,ℓ +
∑

(i,j)∈S

max(di,ℓ, dj,ℓ). (30)

10



However, replacing di,ℓdj,ℓ by its upper bound 1
2 (d

2
i,ℓ+d2j,ℓ), and max(di,ℓ, dj,ℓ) by its upper bound

di,ℓ + dj,ℓ we instead use the following form for the cost :

C̃ℓ(d1,ℓ, . . . , dmℓ,ℓ) =
1

2

mℓ∑

i=1

Mi,ℓd
2
i,ℓ +

mℓ∑

i=1

M ′
i,ℓdi,ℓ (31)

where Mi,ℓ (resp. M ′
i,ℓ), denote the number of multiplications (resp. additions) in which the

variable xi is involved. This form of the cost model is a sum of terms which depend on only one
di,ℓ; this will be an advantage in the optimisation which is described next.

On the other hand, on the CPU most of the computational cost comes from generating a
full precision random normal increment Zi at each time step ; the other operations performed
to compute ∆Pℓ have a negligible cost. Hence noting CRNG the computational cost of one full
precision normal number we get Cℓ ≈ 2ℓCRNG. The improvement in our framework comes from the
fact that, at least on the first levels, CRNG is very large compared to C̃ℓ/N so using approximate
random variables on the FPGA and optimal bit-widths allows one to compute only a few expensive
CPU paths.

6 Global bit-width optimisation

In the previous sections we have determined a model of the error made at each level when com-
puting in low precision in fixed-point arithmetic and a model of the cost of each sample. In this
section we detail how to fix the optimal bit-widths di,ℓ of each variable i on each level ℓ such that
the overall cost (10) is minimised and the overall variance (11) is under a user-specified threshold.

As mentioned in Section 2 the total cost after the number of samples in the nested framework
were optimised is

ε−2

(
L∑

ℓ=0

√
ṼℓC̃ℓ +

√
V ∆
ℓ C∆

ℓ

)2

. (32)

We make the assumption that the variance Ṽℓ of the FPGA sample is approximately equal to
Vℓ , V[∆Pℓ]. Therefore it will be possible to compute it on the CPU before optimising the
bit-widths. The variance V ∆

ℓ of the correction term depends on the precision used in the FPGA
calculation and is approximated by Vindep(d1,ℓ, . . . , dmℓ,ℓ) as justified in the previous section.
Therefore the bit-widths of all variables of level ℓ can be optimised independently of the other
levels by minimising √

ṼℓC̃ℓ +
√
V ∆
ℓ C∆

ℓ . (33)

Then the number of samples that need to be generated to determine the variance and expectation
estimates can be derived analytically as shown in Section 2.

Note that this optimisation is independent of the overall desired accuracy ε, therefore the
bit-widths can be optimised off-line from time to time (for example once a month as the market
parameters evolve slowly), which saves the time of solving the optimisation problem on-line. The
on-line MLMC simulation is then similar to the classical MLMC algorithm described in [9], the

only difference being that we need to approximate two expectations at each level, E[∆̃P ℓ] and

E[∆Pℓ − ∆̃P ℓ].

6.1 Bit-width optimisation using a Lagrange multiplier

To optimise the bit-widths of all variables in the nested MLMC framework, at each level the aim
is to minimise the level cost (33) which, using the fact that Cℓ ≫ C̃ℓ, is approximated as

√
VℓC̃ℓ +

√
V ∆
ℓ Cℓ. (34)

To do this, we use a Lagrange multiplier approach. To give the intuition, minimising V ∆
ℓ (d)

subject to a fixed C̃ℓ(d) leads to the equation

∂V ∆
ℓ

∂di,ℓ
+ λ

∂C̃ℓ

∂di,ℓ
= 0 (35)
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Figure 3:
√
C̃/C +

√
Ṽ /V versus λ for levels 0 and 8.

for a value of the Lagrange multiplier λ which gives the desired C̃ℓ(d). Hence, the Lagrange
multiplier λ controls the trade-off between cost and variance. Note also that because of the form
of the variance bound (26) and cost (31), equation (35) gives a set of uncoupled nonlinear scalar
equations for each pair i, ℓ, which are easily solved to obtain di,ℓ.

Similarly, minimising (34) by equating its derivative to zero gives

√
Cℓ/V ∆

ℓ (d)
∂V ∆

ℓ

∂di,ℓ
+

√
Vℓ/C̃ℓ(d)

∂C̃ℓ

∂di,ℓ
= 0 (36)

so it is again of the form (35), where λ =
√
VℓV ∆

ℓ (d)/CℓC̃ℓ(d) gives the optimal trade-off between

cost and variance. The idea is therefore that given a guess of λ we solve iteratively a system for
the bit-widths di,ℓ, then update the value of λ until we reach the optimal solution of the overall
problem.

Figure 3 shows the level cost (34) versus λ for both uniform bit-widths and optimised bit-
widths. For each uniform bit-width from 4 to 16, it computes λ based on

∑

i

∂V ∆
ℓ

∂di,ℓ
+ λ

∑

i

∂C̃ℓ

∂di,ℓ
= 0 (37)

then uses this value of λ to determine initial values for di,ℓ by solving a system of equations. From
the solution, it determines the values of (34) for uniform and optimised bit-widths, which gives
the optimal cost over λ represented in Figure 3. Although we do not prove it formally we can
see that the the resulting function is convex which ensures the existence of an optimum. The
optimal value for λ is then determined by golden section search optimisation, giving the optimal
bit-widths shown in Figure 4, and the level cost ratios from Figure 5.

The numerical results in Figure 5 show that the cost factor for both uniform and optimised
bit-widths is smaller than 1 which means that the nested framework is cheaper than the standard
Multilevel Monte Carlo. Figure 5 also confirms that the optimisation method we suggest improves
the level cost compared to the best uniform bit-width choice.

The main limitation is that considering the increase of the bit widths over level, the assumption
C̃ℓ ≪ Cℓ might not be relevant for all levels as the cost of the fixed-point operations becomes
comparable to the cost of the path generation on the CPU. Despite this, the nested framework is
relevant at least on the first levels, which are the levels where most paths are computed, therefore
the framework offers important overall savings. For instance, compared to the standard MLMC
algorithm, our Figure 5 shows a factor 7 in computational cost savings at level 0 and a factor 5
at level 1. Our experiment shows that the cost per time step and per sample on the FPGA with
optimised bit-widths would be 41 for level 0 and 277 for level 1, while the value of the cost per
time step and per sample on the CPU (= Cℓ/N) is CRNG = 104.
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6.2 Rounding the bit-widths to integer values

The next step is then rounding the bit-widths to positive integers in order to configure the fixed-
point variables. In practice we observed for the single level case that the Lagrange multiplier
approach was good enough compared to several integer programming approaches that we tested
to optimise the bit-widths. The solution from the Lagrange multiplier approach is real and can be
rounded as follows. For each level ℓ and each variable i, first round down the solution to d∗i,ℓ = di,ℓ
and compute the ratio

ri,ℓ =
Vindep(d

∗
1,ℓ, . . . , d

∗
i,ℓ, . . .)− Vindep(d

∗
1,ℓ, . . . , d

∗
i,ℓ + 1, . . .)

C̃(d∗1,ℓ, . . . , d
∗
i,ℓ + 1, . . .)− C̃(d∗1,ℓ, . . . , d

∗
i,ℓ, . . .)

. (38)

Then order the ratios in decreasing order and add one bit to the variables with the highest ratio
until the constraint on the error is satisfied. This heuristic performs well and is guaranteed to
obtain a feasible solution.

However in the following subsection we chose to keep the bit-widths equal to the real solution
in order to analyse the overall trends.

6.3 Discussion on bit-width trends

In order to explain the evolution of the bit-widths we use a similar approach to [23] to estimate
the size of the fixed-point variables : assume that h≪

√
h and σ, r, S0, Zi = O(1), then we obtain

con2, mul1, sum1, mul2 ∼
√
h (39)

con1 ∼ h (40)

S ∼ 1. (41)

The takeaway is that the variables Si are the largest. Moreover we know that they are used in
an addition at the end of each time step calculation, which explains why these variables need the
largest bit-widths in order to avoid introducing extra errors and why their bit-width increases at
each level as the timestep increments and the MLMC correction ∆Pℓ become smaller.

In Figure 4, the order and slope of the bit-widths over levels are consistent with the order of
the operations in the path generation and with the size of each variable.

Moreover looking at the variance factors 1
12E[x̄

2
i ]4

ei,ℓ in Figure 6, for variables S and mul2
we notice that the factors are approximately multiplied by 2 at every level. Therefore, using the
fact that dS,ℓ+1 = dS,ℓ + 1 is equivalent to division by 4 in the corresponding squared rounding
error, the bound on the average error E[S̄2

i δS
2
i ] is divided by 2 at every level. In fact a similar

argument can be used for the error coming from mul2 and numerically Figure 7 confirms that
all variables give a similar evolution in the squared errors. This is a very important observation
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because it shows that the portion of the overall error due to a certain variable is constant over
levels. In other words, to leading order, all errors are roughly of the same size. This is intuitive
because if an error was ”disproportionately” small, there would be potential for cost savings with
a small increase in the error.

As a consequence, if we sum the independent errors in Figure 7 and compare that to the
Figure 4 from [23], this shows that adapting the precision of the variables over levels allows us to
keep improving the accuracy of the low precision estimate as the time step tends to 0. On the
contrary, if the bit-widths in the low precision path generation were fixed, starting at a certain
level, the accuracy would decrease. Indeed in the fixed precision case the rounding error at each
time step of the Euler-Maruyama scheme is of order O(h−12eS,ℓ−dS,ℓ) [1, 23] (neglecting the effect
of approximate random variables) so for large time steps the net error in SN is dominated by the
time step, however for small time steps the rounding errors due to the finite precision are relatively
large. Therefore our framework not only allocates the relevant number of bits to each variable
within a level but also ensures that the precision evolves with level such that the net error evolves
like the time step h.
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7 Conclusion and future directions

In this paper we proposed a nested MLMC framework that offers important computational savings
by performing most calculations in low precision and exploiting approximate random normal
variables for the low precision path calculations. The low precision calculations could be performed
in fixed precision on an FPGA for greater efficiency, and we suggested a procedure to optimise
the bit-widths of every variable at each Monte Carlo level. This is an important improvement
over previous mixed precision MLMC frameworks which held the lower precision fixed [23] or
defined uniform bit-width at every level heuristically [3]. Our numerical results suggest that for
the first levels our procedure reduces the cost at these levels by a factor 5 or 7. Hence the overall
savings are significant since most paths are calculated on the first levels. Our approach would be
even more efficient for the Milstein scheme because its higher order strong convergence leads to a
greater proportion of the computational costs being on the coarsest levels.

The next stage of the research project will be to implement the RNG methods and the nested
framework on FPGAs to determine the hardware requirements and confirm the extent of the
computational savings. It would also be good to compare the performance benefits to using
half-precision floating point arithmetic on GPUs or CPUs for the low-accuracy computations.
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