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ON THE CONVERGENCE OF ADAPTIVE APPROXIMATIONS
FOR STOCHASTIC DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS

JAMES FOSTER* AND ANDRAZ JELINCIC*

Abstract. In this paper, we study numerical approximations for stochastic differential equations
(SDEs) that use adaptive step sizes. In particular, we consider a general setting where decisions to
reduce step sizes are allowed to depend on the future trajectory of the underlying Brownian motion.
Since these adaptive step sizes may not be previsible, the standard mean squared error analysis
cannot be directly applied to show that the numerical method converges to the solution of the SDE.
Building upon the pioneering work of Gaines and Lyons, we shall instead use rough path theory to
establish convergence for a wide class of adaptive numerical methods on general Stratonovich SDEs
(with sufficiently smooth vector fields). To our knowledge, this is the first convergence guarantee that
applies to standard solvers, such as the Milstein and Heun methods, with non-previsible step sizes.
In our analysis, we require the sequence of adaptive step sizes to be nested and the SDE solver to
have unbiased Lévy area terms in its Taylor expansion. We conjecture that for adaptive SDE solvers
more generally, convergence is still possible provided the scheme does not introduce “Lévy area bias”.
We present a simple example where the step size control can skip over previously considered times,
resulting in the numerical method converging to an incorrect limit (i.e. not the Stratonovich SDE).
Finally, we conclude with an experiment demonstrating the accuracy of Heun’s method and a newly
introduced Splitting Path-based Runge-Kutta scheme (SPaRK) when used with adaptive step sizes.
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1. Introduction. Stochastic differential equations (SDEs) have seen widespread
use in the physical, engineering and social sciences for describing random systems.
Examples of SDEs can be found within finance [3, 55, 62], biology [1, 4, 36, 67], physics
[13, 42, 50, 63] and, more recently, in data science [8, 9, 12, 19, 33, 39, 46, 47, 65, 69].
However, just as for ordinary differential equations (ODEs), solutions of SDEs are
rarely obtainable in closed form, and numerical methods are often required in practice.

In such applications, this is typically done through Monte Carlo simulation, where
numerical solutions are computed using independently generated random variables
(for example, corresponding to the increments of the underlying Brownian motion).
By independently generating multiple numerical solutions, one can then use a Monte
Carlo estimator to compute quantities relating to the average behaviour of the SDE.
As motivation for this paper, we note that the status quo is to propagate numerical
solutions of SDEs forwards in time using a fixed step size, whereas so-called “adaptive”
step sizes have seen great success for discretizing ODEs (see [26, Section I1.4] and [64]).
We refer the reader to the book [28] for an accessible introduction to SDE numerics.

—

Numerical

(Discretized) Brownian motion Method (Discretized) SDE Solution

Fic. 1. In the Monte Carlo paradigm, Brownian motion is discretized and then mapped to a
numerical solution of the SDE. Despite the random fluctuations of underlying Brownian motion,
which can occasionally be very large, numerical methods for SDEs typically only use fized step sizes.
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2 J. FOSTER AND A. JELINCIC

In this paper, we will study numerical methods with adaptive step size control
for general Stratonovich SDEs of the form:

(1.1) dy: = f(ye)dt + g(yr) o AWy,

where y = {y; }se[0,77 is an R°-valued process, W = (Wl... W) = {Witie[o,r s a
d-dimensional Brownian motion, the vector fields f: R® — R¢ and g = (g1, ,94) :
R¢ — R**? are sufficiently smooth and g(y;) o dW; is understood as Zg=1 gi(y¢) odW.

In [21], Gaines and Lyons consider adaptive step size controls for SDE simulation
where the current “candidate” step size hy at time t; may be halved depending on the
increment of the underlying Brownian motion W, 4, —W;, sampled over [ty, t +h].
This approach is intuitive since it can allow the numerical method for (1.1) to adapt to
the “large” fluctuations of Brownian motion which, despite having a low probability,
can significantly increase the overall approximation error. However, such adaptive step
sizes are clearly non-previsible and therefore carry theoretical and practical challenges.
To address these challenges, Gaines and Lyons made the following key contributions.

e Using Lévy’s well-known construction of Brownian motion, a tree structure called
the Brownain tree was proposed for the generation and storage of Brownian paths.
The first level stores increments of Brownian motion over intervals of a fixed size,
whereas subsequent levels are dynamically created whenever the Brownian motion
is sampled at midpoints within the intervals. Thus, the finest discretization of the
Brownian path, which is used to compute a numerical solution of the SDE (1.1),
is stored at the lowest level of the tree. We illustrate a Brownian tree in Figure 2.
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Fi1G. 2. If an SDE solver has an adaptive step size control that can only halve step sizes, then it
naturally corresponds to a nested sequence of partitions with increments stored in a Brownian tree.
Of course, as the mesh of these partitions tends to zero, we would hope the approximation converges.

In (scientific) machine learning, computing the gradient of a loss functions with
respect to the parameters of a differential equation can be memory intensive [56].
As a consequence, memory-efficient extensions of the Brownian tree have been
developed, such as the Virtual Brownian Tree [34, 46] and Brownian Interval [38].

e Separate from the practical challenge of implementing numerical methods for SDEs
with adaptive step sizes, there is a “simple” theoretical question to be addressed:

Do numerical methods for SDEs with non-previsible adaptive step sizes converge?
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It was show in [21, Theorem 4.3] that pathwise convergence in the adaptive step
size setting does still hold provided that the numerical solution Y = {Y}} satisfies

d trt1 ) ) .
Yir = Yk+f(Yk)hk+g(Yk)Wk+ Z g;(Yk)gz(Yk)J (W}Wt’k) Othj+O(hk),

i,5=1 ty

where Wy := Wy, ,, — Wy, and hy := tg41 —1t; denote the Brownian increment and
step size used to propagate the numerical solution Yj over the interval [y, tg11].

e To motivate this pathwise convergence result, Gaines and Lyons present a simple
counterexample [21, Section 4.1] demonstrating that the Euler-Maruyama method,
which clearly does not satisfy the above condition, can converge to an incorrect
(i.e. not Itd) solution of the SDE when the adaptive step sizes are non-previsible.

Therefore, it is proposed in [21] that second iterated integrals of Brownian motion
should be finely discretized (with o(hy) accuracy) to ensure the SDE solver converges.
As a consequence, following [21], research has focused on either previsible step sizes
[14, 29, 30, 41, 52], non-previsible adaptive step sizes for restricted classes of SDEs
[5, 6, 18, 32, 34, 49, 57, 60] or adaptive high order schemes with iterated integrals [2].

In this paper, we argue that such integrals are not needed and traditional methods,

such as the no-area Milstein and Heun methods, do converge with adaptive step sizes.
To this end, we shall present an informal version of our main result, Theorem 2.19.

THEOREM 1.1 (Convergence of adaptive SDE approximations, informal version).
Suppose that the vector fields of the SDE (1.1) are bounded and twice differentiable
with bounded derivatives. In addition, we assume the second derivatives are a-Hélder
continuous with « € (0,1). We make the following assumptions about the SDE solver:
1. Let Y = {Y},} denote a numerical solution of (1.1) where Yy := yo and each step
Yi — Yii1, between times ty, and tii1, is a function of the (random) quantities:

tht1 t—tg J
(1.2) hi = tgr1 — ti, Wy = {J () th} , 2z €R™,
tr tk+1 _tk 0<j<q

where hy, s the step size used, ¢ = 0 and the random vector zj is assumed to be
independent from the Brownian motion. For example, z; could be the additional
uniform random variable used within so-called “randomized” numerical methods
[27, 31, 40, 51, 61]. In addition, we assume that each step of the method satisfies

(1.3) Yir1 = Yo + f(Ye)hi + g(Yi) Wy

d ther , ,
+ ) g;(Yk)gi(Yk)E[J (Wth’k)oth]‘Wk]
t

ij=1 k

+ Rk<kahkawkuzk)a
where the remainder Ry, is assumed to be small so that Ry, ~ o(hy) almost surely.

2. Given an initial (random) partition Dy on [0,T], we define a sequence {D,} of
nested partitions inductively by

(1.4) Dyi1 = R(E(Dn, W)).
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where £ gives the required information (1.2) about W with respect to the partition,

hy = tgy1 — te, 2z € R™,
st fome TG Vo L
k th th+1—tk t 0<j<

<q

and R maps a given partition to a finer partition, that is D, C R(E (Dn,W)).
We also assume the sequence {D,,} satisfies lim,,_,o, mesh(D,,) = 0 almost surely.

The “refinement” map R represents the adaptive step size control for the solver
which, when given a partition D, , may add steps based on only the information
about the Brownian motion that was generated with respect to D,, (see Figure 2).

Then, letting Y™ denote the numerical solution computed over D, = {t} }x>0, we have
Sl;p HYkn - y(tZ)HQ - 07

as n — 0 almost surely, where || - |2 denotes the standard Euclidean norm.

Remark 1.2. The condition (1.3) is much less restrictive than [21, Equation (4.6)]
since it does not require the second iterated integrals of the Brownian motion to be
finely discretized with o(h) accuracy. In practice, (1.3) can be verified as, for example,

tht1 ) ) . 1 .
(1.5) ]E[L (Wi = W) odw} ‘Wk] = SWiw.

k

th41 . . . 1 . . . ) . .
(1.6) EUt (Wi — W) o dWy ’Wk,Hk] = SWiW + HLW] - WiH],

k

where Hj, = t’f“ (l*ﬁ) dW; ~ N(0, & hy 1) is independent of W, [17, Theorem 5.4].

t,  \2 12
Intuitively, the fact that these approximations are conditional expectations enables us

to employ certain martingale arguments for establishing convergence in our analysis.
Otherwise, the O(h) local errors may propagate linearly and give a global O(1) error.

To support the above remark, we give a few examples of SDE solvers which satisfy
the condition (1.3) and have an embedded method to enable adaptive step size control.
Of course, these are not extensive and we hope that our general convergence analysis
will enable the development of further solvers with non-previsible adaptive step sizes.

1.1. Examples of adaptive numerical methods. We introduce the notation
— T
(1.7) Fly):==(fy) 9(y)., Wi=(t W) ,
so that the SDE (1.1) can be rewritten as a simpler “controlled” differential equation:
(18) dyt = F(yt) o th
To define our examples of adaptive numerical methods, we also introduce the notation

(1.9) Wi = (hk Wk)T, Hy = (0 Hk)Ta

where Hy, := §,"" (4 — ;L) dW, = & (0 (W, = W, — S5 W) dt ~ N (0, S I) is

th 2 ty
the “space-time” Lévy area of Brownian motion on [tg,¢x+1], see [20, Definition 3.5].
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We now present a few straightforward numerical methods that are compatible
with the class of adaptive step size controls satisfying the conditions of Theorem 1.1.

Due to their popularity in ODE numerics, we propose embedded methods which
output Yx41 alongside another approximation Yy from (Y, hx, W, 2x) at each step
(often by reusing vector field evaluations). The difference between Y; 11 and ;1 may
then serve as a proxy for the local error and used by the adaptive step size controller.
For example, the decision to halve a step size hy can simply be made if | Vi1 — Yiq1]2
is above a user-specified tolerance. In particular, this should improve accuracy when
“large” Brownian increments W, are generated (which happens with low probability).

Whilst [21] showed that the Euler-Maruyama method may fail to converge to the
1t6 SDE solution when used with an adaptive step size, our main result establishes
the convergence of the following “increment only” Milstein method introduced in [22].

DEFINITION 1.3 (No-area Milstein method with embedded Euler for It6 SDEs).
We define a numerical solution {Yy} for the below SDE (understood in the Ito sense)

(1.10) dyr = f(ye)dt + g(y.)dWr,

by Yy :=yo and, for k = 0, we define Yi+1 and the embedded approximation }N/;H_l as

(1.11) }ka+1 =Y, + f(Yk)hk + g(Yk)Wk,
1
(1.12) Vi1 =Y + f(Ye) e + g(Yi) Wi, + ig’(Yk)g(Yk) (W — hy ).

Remark 1.4. To apply our main result, we rewrite (1.10) as a Stratonovich SDE:

~

dy, = f(ye)dt + g(y.) o dWy,

where f(y) := f(y)— 1 Z?Zl 9:(y)gi(y) is obtained via the It6-Stratonovich correction.
Then the no-area Milstien method given by (1.12) simplifies and can be expressed as

- 1
Yit1 =Yy + f(Ye) i + g(Yi) Wi + Eg’(Yk)g(Yk)W,gm.

By equations (1.3) and (1.5), with Ry = 0, it is clear the above has the required form.

To our knowledge, the following are the first embedded stochastic Runge-Kutta
methods for general SDEs (see [59, 60] for examples with scalar or additive noise).
We first consider a multidimensional extension of the Heun scheme proposed in [58].

DEFINITION 1.5 (Heun’s method with embedded Euler-Maruyama). Using the
notation in (1.7) and (1.9), we define a numerical solution {Yy} for the SDE (1.8) as

(1.13) ?k-&-l =Y. + F(Yk)Wk,
1 ~ _
(1.14) Vis1 :=Yi + 5(F(Yk) + F(Yi1)) W,

for k=0 with Yy :=yo.

In addition, we shall introduce a new stochastic Runge-Kutta method that uses
space-time Lévy area Hj to achieve a slightly better local accuracy than traditional
“increment only” schemes, including Heun’s method (see Appendix A for details).
For additive noise SDEs, the proposed scheme becomes high order and achieves an
O(h'®) strong convergence rate (i.e. when the noise vector fields g; are constant).
This scheme was inspired by a recent path-based splitting method [16, Example 1.3].
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DEFINITION 1.6 (Splitting Path Runge-Kutta (SPaRK) with embedded Heun).
We define a numerical solution {Yy} for the SDE (1.8) by Yy := yo and, for allk = 0,

1. _ _
Yk+% = Yk+F(Yk) <2Wk+\/§Hk>, Ly 1= Yk+F(Yk+%)Wk,

~ 1 —_
(1.15) Vi = Yo+ 5 (F(Y) + F(Zrs)) Wi,

(1.16) Yip1:=Yp + F(Yk) (aWk + Hk) + bF(Yk+%)Wk + F(Zk_H) (aWk - Fk),

where a = 3=3 and b= g

6

Further details on this stochastic Runge-Kutta method is given in Appendix A.
In particular, the improved local accuracy of (1.16) over Heun’s method is detailed.
However, the formulation of the above (embedded) Runge-Kutta methods is only one
component of the SDE solver — the other being an algorithm for controlling step sizes.

For example, we could consider the following simple adaptive step size control,
though we emphasise that our analysis (Theorem 2.19) holds more generally, provided
the associated sequence of partitions is nested and has its mesh size converging to zero.

DEFINITION 1.7 (A simple step size control for embedded Runge-Kutta methods).
Let hinit, C > 0 be fized user-specified constants (corresponding to the initial step size
and local error tolerance). Then we depth-first recursively construct a Brownian tree,
with the n-th level containing Brownian information on intervals of size hip; /2™, until

(1.17) |Yis1 = Yisr], < OV,

holds for all k = 0, where the numerical solution Y = {Yi}r>o0 is constructed using
the information of the Brownian motion provided by the leaves of the Brownian tree.

Remark 1.8. In SDE numerics, it is common to consider mean squared errors.
Informally speaking, in the constant step size regime, a local mean squared error of
O(hP) gives a global mean squared error of O(hP~1) (see [50, Theorem 1.1] for details).
Therefore, if we would like the global error to be less than € > 0, then we would expect
local mean squared errors to be at most O(eh). This motivates the estimator (1.17)
since we expect Y11 — XN/;CHH% to be a good proxy for the local mean squared error.

1.2. Organisation of the paper. In Section 2, we will establish our main
convergence result (Theorem 2.19) for a wide class of adaptive SDEs approximations.
The central idea in our proof methodology is to employ rough path theory and first
show that piecewise polynomial approximations of Brownian motion converge in the
p-variation metric along a sequence of nested partitions satisfying certain properties.
This argument is a natural extension of the analysis presented in [68, Section 13.3.2],
which presents similar results for piecewise linear approximations of Brownian motion
that are defined along a sequence of partitions that are both nested and deterministic.

Once we have convergence in p-variation for piecewise polynomial approximations,
we can then apply the well-known Universal Limit Theorem from rough path theory
to show that the corresponding sequence of Controlled Differential Equations (CDEs)
converges to the solution of the (Stratonovich) SDE. We show that this convergence is
preserved even when small o(h) local perturbations are added to the CDE solutions.
By considering the local Taylor expansion of the CDEs between discretization times,
we obtain the condition (1.3) from Theorem 1.1 for the numerical method to satisfy.
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We conclude Section 2 by showing the no-area Milstein, Heun and Splitting Path
Runge-Kutta (SPaRK) methods in Section 1.1 satisfy the convergence condition (1.3).

In Section 3, we give an example demonstrating that without nested partitions,
an adaptive step size control can induce a non-zero bias which prevents convergence.
Here, the decision to reduce a step size is based on whether it increases the value of
the numerical solution. In particular, step sizes can “skip over” known values of W.
Ultimately, this leads to an approximation with an incorrect mean, even in the limit.

In Section 4, we present an experiment comparing methods with different step size
controls for the well-known SABR! model used in mathematical finance [7, 11, 25, 44].
The SABR model describes the evolution of an interest (or exchange) rate S = {S;}
whose local volatility o = {0} is also stochastic. It is given by the following It6 SDE:

(118) dSt =/ 1-— pQUt(St)ﬁthl + pO't(St)ﬁth27
doy = aatde,

where W is a standard two-dimensional Brownian motion and «, 3, p are parameters.
For simplicity, we will set &« = 1 and 8 = p = 0. In Stratonovich form, (1.18) becomes

(1.19) dSy = oy 0 AW},
1
doy = fiatdt + os 0 thz.

Despite its simple form, the SDE (1.19) is challenging to accurately discretize since

its Taylor expansion contains the non-Gaussian stochastic integral of W1 against W2,
t+At

(1.20)  Sprar =S+ o (Whia — W) + atf (WF = W2) odW, + Rau(t),

t

where the remainder is Ra:(t) = ot S?At (e—%(u—f)-FWi—Wf —(1+W2=W2))odW,..
Therefore by (1.20), approximating Siya: using one step of Heun’s method, with a
sufficiently small step size, will result in a mean squared error of ;o7 (At)2 +O((At)?).
As a consequence, we would expect that the overall accuracy of a numerical method
can be improved by decreasing At if oy when large and increasing At when oy is small.
More specifically, in our experiment, we observe that previsible step sizes of the form
At = log(1+ Co; %) give a faster convergence rate which is linear instead of O(v/At).
We also demonstrate that the same first order convergence rate can be observed when
local mean squared errors are estimated via an embedded Runge-Kutta method and
used by a standard “Proportional-Integral” (PI) adaptive step size controller [6, 32].

In Section 5, we conclude the paper and discuss potential areas of future research.
Among the areas of future research, we would like to extend our convergence analysis
to a multidimensional extension of the stochastic Runge-Kutta method proposed in
[58] (which can be viewed as a “Heun’s method for I1t6 SDEs”). This would then enable
general [t6 SDEs to be solved with non-previsible step sizes, but without explicitly
requiring vector field derivatives — which is the case for the no-area Milstein method.

1.3. Notation. In this subsection, we summarise the notation used in the paper.
We use || - ||2 to denote the usual Euclidean norm. For a sequence of random variables
{X,} in a probability space (€2, F,P), we say X,, — X in L?(P) if Ep[|X,—X|3] — 0.
For w: Ry — R4, we say that w(h) ~ o(h) if wTh) — 0 as h — 0 and w(h) ~ O(h?)
with p > 0, if there exists a constant C' such that w(h) < Ch® for sufficiently small h.

IStochstic Alpha-Beta-Rho
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Throughout, W' = {W; };¢[0,77 Will be a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion.

For a sequence of (random) nested partitions {D,,} of [0, T], we use wn = {WN/ﬁ}te[QT]
to denote a piecewise polynomial approximation of W defined with respect to D,,.
Most notably, this can be the usual piecewise linear discretization (see [20] for details).
We write increments of the paths as Wy ; := W, — W and W;’t = Wt" - f/IV/;L for s < t.

We will denote SDE solutions by y = {:}se[0,7] and CDE solutions by " or ™.
Each partition can be expressed as D, = {0 = tf <t} < - <ty | <ty =T}
or {Dn} = {h}}o<k<k, where K,, > 1 and h} := t},, — t} represents the step size.
We often use the shorthand notation Wy, := Wy, ., — W;, when defining numerical
methods — which are denoted by Y = {Y} }x>0. Similarly, we write Hy ~ N (0, f—zhk 1)
for the space-time Lévy area of Brownian motion on [ty tx41], see [20, Definition 3.5].

Given a random vector X, we let o(X) denote the o-algebra generated by X.
Filtrations are denoted by {F,} or {G,} and give information about W and partitions.
Blackboard bold symbols lie in R4*?, such as iterated integrals of Brownian motion
W = { Si Wi, odWi}Ki i<d’ Bold symbols lie in the tensor algebra RORI@RI*9,
such as the Stratonovich enhanced Brownian motion W = (Wi} ={(Q, W, ., W)}

We use ® to denote the usual tensor product with a ® b := {a; bj}lgm-gd € Rdxd
for vectors a = {a;}%_, and b = {b;}{_, in R%. In particular, we can use this notation
to define the iterated integrals W ; := Sz W, ® 0dW,, and W?t = Si W:u ® dWS
In addition, there will be also notation for rough paths X and Y (see Definition 2.9).
This includes the a-Hélder norm | X |[4-me1;[s,t), the a-Holder metric do.-psifs,¢) (X, Y)

and the p-variation metric dy yar;jo17(X,Y), where o € (3,1) and p = 1 € (2,3).

For a vector X = (1, X,X) e RORI®R*?, we also define | X | := max (| X|2, HXHQ%)

2. Main result. To begin, we will first establish the “rough path” convergence
of piecewise polynomial approximations along nested partitions to Brownian motion.
However, unlike [68, Section 13.3.2], which our analysis is based on, we will consider a
sequence of nested partitions that may depend non-trivially on the Brownian motion.
Since they correspond to an adaptive solver and we wish to use martingale arguments,
we construct the next partition as a function of only the information generated about
the Brownian motion with respect to the current partition. We note that this strategy
for showing convergence was originally proposed in the doctoral thesis [15, Chapter 6].
That said, in this paper, we consider a more general class of adaptive approximations
as we allow dependence on random variables independent of the Brownian motion.
To define the corresponding sequence of partitions, we make the following definitions:

DEFINITION 2.1 (Enhancement function). For a d-dimensional Brownian motion
W and a partition D = {hy} of [0,T], we consider the functions Ey and Ez given by

o et {7 (Y] )

. te+1 — tk
(22) EZ({hk},W) = {(hk,zk) 2 € Rm},

where g € {0,1---} and zi is a random vector in R™, with m > 1, that only depends
on the Brownian motion W through the information contained in O’(gw({hk}7W)).
By combining functions (2.1) and (2.2), we define the “enhancement” function £ as

(2.3) E({hi}, W) = Ew ({ha}, W) L Ez ({hr}, W).
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DEFINITION 2.2 (Refinement function associated with an adaptive SDE solver).
Let D be the set of partitions on [0,T], which we can express in terms of step sizes as

N-1
D := {{hk}0<k<N : hk > O7 Z hk =T and N = 1},
k=0

where {hy} corresponds to the partition {0 =ty < - - <ty =T} with h = tg41 — tg.
Similarly, we define the set of enhanced partitions on [0,T] as

25 = {{(hk,wk)}, {(hk, Zk)} : {hk} € D, Wy € (Rd)>1 and 2K € Rm},
where (RY)>1 is a Buclidean space RPY with p > 1. A refinement function R is a map
R:D— D,

such that the times {tx} associated with the partition {hy} are contained in R({hy,-}).
That is, R({hk, : }) is a refinement of the input partition {hy} for any {wg} and {zx}.

DEFINITION 2.3 (Partitions and filtrations defined using the refinement function).
Let £ and R denote the enhancement and refinement functions given by Definitions
2.1 and 2.2. Given a standard Brownian motion W = {Wi}iero,r7 and a random
ingtial partition Do, we will define a sequence {D,} of nested partitions inductively by

(2.4) Dpi1 = R(E(Dn, W)).

We define a sequence of o-algebras {F,} by Fo := U(E(Do, W)) and for each n = 0,
(2.5) Farr = o(Fa 0 E(Dasr, W)).

Since {F,} is clearly an increasing sequence of o-algebras, it is therefore a filtration.
We will also define another filtration {G, } by Gg := 0(52 (DO,W)) and for eachn = 0,

(26) gn+1 = J(gn V) EZ (Dn+1 y W))

Having defined a sequence of partitions and the associated filtrations, we now
show the limiting filtration contains all the information about the Brownian motion.
To do so, we first identify F,, as just the o-algebra containing information about W
with respect to D,,, with the additional independent random vectors contained in G,, .

PROPOSITION 2.4 (Filtration captures path information on the finest partition).
Let {F,} and {G,} be the filtrations given by (2.5) and (2.6) in Definition 2.3. Then

(2.7) F = a(gw (D, W) U gn).

Proof. We assume (2.7) for some n and aim to show F11 = 0 (E(Dpg1, W) UGy).
Since Dyy1 = R(E(Dyn,W)), we see that D,,11 is a refinement of the partition D, .
Therefore, by merging a finite number of subintervals in D, 1, we can obtain D,,.
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Suppose we merge the subintervals [s,u] and [u,t]. Then, for j € {0, -+ ,q}, we have

t _ J u _ J t . 7
J (T s) dWT:f (T s) th+J (T S) aw,
s \t—s s \t—s w \t—s

Joru s Nd CNT s N
) o () [ G2) o
s \uU—Ss t—s w \t—u
J ru _ J
J (7’ S) dw,
s U=

(=00 [y

In other words, the integrals {Sz (Z:j)deT 0 <7 < q} can be recovered from

{00 (=2 )j dW, } and { SZ F(;:Z)J dW, }. Moreover, since Dy, 1 is a refinement of D, ,
we can recover the information contained in J(SW (Dn , W)) from J(SW (Dn+1 , W))

Hence, the o-algebras depending on W (i.e. without G,,) would lead to a filtration as

»

(2.8) O'(gw (Dn,W)) < O'(SW (Dn+17W)).
Thus, by “expanding” F, 41 using its definition and the induction hypothesis, we have

Fni1 = a(]-"n U 5(Dn+1,W))
— o ((Ew(Das W) L Gn) U (Ew(Dos1, W) U Ex (Dusa, W)
= 0(gw(Dn+1,W) u G, u SZ(DHH,W))
= 0(5W (Dn+1 , W) U gnﬂ).

The result now follows by induction as Fy := 0(8 (DO, W)), Go := a(é'g (DO,W)). 0

PROPOSITION 2.5. Let {D,} be the sequence of partitions given by Definition 2.3
and suppose that mesh(Dy,,) — 0 almost surely. Then Fo :=|J,>0 Fn s given by

(2.9) Foo = U({Wt 1te [O,T]} U goo)7

where Gy 1= Un;O Gn.
. . tot1 [ t—t J

Proof. Since the enhancement function produces Wy = {St; (m) th},
we see that Wy contains the Brownian motion’s increment SZ:“ 1dWy = Wy, — Wy,

For any fixed t € [0, T], we can find the largest time point ¢,, € D,, such that ¢, < t.
As 0 <t —t, <mesh(D,), it follows from the assumption that ¢, — t almost surely.
Moreover, since Brownian motion is continuous almost surely, we have W, — W,
almost surely and we can thus obtain W; from Fy. That is, (T(Wt :te 0, T]) C Foo.
It is also clear from the definitions of the filtrations that G,, < F,, and thus G, € F.

On the other hand, since W has finite p-variation almost surely, where p > 2,
it follows that the Riemann-Stieltjes integrals {Szf“ (tk:it_"tk)] dW,} exist and are

uniquely determined by W. Thus, we have F,, < O’({Wt}te[QT] U goo), as required. O

Having now established the above key properties of the filtration F = {F,},>0,
we will proceed to show that the corresponding sequence of (adaptive) approximations

{VT/”},LZ o converges to Brownian motion on the interval [0,T] in a rough path sense.
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2.1. Rough path convergence of piecewise polynomial approximations.
In order to show that our approximations of Brownian motion converge in a rough
path sense (i.e. p-variation), we will first perform a standard mean squared analysis.

THEOREM 2.6 (Nested piecewise unbiased approximations of Brownian motion).
Let {D,,} denote the sequence of partitions and {F,} the corresponding filtration given
by Definition 2.3. Moreover, we will assume (2.7) and mesh(D,,) — 0 almost surely.

We define a sequence of approximations {W”} of Brownian motion as
(2.10) Wi = E[W; | Fn].

Then for t € [0,T], W — W; almost surely and

(2.11) E| (W7 - w)*| —o0.

Proof. As F, is a filtration, it follows that {W"} = {E[W | F,]} is a martingale.

Moreover, each Wn is square-integrable as by Jensen’s inequality and the tower law,
E|(W7)?] = E[E[W: | 7]’ | < E[E[W2| F.]| = E[W?] =+

Therefore, by Doob’s martingale convergence theorem, we have that for each t € [0, T,

(2.12) E[Wy | Fo] = E[W | Fo],

almost surely and in L?(P). Since mesh(D,,) — 0 almost surely, we can see that
O'(Wt :te|o, T]) C Fo by Proposition 2.4. The result now directly follows by (2.12).
It is worth noting that any additional information given by G,, is independent of W,
and therefore will have no effect on the conditional expectations within our proof. O

Remark 2.7. If ¢ = 0, then W,, = {W;,,, — W,,} and each W™ is the piecewise
linear path that agrees with the Brownian motion W at the discretization points {t,}
given by the partition D,,. More generally, Wnisa piecewise degree ¢ polynomial that
matches the “moment” information of W on D,, (see [20, Theorem 2.4] for details).

In order to utilise results from rough path theory, we extend the above theorem to
include the second iterated integrals of Brownian motion (or equivalent Lévy areas).

THEOREM 2.8 (Convergence of nested unbiased approximations for Lévy area).

Let {T/IN/”} denote the sequence of piecewise polynomial approximations for W given
by Theorem 2.6. With the same definitions and assumptions used in Propositions 2.4
and 2.5, we consider the following sequence of approximate Lévy areas {A%,} on [s,t].

t o t o
e [ @y a@ey - [ @ a@y|
s s 1<i,j<d
where 0 < s <t < T and WST = Wﬁ — Wﬁ denotes the path increment of W™. Then
there exists a random variable gs,t such that Egﬁt — ﬁs,t almost surely and in L*(P).

Furthermore As: coincides almost surely with the “Lévy area” of Brownian motion,

t t
(2.13) Agy = { J W!, odW] — J Wi, o dwg} ,

1<i,j<d

where W := W, — W.
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Proof. When i = j, we see that (ﬁgt)” A”t = 0 and there is nothing to prove.

Since (ﬁgt)i’] = (Aft)J " and Ay} = — ALY, it suffices to consider the case i < j.
Let n = 0 be fixed and suppose ¢ and ty+1 are adjacent points in the partition D, .
We first note the following four properties about Brownian motion:

1. Brownian motion has independent increments that are normally distributed.
Thus {W4, ¢ }tefty, tr..] 15 independent of {Wi}iero,¢,] and {Wi, ¢ p,.r,77-

2. Brownian motion has independent coordinate processes. That is, when ¢ # 7,
W* and W7 are independent.

3. For ¢ > 0, the process t — %Wczt has the same law as a Brownian motion.
4. For a fixed ¢ > 0, the process {Wt - IE[WJ{S; sldWS}o<l<q]}te[0.1] is a

centered Gaussian process on [0, 1] and is independent of { Sé sd dWs}O<j<q'
This is a direct consequence of a polynomial expansion of Brownian motion
(see, for example, [20, Theorem 2.2] or [24, Proposition 1.3] for such details).

Since the information currently known about W is given in F,, = 0(5 (Dn , W) U gn),
and D,, contains no further subintervals of [k, tx+1] for adjacent times ¢y, tx1 € Dy,
it follows from the first and fourth properties of Brownian motion that

tht1
J HdWQOslgq}
t

k

W@k:Ebmm

for t € [tg, tg+1]. In addition, it directly follows from the last three properties that
the i-th and j-th coordinates of

1
{m (Wtkv(thrl—tk)t

1
l
- E[Wtkv(thrl—tk)t J ((thrl - tk)t) AWty —tiye 0 S T < m])} )
0

te[0,1]

are independent centered Gaussian processes. Hence, the i-th and j-th coordinates of

1 ~
{ ot tn (tht(tkﬂ—tk) - Wtii(%ﬂ-%)) }te[o,l]’

are independent centered Gaussian processes. As before, we note that any additional
information in G, is independent of W and does not affect conditional expectations.
Therefore, it follows that {W} }ieri, tpa] a0d {W7 }iepe, 1,11 are Fn-conditionally
independent processes and

W = E[Wi, o | Fa].

Thus for a sequence of uniform partitions {A,,} of [s, t] with mesh(A,,) — 0, we have

|: 2 tl tiy1

tlEAnL

]:n] = Z E Stl ] [Wtz,tz+1|]:”]

tlEA-m

(2.14) = Z ( stl) (th7tl+1)l.

teN,
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Since It6 integrals can be defined as the limit of their Riemann sum approximations,
with convergence taking place is in the standard L?(P) sense, it follows that

t 2
E[<]E|: Z W;thtjzytZH ‘7:”] _E[J W;,u de ]:n:|> ]
tiEA M s
. . t ) ) 2
SE[(E[ Z WsZathglth»l] E[J Wsl,udwfg,:|> ] — 0,
tIEA M s

by Jensen’s inequality and the tower property. Since W* and W7 are independent,
we also observe that the It6 and Stratonovich formulations of the integral coincide.
That is, Sz Wi, dWi = Sz Wi, odW]. Hence, by taking the limit of (2.14), we have

t t S
(2.15) EH W, odW} ]-"n] =f (wr,) a(wyr)’.

As before, since {F},} is a filtration, it follows that the sequence (2.15) is a martingale.
Thus, by applying Doob’s martingale convergence theorem to these integrals, we have

t S t ) )
(2.16) f (wr) d(wr)’ HEU Wi, odWi

S

t
fm] = f W, odWj,

as n — o0 almost surely and in L?(P). O

We now introduce the notions of rough paths and p-variation. These are the two
key ingredients in the Universal Limit Theorem [48], which establishes SDE (or CDE)
solutions as continuous functions of the Brownian motion (or the driving rough path).

DEFINITION 2.9. A rough path is a continuous function X : Ap — RORIPRI*?
where Ap = {(s,t) : 0 < s <t < T}. The rough path X = (1, X,X) is said to be
a-Hélder continuous if | X |a-msi;p0, 71 < © where the norm || - |a-msi;fs,y s defined as

Xuv Xu,v
@17 | X s = max( sup 1 Xuelz ”

2
s<u<v<t |U - u|a 7s<u<v<t |U - U|2a )7
is finite. Similarly, we define the a-Hélder metric between rough paths X and 'Y as

Xu'u_yu'u XUU—YUU
(2.18) da-H(’il;[s,t](XaY) = max( sup [ X, : ”2, sup u

2
s<u<vs<t |V —u|® s<u<v<t | — ul?® )

For p € [2,3), we define the p-variation metric between rough paths X and'Y as

(219) d;n—var;/(), T](X’ Y) = max ((S%pZ Hth Hdee1 Ytk st |§> p’
k

P %
(SUPZ thk tern — Ytg tn ”22) ) )
Dk

Remark 2.10. In the literature, the paths X and Y would also be referred to as
p-rough paths where p € [2,3). Although there do exist p-rough paths with p > 3
(such as fractional Brownian motion with Hurst parameter H < %), for the purposes
of this paper, it will be sufficient to only consider the above setting where p € (2, 3).
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Remark 2.11. From the above definitions, it is straightforward to show that

1 garyfo,1 (X, Y) < max(T*, T%) do oo, (X, Y).
DEFINITION 2.12. We define a “homogeneous” norm | - || for path increments as
1
(2.20) 1] = max (X, 1),

where X = (1, X,X) e RORI@RY*? and ||-||» denotes the standard Euclidean norm.

Now we have introduced some key definitions from rough path theory, we can
strengthen the pointwise and mean squared convergence established in Theorem 2.6.
To do so, we will largely follow the rough path analysis detailed in [68, Section 13.3.2].

THEOREM 2.13 (Rough path convergence of nested unbiased approximations).
~n ~n ~
LetW = {W/S,t}ogsgtg’f be the rough path defined by the piecewise polynomial W™ as

fj}:t = (LWQth?’t)v
where T/IN/S”t = {(If/r/'t”)z - (W‘g)i}lsigd and Wgt = {SZ(WNfgu)id(Wﬁ)j}Ki’jsd. Then

(2.21) do-me1; [0, T/(V‘N/ W) —0,

as n — 00 almost surely, where W = {W 1 }o<s<i<r 1S the “Stratonovich enhanced”
Brownian motion given by

W/s,t = (17 Ws,taws,t)v

with Wy := {W} — Wsi}lgigd e R? and Wy, := {Si Wi, o de}lgijgd c RIxd

Proof. Let 8 € (a, 3) denote a fixed constant. Then by [68, Corollary 13.14 (i)],
there exists ¢ > 0 (depending on 8 and T') such that

E[GXP (CW|25-H51;[0,T]>] < 0.

In particular, this implies that there exists a non-negative random variable C; with
|C1]2@p) < 0 so that, for almost all w € €, the increments of the path W (w) satisfy

|W,|* < Cult — 5?2,

for 0 < s <t < T where || - || is the norm previously given by (2.20) in Definition 2.12.
Hence, there exists a non-negative random variable Cy with [|Co||z2(py < 00 and

t
(2.22) —Colt — 5?8 < J Wi, 0dW] < Colt — s|*.
Since E[C3|F,] is a martingale, we can apply Doob’s maximal inequality to give

(2.23)

os<m<n

sup (E[Cg|]-"m]) <2E[Cs| Fu]l o < 21Cl2e)-
. ®)
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Taking the expectation of the inequality (2.22) conditional on the o-algebra F,, and
applying equation (2.15) gives
¢ o

(2.24) ~Csft — s’ < J (W) d(Wi)' < Cslt — s*?,
where C3 := sup,, > (E[CQ \]:n]) is finite almost surely due to the upper bound (2.23).
Therefore, by setting Cy := d?Cs, we have

¢
| ) @amy)

S

(2.25) sup

n=0

< C4|1f — S|26.
2

By a similar martingale argument, the exists a positive random variable C5 such that

sup [V, < Colt — sl
n=0

where C5 is finite almost surely. Thus, letting Cg := max (\/Cl, VCy, C5), we have
(2.26) Wi < Cslt — /7,

t
@) W (|2 [ (72 @ ()
s

for n = 0. Letting Wy ; and W?yt denote the second iterated integrals of W and wr
over the interval [s,t], we note that

{|Ws,t—WN/§ftH2< HWS»t_W;t‘E ?
It — s|o |t —s|P

> <C§|t—s|ﬁ,
2

_\B
s W= L)

O<s<t<T

W0~ 3 )
2 < < Tt—s\%St 2) (0<§2£)<T [We. Wg’t‘2) '

By (2.26) and (2.27), there exists an almost surely finite random variable C7 > 0,
which can bound the first terms on the right hand sides.

NTL
W, — W2, |

|t — s[2e

We,— W —. 0\ F
(2.28) W < C7<0<§2£’<T [Wei - Ws’ft|z> )
”W - in | — 1-%

(2.29) W < C7<0<§2?<T [We:— W?,t|2>

~n

Recall that by Theorems 2.6 and 2.8, it was shown that W, , converges to W ; almost
surely and in L?(P) as n — c0. Therefore, it immediately follows from the uniform
Holder bounds (2.26) and (2.27), that any subsequence of {(W—W”,W—W”)}n>0 is
bounded and uniformly equicontinuous in (s,t) and converges to zero almost surely.
Hence, by the Arzela—Ascoli theorem, there will exist a further subsequence which
converges uniformly to zero. Hence, the right hand sides of both (2.28) and (2.29)

will converge to zero almost surely, leading to d,_pei;[o,1) (W/n, W) — 0 as required. 0
COROLLARY 2.14 (Rough path convergence of nested unbiased approximations).
Let W and W denote the rough path lifts of W and its approximation W". Then
(230) dp—va'r;[O, T](W 7W) - 07
as n — o0 almost surely.

Proof. The result follows as d1_,.i0,17( ) < max(T, T?*)donsio,m) (). O
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2.2. Convergence of “polynomial driven” CDEs with small local errors.
Since we have shown that {W/n} converges to the Stratonovich Brownian motion W,
we can apply the Universal Limit Theorem from rough path theory [48, Theorem 5.3]
to show that the associated sequence of CDEs (with the n-th CDE driven by W")
converges to the CDE driven by W — which is simply just the Stratonovich SDE (1.1).
To this end, we use the following definition to impose smoothness on the vector fields.

DEFINITION 2.15. We say that a function f : R® — R® 4s Lip(y) with v > 1
if it is bounded with || bounded derivatives, the last being Holder continuous with
exponent (y—|v]). We say that f is Lip(1) if it is bounded and Lipschitz continuous.

THEOREM 2.16 (Rough path convergence of piecewise polynomial driven CDEs).
Suppose that the vector fields f and {g;} of the SDE (1.1) are Lip(y) with v € (2,3).
Let {D,,} denote a sequence of nested partitions obtained from the Brownian motion
using an enhancement function &, with ¢ = 0 fized, and a refinement function R,
according to (2.4). For each (random) partition D,,, let W™ be the associated piecewise
degree q polynomial approzimation that matches the increments and integrals in (2.1).
Let y be the solution of the SDE (1.1) and, for n = 0, we define g™ as the solution of

(2.31) dy* = f(g")dt + g(g;") dW;",
Yo' = Yo-
Then, letting y and §" denote the unique (Stratonovich) lifts of y and §™, we have

(232) dp—var;[o, T]('gn7 y) — 0,

as n — o0 almost surely, where p € (2,7).
Proof. The result follows from the universal limit theorem and Corollary 2.14. O

Remark 2.17. Technically speaking, we define the rough path y = (1,y,y) as the
limit of {g"} and, by the universal limit theorem, y can be taken to be the solution
of the rough differential equation driven by Stratonovich enhanced Brownian motion.
In particular, from y, we can define a process y = {y:} as y. = yo + Yo, for ¢t € [0,T7],
which coincides almost surely with the usual solution of the Stratonovich SDE (1.1).

In practice, it is unlikely that each polynomial driven CDE can be solved exactly.
However, if our numerical method approximates the CDE (2.31) with o(hy) accuracy,
then we would still expect convergence. For example, Heun’s method (1.14), is clearly
obtained by discretizing the “piecewise linear” CDE using a second order ODE solver.

To make this precise, we follow the error analysis presented in [21, Section 4.2].
However, since rough path theory was formulated after [21], we can employ a result
known as Davie’s estimate to establish the following Lipschitz property of CDE flows.

THEOREM 2.18 (CDEs driven by Brownian polynomials produce Lipschitz flows).
As before, let {W"} be the piecewise polynomial approximations of W corresponding
to the sequence of nested partitions {D,}. For each n = 0, we consider two solutions
"™ and g™ of the CDE (2.51), driven by the same W”, but with different initial values.
Then there exists a positive random variable L with L < o0 almost surely, such that

(2.33) 128 = g2 < LIZ¢ — 3¢ l2,

forall0<s<t<T and n > 0.
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Proof. By applying Davie’s estimate [68, Theorem 10.29] to the CDE solutions,

Z™ and y", using the control function w(s,t) :=t— s and o = % € (3,3), we obtain

(2.34) do-Hsli[s,1] (%", g") < Crexp (Cup(t — s)) 122 — 22,

where v is the so-called “Lip(y) norm” of CDE vector fields rescaled by ||I/I~/”HQ_H51;[S¢]
HoL[s,¢] 1O apply [68, Theorem 10.29]),
and the constant C only depends on (p, ), which are fixed and satisfy 2 < p <y < 3.

(as we need to scale the driving path by HW”H

The result now follows from (2.34) as {HIf/IV/"Ha_Hél;[O’T]} can be uniformly bounded by
an almost surely finite positive random variable (see the proof of Theorem 2.13). O

Using the Lipschitz estimate (2.33), we now adapt the proof of [21, Theorem 4.3]
to give our main result on pathwise convergence for adaptive approximations close to
polynomial driven CDEs — such as Heun’s method (1.14) and the SRK method (1.16).

THEOREM 2.19 (Pathwise convergence of strong adaptive SDE approximations).
For each partition D,,, appearing in Theorems 2.16 and 2.18, let Y™ = {Y;*} be a
numerical solution of (1.1) computed at times {0 =t <t} <--- <t} =T} < Dy,
with the initial condition Yy := yo such that, for all k € {0,1,--- | K, — 1}, we have

(2.35) | Vi — ®fn i

2 (Y0

w(ty, tiy1),
where @7 (y) € R® denotes the solution ;' at time b of the following CDE on [a,b],

(2.36) dxt — F@EP)At+ g(FP) AW,
a ‘=Y
driven by the same piecewise polynomial {th}te[o,T] considered in Theorem 2.16 and

Kn—1

(27) 2wt t) =0,

k=0
as n — o almost surely. Then the numerical solutions {Y™} converges pathwise, i.e.

(2.38) sup [V, — yunf2 — 0,

0<k<K,

as n — o0 almost surely.
Proof. Since @ i () =Y and (¢, Y]") = (0,yo) for all n > 0, by expressing
Y — <I>6L7tz, (yo) as a telescoping sum and applying the triangle inequality, we obtain

HY - @, e (%o Hz Z H‘b?" t" Vi) - (I)?" t” (Yi") Hg

As ®" denotes the solution of a differential equation, it has a natural flow property,
Y, = Py 0Py, for u e [s,t]. In particular, by applying this to 7 ;. (Y;"), we have

HYkn - (I’g,t;; (yO)HQ Z Yﬁrl) ‘I’Zvﬂ,tg (q)??,t:b+1 (an)) HQ
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Thus, applying the Lipschitz estimate (2.33) from Theorem 2.18 to each @Zlﬂw gives

k=1
|V - P44 (o), < Z LIy, - P t;lH Y,
i=0

Z £ ), [by (2.35)].

By the assumption (2.37) that the “error bounds” {w(t,t?, )} are small, we see that

Kn—l

(2.39) JSup ¥ =@ (v0)], < Z w(t}, 1) = 0,

as n — o0 almost surely. The result now immediately follows by Theorem 2.13, which
established the rough path convergence of {®f ,(yo)} to the Stratonovich solution. O

Remark 2.20. If the local errors can be bounded by w(t}, t, ) = w(t},, —t}) for
some function @ with @w(h) ~ o(h), then ZkK:"(;l w(ty, i, 1) — 0 is trivially satisfied.
This will be the case for standard numerical methods, such as Heun’s method (1.14),
where under suitable regularity conditions, we have @(h) ~ O(h?) in an L2(P) sense.

3. Numerical methods for SDEs viewed as approximations of CDEs.
To conclude the section, we will argue why the convergence criterion (2.35) is satisfied
the no-area Milstein, Heun and stochastic Runge-Kutta methods given in Section 1.1.
By considering Taylor expansions, we can show these numerical methods accurately
approximate the CDE (2.36) so that our main result (Theorem 2.19) can be applied.

THEOREM 2.21 (Taylor expansion of CDEs driven by “Brownian” polynomials).
Consider the controlled differential equation considered in Theorem 2.36 and given by

(2.40) Az = f(EM)dt + g(@1)dW,,

where f : R¢ — R® and g : R® — R*? are bounded twice continuously differentiable
vector fields with bounded derivatives. Then the solution of (2.40) can be expanded as

(2.41)
tet1 ot - -
l"tTZH =20 + f(@] ) + g(Ty, )W + g'(x&)g(x&)[ J AW @ dW,* + R,
tr tk

where, for any fixed o € (0, 2) there an almost surely finite random variable C' > 0
such that the remainder term R satisfies |R|2 < Chy®, and hence o(hy) when a = 3.

Proof. The solution of the CDE (2.40) can be expressed in integral form as
N N tht1 th+1 N
LL‘Z;_'_l = l‘& + f( )dt _;’_J; ( n)thn’

ti k

and, given a differentiable function F € C!(IR®), we also have the following chain rule:

¢
F(zy) = F(3]) + L F'(Z])dx?.
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Therefore, using the above equations, we can derive a Taylor expansion for the CDE.
t
o)+ | @y

tr

tit1 trt1

T
Ty, =T, + f@e)+ | f@d)dzide + J
tr tr tr
=Ty, + L@ )+ 9(F) (Wi, — W)
tey1 ot th+1
J Fr@mf@ar)dsdt Jrf J 1@ (Nn)dedt
tr

t

tk+1 : tk+1
J J f dde" J J dW”dW”
tht1 — —
=20 + f(@] )i + g(T, )W + g’ (@) g(2] J J AW ®dW," + R,
tr

where the remainder term R is given by

try1 ot
:f J (9'G1)9@ED) — o' (@e, )9 (&) AW, W,
try1 ot

LHl f (&™) (Nn)dedt—FJ f (FM)g(™) deth

i1 :
+ f '@ fEr)dsdt.
tr L

AsWnisa polynomial on [t tx+1], we can apply the chain rule to rewrite any “th" ?
integral as an “(Wt")ldt” integral. This allows the first integral to be estimated as

tet1 ot ~ ~
j j (' GT)g@) — ' (Bo)g(F0)) V2 TV
tr tr

= Jt ML [(g'@g@) = 9" @ )9 (@) (W) (W) | dsdt
< Jt+L lg'GMgE™) — o' @) g @ (T [, () |, dsdt

sup [~ , s (W)

- k”g ©)g ')HLip(l) [t trsil teltr b1

We estimate the term involving Z™ using the integral form of the CDE solution as

Jor ., < [ @l + [ Lol |72 s
< (Il + e sup [T, )
tE[tk,thrl

Due to the a-Holder continuity of W and Brownian scaling, we see that {WN/t”}te[tk sl
is a linear function of W, that scales as O(h{). For example, in the low-degree cases,

Wi, = I Wi, (degree 1)
~ t—t 6(t —t)(t—1t
Wi = W+ (1 = £)( ) Hj,. (degree 2)

I h2
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Thus, since W™ is a polynomial in ¢, the derivative (W™)" scales as O(h¢™!) and so

l

As (W”)/~ O(h{™h), it is straightforward to show the middle terms in R are O(h®+1).
Finally, the fourth term in R is clearly O(h}) due to the boundedness of f and f’. O

Remark 2.22. By equation (2.15), which was shown in the proof of Theorem 2.8,
we see that the polynomial iterated integrals are optimal unbiased approximations as

tk+1 t ~ ~
f j (' GM)g@T) — o' (Bo)g (@) IV ATV
tr k

2

1 jad ~
<gh%Hg’gHLipm(HmeHgl\oo s [ ],) s (W) ~ Oh*).

te[ty try1 te[tr s trt1

tetr pt — tht1
(2.42) f f AW @ diVy = E[ Wi, o ® 0 dW,
tk tr

tr

Wi,
Therefore, it is clear that the convergence condition (1.3) originally presented in the

introduction simply follows from Theorems 2.19 and 2.21 along with equation (2.42).

Remark 2.23. Whilst a general formula for polynomial approximations of second
iterated integrals (or equivalent Lévy areas) is given in [17, Theorem 5.4], we only use

tht1
(2.43) IE[ Wit ® odWy

tr

1
Wk] =5

th+1
(244) E[ Wtk it ® Oth

tr

1
ka,}¥k] = 5‘@??2 + H, @ Wi, — Wi, ® H,.

With the Taylor expansion given by Theorem 2.21, it is now straightforward to

see why our analysis is applicable to the numerical methods discussed in Section 1.1.
e The “no-area” Milstein method (1.12)

As discussed in Remark 1.4, by using the It6-Stratonovich correction, the no-area

Milstein method can be rewritten as the following method for Stratonovich SDEs:

~ 1
Yit1 =Y + fF(Ye) i + (Vi) Wi + §gl(Yk)g(Yk)W;?2a

where f(-) = f(-)— 1 ?:1 9:()gi(+) is the drift for the SDE in Stratonovich form.

By (2.43), it is clear that the no-area Milstein method falls under our framework.
e Heun’s method (1.14)

Our strategy is simply to show that Heun’s method is close to no-area Milstein.

Using the Taylor expansion F(b) = F(a)+ F'(a)c+ Sé(l —r)F"(a+rc)(e,c)dr for

a,b,c € R® where ¢ = b — a, and the notation F"(-)(u®v) = F”(-)(u,v), we have

Vg1 = Vi + %(F(Yk) + F(Yis1)) Wy
=Y + %F(Yk)Wk - %(F(Yk) + F' (Vi) (Y1 — Yi) + R) W,
= Vit P(Y) Wi + 5 (F(Ye) F (Vi) Wi + R) Wi
= Y + F(Y2) Wy + F' (Vi) F(Y2) < %W,?Q ) + %RW;m
< —

t — J— R P
=E[ {5 (W= W, ) ® 0 dWW, | Wi |
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where the remainder term R is given by
1
R= f (1 =) F" (Y + (1 — r)F (Y3) Wy )dr (F (V)W) .
0

Since W is a-Holder continuous for « € (0, %), we can employ a similar argument

as the proof of Theorem 2.21 to show that R ~ O(h?%), and thus RW), ~ O(h3®).

Therefore, as the vector fields and their derivatives are bounded, by taking o > %,

we see that Heun’s method has the desired expansion (up to a o(hj) remainder).
SPaRK method (1.16)?

Taylor expanding this numerical method is slightly more involved, but results in
Vipr =Y + F (Vi) (@Wy + Hi) + bF (Y1) Wi + F(Zgia) (aWi — Hy)
=Yy + F(Yi) (aWy + Hy) +0(F (Yi) + F'(Yi) (Vs 1 — Yie) + R1)) Wi
+ (F(Yi) + F' (Vi) (Zis1 — Yi) + Ro) (aWy, — Hy,)

=Yy + F(Yi) Wy + bF' (V) F (Y) <;Wk + \/§H,€) QWi + bR W),
+ F'(Ye)F (Ya) Wi ® (aWy — Hy)) + (Ry + Rg) (aW), — Hy)

Vit F(Y) T+ F' (V) F(¥2) ( W H W, - W0 T, ) iR,

o —
=E[ {5 (We—We, ) ® 0 dW, | Wi, Hi |
b:

where R is given by R := bR1 Wy +(Ra+ R3) (akaﬁk) with g := 3=3

_ V3
6 0= "3

1
Ry = f (1 =r)F" (Yo + (1= 1) (Yiepy — Ya))dr (Yiesy — Y’“)®2’
0

Ry = L (1 =r)F"(Yi+ (1 =) (Ziyr = Yi))dr (Zrs1 — Yk)®2’

Ry = (F(Yiyy) ~ F(¥0) .

Recall that for « € (0, %), Brownian motion is a-Hdélder continuous almost surely.
That is, there exists an almost surely finite random variable C' > 0 such that
[Ws.ill2 < Clt — s|*. Hence, space-time Lévy area is also a-Hdlder continuous as,

1 1
<C(+>|t—s|a.
9 l+a 2

Using the a-Holder estimates for W), and Hj, along with the boundedness of F, F”/
and F”, it is straightforward to estimate each remainder term as |R;[» < C;h3".
We can produce estimates for Ry, Re ~ O(h2%) using similar arguments as before.
The third term R3 can simply be estimated using the Lipschitz continuity of F' as

Rala < [P (4 y) ~ ORIl
< HFHLip(l)HYkJrE — Y2 Wi

| Hs,e

1 1
2 = HHL Ws,udu - §Ws,t

I,
1, — __ _
< P lip 1l (51l + V3| Hel, ) [Wel .

Thus, it follows that the remainder R is O(h3®), which is o(hy) if we take o > %

28plitting Path Runge-Kutta method
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3. Counterexample involving non-nested step sizes. In this brief section,
we will present a simple counterexample showing that non-nested adaptive step sizes
can potentially prevent the approximation converging to the desired SDE solution.
The idea is simply that by selectively “skipping over” values of the Brownian path,
we can induce a local O(h) bias with a positive expectation. These local biases can
then propagate linearly to produce a global O(1) bias, also with positive expectation.
We illustrate this phenomenon using Theorem 3.1, which details the counterexample.

THEOREM 3.1. For N > 1, we will define an approximation {( Xk, Yr)}o<k<n of

dxy = dW},
(3.1) dys = x4 0 AW},
($07y0) = 07

over [0,T] by (Xo,Yo) := 0 and for each k = 0, the numerical solution is propagated
using either one step or two steps of Heun’s method (depending on which is largest),

Xpp1 = Xp + WL — W}

tht+1 tg
1
Yii1 1= max (Yk + §(Wt1k + Wi VW2, = W),
Lo 1 2 Lo 1 2
Vi + §(Wtk + Wtk+%)Wtk,tk+% + §(Wtk+% + WtkH)WtH% g )0
where ty, := kh with h = % denoting the coarsest step size. Then, at time T, we have

Elyr] =0, E[vy]= T

Proof. Since the z-component of the SDE is solved exactly by Heun’s method, we
have X, = thk for all k£ > 0. Rearranging the second part of the y-component gives

)

1 1
Y + §(Wt1k + thkJr%) (Wt2k+% - Wtzk) + i(thkJr% + Wt1k+1) (Wt21c+1 - Wt2k+

1
2

1
=Yt §(Wt1k + Wt1k+1)(Wt2k+1 B Wtzk)

1 1
+§(Wt1k+ - W) (Wi, — W )*g(Wl - Wy )(WEH%*WE;@)-

1 try1 bt L try1 1
3 k+2 k+2

Since the last line gives the difference between one and two steps of Heun’s method,
it is enough for us to compute its expected value (conditional on being non-negative).

1
]E[Yk+1] = E[Yk + i(thk + Wt1k+1)(Wt2k+1 - Wt2k)

1
1 2 1 2
+ max (0, ) (Wtk b1 Wtk+lytk+1 - Wtk+l»tk+1Wtk 7tk+l>)
2 2 2 2
1
_ 1 1 2 il 2
= B[]+ JE[Wio W2~ Wiy Wi, ]

1
= E[Yi] + ShE||212: - Z24 |,
where 71,75, 73,74 ~ N(0,1) are independent standard normal random variables.
The result now follows as the expectation given above equals 1 by Theorem C.2. 0O

For a counterexample using nested step sizes and the Euler-Maruyama method,
which does not satisfy the convergence condition (1.3) in general, see [21, Section 4.1].
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4. Numerical example. In this section, we will consider the well-known SABR
model used in mathematical finance [7, 11, 25, 44]. The model describes the evolution
of an interest (or exchange) rate S whose volatility o is also stochastic. It is given by

(41) dSt =1/ 1-— pzat(St)Bthl + pO't(St)’Bth27
doi = aoy thQ,

where W is a standard two-dimensional Brownian motion and «, 3, p are parameters.
For simplicity, we set « = 1 and 8 = p = 0. In Stratonovich form, (4.1) then becomes

(4.2) dS; = exp(v;) o dW},

1
dv, = —§dt + dW2,

with v, := log(o;). We will also use Sy = 1y = 0 and a fixed time horizon of 7" = 10.
As discussed in Section 1.2, it may be difficult to accurately simulate the SDE (4.2)
since the noise vector fields are non-commutative. That is, second iterated integrals
of Brownian motion (or Lévy areas) will appear within stochastic Taylor expansions.

By Itd’s isometry, we can show that the local error for Heun’s method is given by

1 1 1
E[(SWL - (St +5ou(1+ e M WVEn =) (WL, — th))> ] = Joih(e" = 1).
Thus, by setting this proportional to h, we arrive at the following previsible step size,
(4.3) h(vy) :=log(1l + Cexp(—2uw)),

where C' > 0 is a user-specified constant. In our experiments, we found that (4.3)
gave the best choice of previsible step size — even for the Euler-Maruyama method.
A simple lower bound for the “average step size” E[h(v)] is derived in Appendix D.

For the non-previsible adaptive step size, we use the Proportional-Integral (PI)
controller for commutative SDEs that is detailed in [32] and already implemented in
the popular ODE/SDE package Diffrax [37]. This computes a new step size hgi1 as

Fac-C K e(Yk—17hk—17Wk—l)>KP)>
h = hi | Facmax A | Facmin v ,
rH k( ( <6(Yk, hk,Wk)) ( e(Yi, hu, W)

where {Facmax, Facmin} are the maximum and minimum factors hy can change by,
Fac is a safety factor, {K;, Kp} are the “integral” and “proportional” coefficients,
C > 0 is the absolute tolerance and e(Yj, hy, W) denotes the local error estimator
[Yit1 — ?k-,_t,_l |2 obtained by computing approximations Yk+1l~/k+1 from (Y, hi,, Wi)®.
The first three parameters are set to their default values in Diffrax, Facy.x = 10,
Facmin = 0.2, Fac = 0.9 and as recommended by [32], we choose K; = 0.3, Kp = 0.1.
In the experiment, we compare the following numerical methods and step size controls:

e The Euler-Maruyama method, with constant and previsible step sizes.
e Heun’s method (Definition 1.5), with constant, previsible and PI step sizes.
e The SPaRK method (Definition 1.6) with constant, previsible and PI step sizes.

3In our case, the pair (Y1, XN/kJrl) will be obtained from an embedded Runge-Kutta method.
Whilst it performed worse in our experiment, one can also compare one step and two half-steps of the
same method. Of course, the numerical solution should then be propagated using the two half-steps.
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For each of these methods, we will compute the following strong error estimator:

DEFINITION 4.1 (Monte Carlo estimator for strong / root mean squared errors).
Let {Y o<t <1 be a numerical solution of SDE (4.1), computed over [0,T] with
YL = yo, where C denotes the user-specified parameter(s) used to determine steps.
For N > 1, we consider N independent samples of Y, denoted by {{th’i}kzo}lsisjv.

Then, for a given C and N, we will define the strong error estimator Sy.c as

2

)

2

N
1
- c fi
(4.4) Sn,c = OQ}CZXM N Zl HYkAt,i - YkAnii
i
where At := 6i4T and {}sze}ogtk <71 denotes a “fine” numerical approrimation that is
computed using the same SDE solver — but which uses a finer step size of hfin¢ = éh.
Remark 4.2. A crucial aspect of the error estimator (4.4) is that Y and Yfine
are computed with respect to the same Brownian motion. Fortunately, this can be
achieved in a convenient manner by Diffrax’s (single-seed) Virtual Brownian Tree [34].
The estimated convergence rates for the different methods and step size controls
are given in Figure 3 and Python code for reproducing these results can be found at
github.com/andyElking/Adaptive_SABR.

* + Heun constant: 0.58
m  Euler constant: 0.47
SPaRK constant: 0.57

10?

RMS error

10° 4

v SPaRK Pl adaptive: 1.17
Heun Pl adaptive: 0.68
X Heun previsible: 1.01
SPaRK previsible: 1.14
1071 {1 A Euler previsible: 1.01

102 103
Average number of vector field evaluations

FiG. 3. Estimated convergence rates for the different numerical methods and step size controls.
Errors for the constant and variable step size SDE solvers were estimated using N = 50,000 and
N = 20,000 samples. Since the Euler-Maruyama, Heun and SPaRK methods use 1,2 and 3 vector
field evaluations, the x-axis is obtained as the average number of steps multiplied by these numbers.

As expected, the constant step size solvers exhibit a convergence rate of O(v/h),
but with SPaRK being the most accurate method. However, with variable step sizes,
the methods can exhibit convergence that is linear in the (expected) number of steps.
Perhaps this is not surprising for the previsible step sizes, which were model-specific
and derived to achieve the desired mean squared error condition. On the other hand,
for the PI adaptive SDE solvers, we have used the recommended parameter settings.
Since only SPaRK showed linear convergence with the PI adaptive step sizes, it may
be the case that Heun is a more effective embedded method than Euler-Maruyama.


https://github.com/andyElking/Adaptive_SABR
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It is important to note that the PI controller does not satisfy the conditions of
Theorem 2.19, as it can skip over previously evaluated values of the Brownian motion.
Since we still observe convergence, we conjecture that the embedded Heun and SPaRK
methods do not introduce an O(hy) “Lévy area bias” after each adaptive step size hy,.

5. Conclusion and future work. The primary contribution of this paper
shows that standard SDE solvers, such as the Heun and no-area Milstein methods,
converge when applied with non-previsible adaptive step sizes (under mild conditions).
This enables us to use embedded methods, which are popular within ODE numerics,
to establish local errors for an adaptive step size controller in the general SDE setting.

We also introduce a numerical method called “SPaRK” which uses space-time
Lévy area to achieve smaller local errors than standard “increment only” SDE solvers.
This stochastic Runge-Kutta method is compatible with the proposed adaptive step
size theory and we empirically demonstrated its efficacy on a two-dimensional SDE.
The results of this paper may also lead to further questions for adaptive SDE solvers:

e When is it acceptable for step sizes to “skip” information of the Brownian motion?

For example, in our experiment, we observed that the Heun and SPaRK methods
both appeared to converge with a Proportional-Integral (PI) step size controller.

e Do numerical methods that “weakly” approximate Lévy area terms, or otherwise
introduce local unbiasaed O(h) perturbations, converge with adaptive step sizes?

Examples of such schemes include high order weak approximations [35, 53, 54, 66]
and the below extension of Heun’s method for general It6 SDEs introduced in [58]:

DEFINITION 5.1 (Heun’s method with embedded Euler-Maruyama for 1t6 SDEs).
We define a numerical solution Y = {Yy} for the Ité SDE (1.10) by Yy := yo and,
for k =0, we define (Yk+17 Yk+1) similar to Heun’s method (see Definition 1.5) as

Z1 =Y + F(Y) (Wi + Sk),

(5.1) i\}lﬁ-l =Yr + F(Yk)Wk,
1 — 1 .
(5.2) Y1 = Y5 + §F(Yk) (Wi +Sk) + §F(Zk+1)(Wk —Sk),

where Sy = (0 \/HS;C)T with the random wvector Sj ~ Uniform({ — 1,1}d)

assumed to be independent of the Brownian motion W.
e Is it possible to obtain convergence rates for non-previsible adaptive SDE solvers?
e Similarly, can we prove linear convergence for the previsible solvers in Section 47
e Can the regularity of the drift vector field f(-) be weakened from Lip(y) to Lip(1)?
This may require a Davie’s estimate for mixed regularity (1, p)-rough paths [23, 45].

e Does the Lévy construction detailed in Appendix B extend to an explicit algorithm
for generating N terms in the polynomial expansion of Brownian motion? [20, 24]

This would allow adaptive solvers to use accurate Lévy area approximations [17].

Acknowledgements. We appreciate the support from the University of Bath,
the DataSig group under EPSRC grant EP/S026347/1 and the Alan Turing Institute.
We would also like to thank Terry Lyons and Harald Oberhauser for supervising the
first author as a graduate student and having countless interesting discussions about
stochastic numerics, rough paths and (non-previsible) adaptive step sizes for SDEs.



26

23]
[24]
[25]

[26]

J. FOSTER AND A. JELINCIC

REFERENCES

=

. ALLEN, An Introduction to Stochastic Processes with Applications to Biology, Chapman &
Hall/CRC, second ed., 1991.

. BAYER, S. BRENEIS, AND T. LYONS, An Adaptive Algorithm for Rough Differential Equa-
tions, https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.12590, (2023).

. BRIGO AND F. MERCURIO, Interest Rate Models — Theory and Practice, Springer, 2006.

. BROWNING, D. WARNE, K. BURRAGE, R. BAKER, AND M. SIMPSON, Identifiability analysis
for stochastic differential equation models in systems biology, Journal of the Royal Society
Interface, 17 (2020).

P. M. BURRAGE AND K. BURRAGE, A Variable Stepsize Implementation for Stochastic Differ-

ential Equations, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 24 (2003), pp. 848-864.

P. M. BURRAGE, R. HERDIANA, AND K. BURRAGE, Adaptive stepsize based on control theory
for stochastic differential equations, Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics,
170 (2004), pp. 317-336.

. CA1, Y. SONG, AND N. CHEN, Ezact Simulation of the SABR Model, Operational Research,
65 (2017), pp. 837-1113.

. CHEN, E. B. Fox, aAND C. GUESTRIN, Stochastic Gradient Hamiltonian Monte Carlo, Pro-
ceedings of the 31st International Conference on Machine Learning, (2014).

. CHENG, N. S. CHATTERJI, P. L. BARTLETT, AND M. I. JORDAN, Underdamped Langevin
MCMC: A non-asymptotic analysis, Proceedings of the 31st Conference On Learning The-
ory, Volume 75 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, (2018).

G. M. CicutA AND M. L. MEHTA, Probability density of determinants of random matrices,

Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General, 33 (2000).

Z. Cui, J. L. KIRkBY, AND D. NGUYEN, A General Valuation Framework for SABR and
Stochastic Local Volatility Models, SIAM Journal on Financial Mathematics, 9 (2018),
pp. 520-563.

T. DOCKHORN, A. VAHDAT, AND K. KREIS, Score-Based Generative Modeling with Critically-
Damped Langevin Diffusion, Proceedings of the International Conference on Learning Rep-
resentations, (2022).

R. Du Toitr STRAUSS AND F. EFFENBERGER, A Hitch-hiker’s Guide to Stochastic Differen-
tial Equations: Solution Methods for Energetic Particle Transport in Space Physics and
Astrophysics, Space Science Reviews, 212 (2017), pp. 151-192.

W. FANG AND M. B. GILEs, Adaptive Euler-Maruyama method for SDEs with nonglobally
Lipschitz drift, Annals of Applied Probability, 30 (2020), pp. 526-560.

J. FOSTER, Numerical approxzimations for stochastic differential equations, PhD thesis, Uni-
versity of Oxford, 2020.

J. FOSTER, G. DOS REIS, AND C. STRANGE, High order splitting methods for SDEs satisfying
a commutativity condition, SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 62 (2024), pp. 500-532.

J. FosTER AND K. HABERMANN, Brownian bridge erpansions for Lévy area approrimations
and particular values of the Riemann zeta function, Combinatorics, Probability and Com-
puting, 32 (2023), pp. 370-397.

J. FOSTER, T. LYONS, AND V. MARGARINT, An Asymptotic Radius of Convergence for the
Loewner Equation and Simulation of SLE Traces via Splitting, Journal of Statistical
Physics, 189 (2022).

J. FosTER, T. LyoNs, AND H. OBERHAUSER, The shifted ODE method for underdamped
Langevin MCMC, https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.03446, (2021).

J. FOSTER, H. OBERHAUSER, AND T. LYONS, An optimal polynomial approzimation of Brownian
motion, STAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 58 (2020), pp. 1393-1421.

J. G. GAINES AND T. Lyons, Variable Step Size Control in the Numerical Solution of Stochastic
Differential Equations, STAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 57 (1997), pp. 1455-1484.

M. B. GILES AND L. SzPRUCH, Antithetic multilevel Monte Carlo estimation for multi-
dimensional SDEs without Lévy area simulation, Annals of Applied Probability, 24 (2014),
pp. 1585-1620.

L. G. GYURKO, Differential Equations Driven by II-Rough Paths, Proceedings of the Edinburgh
Mathematical Society, 59 (2016), pp. 741-758.

K. HABERMANN, A semicircle law and decorrelation phenomena for iterated Kolmogorov loops,
Journal of the London Mathematical Society, 103 (2021), pp. 558—-586.

P. S. HAacaN, D. KuMaARr, A. S. KESNIEWSKI, AND D. E. WOODWARD, Managing Smile Risk,
Wilmott Magazine, 1 (2002), pp. 84-108.

E. HAIRER, W. WANNER, AND S. P. N@RSETT, Solving Ordinary Differential Equations I:

Nonstiff Problems, Springer, second ed., 1993.

>J Q

H Z

s


https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.12590
https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.03446

(28]
[29]

(30]

M

“or o @ ow

ON THE CONVERGENCE OF ADAPTIVE APPROXIMATIONS FOR SDES 27

. HE, K. BALASUBRAMANIAN, AND M. A. ERDOGDU, On the Ergodicity, Bias and Asymptotic

Normality of Randomized Midpoint Sampling Method, Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, (2020).

. HicaaM AND P. KLOEDEN, An Introduction to the Numerical Simulation of Stochastic

Differential Equations, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2021.

. HOEL AND S. RAGUNATHAN, Higher-order adaptive methods for exit times of Ité diffusions,

IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, (2023).

. HoFMANN, T. MULLER-GRONBACH, AND K. RITTER, Step size control for the uniform ap-

proximation of systems of stochastic differential equations with additive noise, Annals of
Applied Probability, 10 (2000), pp. 616-633.

. Hu, F. HuaNG, AND H. HUANG, Optimal Underdamped Langevin MCMC Method, Advances

in Neural Information Processing Systems, (2021).

. ILE, K. R. JACKSON, AND W. H. ENRIGHT, Adaptive time-stepping for the strong numerical

solution of stochastic differential equations, Numerical Algorithms, 68 (2014), pp. 791-812.

. IssA, B. HORVATH, M. LEMERCIER, AND C. SALVI, Non-adversarial training of Neural SDEs

with signature kernel scores, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, (2023).

. JELINCIC, J. FOSTER, AND P. KIDGER, Single-seed generation of Brownian paths and inte-

grals for adaptive and high order SDE solvers, https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.06464, (2024).

. JELINCIC, J. TA0, W. F. TURNER, T. Cass, J. FOSTER, AND H. N1, Generative Modelling

of Lévy Area for High Order SDE Simulation, https://arxiv.org/abs/2308.02452, (2023).

. JHA AND C. LANGMEAD, Ezploring behaviors of stochastic differential equation models of

biological systems using change of measures, BMC Bioinformatics, 13 (2012).

KIDGER, On Neural Differential Equations, PhD thesis, University of Oxford,
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.02435, (2022). The Diffrax software package is available at
https://github.com/patrick-kidger/diffrax.

. KipcER, J. FOSTER, X. L1, AND T. LYONS, Efficient and Accurate Gradients for Neural

SDEs, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, (2021).

. KIDGER, J. FOsTER, X. L1, H. OBERHAUSER, AND T. LYONs, Neural SDEs as Infinite-

Dimensional GANs, Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learn-
ing, (2021).

. KRUSE AND Y. Wu, A randomized Milstein method for stochastic differential equations with

non-differentiable drift coefficients, Discrete and Continuous Dynamical Systems — Series
B, 24 (2019), pp. 3475-3502.

. LamBA, J. C. MATTINGLY, AND A. M. STUART, An adaptive Euler—Maruyama scheme for

SDEs: convergence and stability, IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, 27 (2007), pp. 479—
506.

. LEIMKUHLER AND C. MATTHEWS, Molecular Dynamics: With Deterministic and Stochastic

Numerical Methods, Interdisciplinary Applied Mathematics, Springer, 2015.

. LEIMKUHLER, C. MATTHEWS, AND M. V. TRETYAKOV, On the long-time integration of

stochastic gradient systems, Proceedings of the Royal Society A, 470 (2014).

. LEITAO, L. A. GRZELAK, AND C. W. OOSTERLEE, On an efficient multiple time step Monte

Carlo simulation of the SABR model, Quantitative Finance, 17 (2017), pp. 1549-1565.
LEJAY AND N. VICTOIR, On (p,q)-rough paths, Journal of Differential Equations, 225 (2006),
pp. 103-133.

. L1, T.-K. L. Wong, R. T. Q. CHEN, AND D. DUVENAUD, Scalable Gradients for Stochas-

tic Differential Equations, Proceedings of the 23rd International Conference on Artificial
Intelligence and Statistics, (2020).

. L1, D. Wu, L. MACKEY, AND M. A. ERDOGDU, Stochastic Runge-Kutta Accelerates Langevin

Monte Carlo and Beyond, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, (2019).

. J. Lyons, M. CARUANA, T. LEVY, AND J. PICARD, Differential equations driven by rough

paths, Ecole d’été de Probabilités de Saint-Flour, 34 (2004), pp. 1-93.

. MAUTHNER, Step size control in the numerical solution of stochastic differential equations,

Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 100 (1998), pp. 93-109.

. N. MILSTEIN AND M. V. TRETYAKOV, Stochastic Numerics for Mathematical Physics,

Springer, 2004.

. M. MORKISZ AND P. PRZYBYLOWICZ, Randomized derivative-free Milstein algorithm for

efficient approzimation of solutions of SDEs under noisy information, Journal of Compu-
tational and Applied Mathematics, 383 (2021).

. NEUENKIRCH, M. SZOLGYENYT, AND L. SZPRUCH, An Adaptive Euler-Maruyama Scheme for

Stochastic Differential Equations with Discontinuous Drift and its Convergence Analysis,
SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 57 (2019), pp. 378-403.
. NINOMIYA AND S. NINOMIYA, A new higher-order weak approzimation scheme for stochastic


https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.06464
https://arxiv.org/abs/2308.02452
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.02435
https://github.com/patrick-kidger/diffrax

28

[54]
[55]

[56]

M

J. FOSTER AND A. JELINCIC

differential equations and the Runge-Kutta method, Finance and Stochastics, 13 (2009),
pp- 415-443.

. NINOMIYA AND N. VICTOIR, Weak Approzimation of Stochastic Differential Equations and

Application to Derivative Pricing, Applied Mathematical Finance, 15 (2008), pp. 107-121.

. DKSENDAL, Stochastic Differential Equations: An Introduction with Applications, Springer,

Berlin, sixth ed., 2003.

. Rackauckas, Y. Ma, J. MARTENSEN, C. WARNER, K. ZUuBOvV, R. SUPEKAR, D. SKINNER,

A. RAMADHAN, AND A. EDELMAN, Universal Differential Equations for Scientific Machine
Learning, https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.04385, (2021).

. RAckAuUCKAS AND Q. NIE, Adaptive methods for stochastic differential equations via natu-

ral embeddings and rejection sampling with memory, Discrete and Continuous Dynamical
Systems — Series B, 22 (2017), pp. 2731-2761.

. J. ROBERTS, Modify the improved Euler scheme to integrate stochastic differential equations,

https://arxiv.org/abs/1210.0933, (2012).

. ROSSLER, Embedded Stochastic Runge-Kutta Methods, Proceedings in Applied Mathematics

& Mechanics, 2 (2003), pp. 461-462.

. SAMMULLER AND M. ScHMIDT, Adaptive Brownian Dynamics, The Journal of Chemical

Physics, 155 (2021).

. SHEN AND Y. T. LEE, The Randomized Midpoint Method for Log-Concave Sampling, Ad-

vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, (2019).
SHREVE, Stochastic Calculus for Finance II: Continuous-Time Models, Springer, 2004.

. SOBCZYK, Stochastic Differential Equations: With Applications to Physics and Engineering,

Mathematics and its Applications, Springer, 1991.

. SODERLIND, Automatic control and adaptive time-stepping, Numerical Algorithms, 31

(2002), pp. 281-310.

. SONG, J. SOHL-DICKSTEIN, D. P. KINGMA, A. KUMAR, S. ERMON, AND B. POOLE, Score-

Based Generative Modeling through Stochastic Differential Equations, Proceedings of the
International Conference on Learning Representations, (2021).

. TALAY, Second-order discretization schemes of stochastic differential systems for the com-

putation of the invariant law, Stochastics and Stochastic Reports, 29 (1990), pp. 13-36.

. VADILLO, Comparing stochastic Lotka—Volterra predator-prey models, Applied Mathematics

and Computation, 360 (2020), pp. 181-189.

. B. VicTOIR AND P. K. FRIZ, Multidimensional Stochastic Processes as Rough Paths: Theory

and Applications, Cambridge University Press, 2010.

. WELLING AND Y. W. TEH, Bayesian Learning via Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics,
Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on Machine Learning, (2011).
WINKELBAUER, Moments and Absolute Moments of the Normal Distribution,
https://arxiv.org/abs/1209.4340, (2014).


https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.04385
https://arxiv.org/abs/1210.0933
https://arxiv.org/abs/1209.4340

ON THE CONVERGENCE OF ADAPTIVE APPROXIMATIONS FOR SDES 29
Appendix A. Improved local accuracy of the SPaRK method (1.16).

In this section, we will detail certain properties of the newly introduced stochastic
Runge-Kutta method (1.16) that make it an appealing alternative to Heun’s method.

We first recall the definition of this method (using the notation from Section 1.1),

Yir1 =Y + F(Y3) (;Wk + \/§Hk> Zysr =Yy + F (Y1) W,
(A1) Yigr:=Ye+ F(Yz)(aWi + Hy) + bF(YH%)Wk + F(Zi11) (Wi — Hy),
with a = % and b = @ In Section 2.3, the scheme (A.1) was Taylor expanded as
(A.2) Yie1 = Yi + f(Ye)he + g(Yi) Wi

1
+9' (Vi) g(Yx) (2W§2 + H, @ Wi — Wy, ®Hk) + o(hy).-

By comparing (A.2) with the Taylor expansion of the SDE solution started from Y,
we see that the leading term in the expansion of the one-step mean squared error is

2
E
2
tht1 . 1. ) . o 2
:=§§E{u¢O@nh0@ME]E[(J; wqhtodwv——(QW%w¢-+taw¢-—w%fm)) ]
i#j b

tr+1

1
Wit @0 dW; — (§W§2 + H, @ W, —Wk®Hk)>

yu@gum(

ty

:ﬁhﬁ by [17, Theorem 5.4] and Brownian scaling

=é%;EWm@MmM}

On the other hand, two half steps of Heun’s method on [¢x,tx+1] can be expanded as
1 1
i = Vi + 50O+ 000 Way + 0/ 0 a0k ) (5 ) + o)
= Yi + f(Yi)hw + g(Yi) (Wi + Wyp1)

1 1
+9' (Vi) g(Ya) (2W,?2 + Wi @ Wiy + 2W§f%> + o(hy),

where we now use the notation Wy := W, — Wy, and Wk+% = Wi, — Wy

k+d k+d”

For i # j, we have SZ Wi, odWi = SZ Wi, dW], and so applying Ito’s isometry gives

tor1 . 1. . o 1. . 2
]El( Wi odw] (ZWkW,g+WkW,g+;+2Wk+éW,§+é)> ]
k
bopd PR S 2 the P j 2
=E <£k W, o0 dW; QWka> +< , IWtH%,tOth 2Wk+§Wk+;>

kt+ 5
2 2
1/1 1/1 1.,
—4<2m) *4(2m> =gl
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Hence, the leading term in the mean squared error of the two-step Heun’s method is
1.5 / 2
ghk Z ]E[”gj (Yk)gi(yk)HQ]'
i#j

Thus, provided the step size is sufficiently small, we see that one step of the stochastic
Runge-Kutta method (1.16) is more accurate than two steps of Heun’s method (1.14).
In addition, two steps of Heun’s method uses an extra evaluation of the vector fields.

It is also known that Heun’s method achieves second order weak convergence for
SDEs with additive noise [43] (that is, when g(y) = o for a constant matrix o € R®*%),

dyt = f(yt)dt + O'Cth,

where, for the purposes of this section, we will assume that f is sufficiently smooth.
For additive noise SDEs, the Splitting Path Runge-Kutta (SPaRK) method becomes

1 1
Yk+% =Y, + gf(yk)hk +J<2Wk + \/§Hk>7 Ly := Y + f(YkJr%)hk + oWy,

2 i)+ 2 10 p) + 25 ) o+ oW

Yir1 =Y + (

Using the classical Taylor theorem f(b) = f(a) + f'(a)(b—a) + 3f"(a)(b—a)®* + R
with R := 5 So t)2f"(a+t(b—a))(b—a)®3dt, we can Taylor expand Y1 to give

Yk+1 =Y.+ f(Yk)hk + oWy + ?f/(yk) (;f(yk)hk + 0<;Wk + \/ng)>hk

& _6\/§ JU(Yk)(f(Ym%)hk + UWk) hi,

L (5700 (5r0m+ o (5w ﬁHk))@)hk

2
3—v3
+ 6\/>

+

(;f”(Yk)(f(YH%)hk + UWk>®2>hk " O(hé)

=Y.+ f(Yk)hk + oW + f’(Yk)O’<1Wk + Hk> hy + 1f’(Yk)f(Yk)hi + O(h%)

63

1 1
+§f”(Yk)a ( W2+ Wk®Hk+2Hk®Wk+fH®2)hk

We note that in the above Taylor expansion, we have (%Wk + Hk)hk = t’““ Wiy, 1 dt
and B[ (553 W+ LWu@Hy+ L Hy@Wi+ VEHE? ) by | = 312 = E[Sﬁ,ﬁ“ Wt |.

Thus, by the standard mean squared error analysis of Milstein and Tretyakov [50],
we see that stochastic Runge-Kutta method will converge strongly with rate O(h%)
Similarly, it is also clear that the method will achieve second order weak convergence.
We refer the reader to [16] for more details on the analysis of commutative noise SDEs.
For non-additive noise SDEs, it is straightforward to see that the proposed stochastic
Runge-Kutta method exhibits the same strong convergence rates as Heun’s method.
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To conclude, we summarise the properties of these numerical methods in Table 1.

Heun’s method Splitting Path
One step Two steps Runge-Kutta
Vector field evaluations 2 4
Gaussian random vectors 1 2
Coeflicient in front of leading term
2 1 1
D S B oy (V) sV i 5 5
in expansion of mean squared error
Convergence rates for SDEs with... Strong Weak Strong Weak
general noise O(h?) O(h) O(h2) O(h)
commutative noise
O(h O(h O(h O(h
(6} 0}y () = 0} (1)) " (ot o
additive noise 9 3 9
(g(y) =gc Rexd) O(h) O(h?) O(h2) O(h?)
TABLE 1

Properties of Heun’s method (1.14) and the proposed SPaRK method (1.16).

Appendix B. Generating increments and integrals of Brownian motion.
In this section, we will briefly outline how increments W ; and space-time Lévy areas

Hsy = i Si W . du of Brownian motion can be generated for adaptive SDE solvers.

We emphasise that the results detailed in this section are already well-established
in the SDE numerics literature [15, 34] and are only included here for completeness.

To begin, we note that for any u € [s,t], a path increment W ,, := W,, — Wy can
be generated conditional on W, ; using standard properties of the Brownian bridge.
When u = %(s + t), this leads to well-known Lévy construction of Brownian motion.

THEOREM B.1 (Conditional distribution of Brownian increments). For s < u < t,

uU—S t—u
Ws,u = s VVs,t + Bs,ua Wu,t = EWS,t - Bs,u7

where the Brownian bridge increment B, ~ ./\/(O7 WQ) is independent of
Wiy ~N(0,(t — s)1q). When u = (s +t) is the midpoint of [s,t], this simplifies to
1 1
Ws,u = §Ws,t + Bs,ua Wu,t = §Ws,t - Bs,u7
where By, ~ /\/(0, i(t — s)Id).
Proof. Let By := Wiy — 3= W . The covariance between Bj ,, and W ; is

COV(Bs,u7 W s,t) = COV(” s, u ”s,t) - 1; i COV(” st ”s,t)
— S
u—S
=(u—s)— ;

(t—s)=0.

-5
Since B, , and W, ; depend on the same Brownian motion, they are jointly normal,
and therefore independent. The variance of B, ,, is straightforward to compute. 0
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Extending the theorem given above to include both increments and space-time
Lévy areas of the Brownian motion is more involved, but based on a similar argument
(which also uses that uncorrelated jointly normal random variables are independent).

THEOREM B.2 (Conditional distribution of increments and space-time Lévy areas
of Brownian motion within an interval, [15, Theorems 6.1.4 and 6.1.6]). For s < u < t,

Wsa = U ; SWS,t + WHM N @le
Wi = W — WFM S,
Hs. = (u ;23)2 H,, - ui

o b

where Wy ~ N(0,hlg), Hey ~ N(0, 35 hlq) and X1, X2 ~ N(0,1;) are independent,
h =t — s denotes the length of the interval and the coefficients a,b,c € R are given by

=9it-wi . (u-9it-uw
Zh\/ufs)3+ (t —u)3’ ' 2h\/uf5)3+ (t —u)3’

ﬁ(u_s)%@_u)f
6\/u—s +(t—u)3’

When u = %(s +t) is the midpoint of the interval [s,t], these formulae simplify to

a =

1 3 1 3
Ws,u:2W5t+2Hst+Zsuv Wu,t:§Ws,t_§Hs,t_Zs,uu

1 1 1 1 1 1
Hs,u 4H 2Zs,u + iNs,ty Hu,t = ZHs,t - §Zs,u - iNs,ta

where Wy ~ N(0,hl), Zsw ~ N(0, {5 hla) and Hey, Ny ~ N(0, 55 h14) are all
independent Gaussian random vectors.

F1G. 4. Illustration of the Brownian increments and areas in Theorem B.2 (diagram from [15])
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Appendix C. Norm of the determinant for a Gaussian random matrix.
In this section, we present the following known result, which was helpful in Section 3.

THEOREM C.1 (L'(P) norm of the determinant for a Gaussian random matrix).

Forn > 1, let A, = {aij}1<i,j<n be an n x n matriz with independent entries
a;j ~N(0,1) and let Z ~ N(0,1) denote a standard normal random variable. Then,
(C.1) E[|det A,|] = E[|Z]"].

Proof. Let p,, denote the probability density function of | det A, |. Then the Mellin
transform of p,, is given by [10, Equation (2.3)], but with a = § and 8 = 1. That is,

o= () T ()

where T is the standard Gamma function. Since E[|det A,|] = §;” zp,(z)dz, we have

0

M (s) :=J

0

which is the n-th moment of a half-normal distribution (see [70, Equation (18)]). 0O
In particular, when n = 2, we obtain the result used in the proof of Theorem 3.1.
THEOREM C.2. Let A, B,C,D ~ N(0,1) be independent random variables. Then

(C.2) E[|AD — BC|] = 1.

Remark C.3. Although (C.1) immediately follows from [10, Equation (2.3)] and
[70, Equation (18)], it was difficult for the authors to find it stated in the literature.
Hence, (C.1) may be a lesser-known (but elegant) fact about the normal distribution.

Appendix D. A lower bound for the SABR-specific previsible step size.
By the construction of the previsible step size (4.3), applying Heun’s method to the
SABR model (4.2) with step size h = h(1;) gives a local mean-squared error of +Ch.
Since the local errors propagate linearly, the global mean-squared error will be O(C).
On the other hand, we can also consider the “average step size” taken by the method.

THEOREM D.1. Let vy := —%t + W, denote the log-volatility component of (4.2)
and let h(v;) :=log(1 + Ce=2"t) be the previsible step size control with C > 0. Then
(D.1) E[h(1y)] = log(1 + Cé").

Proof. We first note that the previsible step size control x — h(z) is convex as

j—;h(m) = %(log(l +Ce™2%)) = % > 0. Thus, by Jensen’s inequality, we have
1

E[h(v)] > h(E[ni]) = h( = 5t) = log (1 + C<"). 0

Hence, if C is sufficiently small, the average step size at any ¢t € [0,T] is O(C'), and
results in a global L?(P) error of O(v/C'). This mimics the O(+v/h) strong convergence
of SDE solvers with a constant step size. However, since (D.1) increases with time,
we can see that the variable step size methods tend to take increasingly larger steps.
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