arXiv:2406.14065v1 [math.NA] 20 Jun 2024

On one-step numerical schemes of weak convergence for SDEs with super-linear coefficients^†

Yuying Zhao^{a,b}, Xiaojie Wang^a, and Zhongqiang Zhang^{∗b}

a School of Mathematics and Statistics, HNP-LAMA, Central South University, Changsha, Hunan, P. R. China b Department of Mathematical Sciences, Worcester Polytechnic Institute, Worcester, MA 01609 USA June 25, 2024

Abstract

We consider weak convergence of one-step schemes for solving stochastic differential equations (SDEs) with one-sided Lipschitz conditions. It is known that the super-linear coefficients may lead to a blowup of moments of solutions and their numerical solutions. When solutions to SDEs have all finite moments, weak convergence of numerical schemes has been investigated in [Wang et al (2023), Weak error analysis for strong approximation schemes of SDEs with super-linear coefficients, IMA Journal numerical analysis]. Some modified Euler schemes have been analyzed for weak convergence. In this work, we present a family of explicit schemes of first and second-order weak convergence based on classical schemes for SDEs. We explore the effects of limited moments on these schemes. We provide a systematic but simple way to establish weak convergence orders for schemes based on approximations/modifications of drift and diffusion coefficients. We present several numerical examples of these schemes and show their weak convergence orders.

AMS subject classification: 60H35, 60H15, 65C30.

Keywords: Non-globally Lipschitz coefficients, second order, weak approximation, modified scheme, sigmoid functions, truncation functions

1 Introduction

We consider the weak convergence of first- and second-order explicit schemes for stochastic differential equations (SDEs) with non-globally Lipschitz coefficients of superlinear growth. In [31], a theorem is established on the weak convergence orders of one-step numerical schemes with infinity moments. The weak convergence orders of the several tamed and balanced schemes are examined therein. However, there are several limitations to be addressed for further applications. The limitations include but are not limited to 1) requiring infinitely many moments of solutions to SDEs and numerical solutions, 2) schemes of at most first-order weak convergence, and 3) not structure-preserving from the schemes.

We will address the first two limitations by discussing 1) relaxing requirements of all finite moments, which necessitate the moments of derivatives of solutions with respect to the initial condition; 2) second-order schemes obtained from modifying classical second-order schemes for SDEs with Lipschitz coefficients. We will not focus on 3) while we discuss some possibilities in Remark 3.11. For 1), we will reduce the requirements of all finite moments of both exact solutions and numerical ones from the infinite order to a finite order for a q-th order numerical scheme

†This work was supported by the Natural Science Foundation of China (12071488, 12371417, 11971488), the Natural Science Foundation of Hunan Province (2020JJ2040), and the innovative project of graduate students of Central South University (2021zzts0040). E-mail addresses: zhaoyuying78@gmail.com, x.j.wang7@csu.edu.cn, zzhang7@wpi.edu

∗Corresponding author

(0 < q ≤ 2). The reduction allows the design of numerical schemes of weak convergence when solutions have only a few moments. Also, we show the required moments of finite orders are critical for the desired convergence order. For 2), we modify schemes of weak order two for SDEs with Lipschitz coefficients and show that the weak convergence order of the modified schemes may degenerate to one for nonlinear SDEs with only limited moments. It can achieve second-order when numerical solutions have enough high-order moments. See Example 3.16 for a representative example.

We briefly discuss several related works on analyzing weak convergence using one-step numerical approximation. For a thorough review of schemes of weak convergence for SDEs with non-Lipschitz coefficients, we refer to [31]. The idea of analyzing the weak convergence by one-step numerical approximation dates back to [21, 22]. These typically establish the weak convergence theorem for general one-step numerical approximations of SDEs with global Lipschitz coefficients. See also discussions in [14, 23]. However, in practical applications, the coefficients of most SDEs are not Lipschitz continuous and exhibit super-linear or sublinear growth. In [31], the authors develop a weak error analysis for general one-step approximation schemes of SDEs with non-globally Lipschitz coefficients of superlinear growth. Under the same conditions on the coefficients of SDEs, the Euler-Maruyama scheme fails to have bounded moments and thus does not converge in the strong and weak sense; see e.g., in [7,10,20,24]. For numerical schemes solving these SDEs, several types of methods have been proposed: 1) Tamed explicit schemes, such as in [9, 11, 12, 25–27, 29–31], where coefficients are approximated with a function of the form^{f (x)}_{1+hβ |f (x)|} (0 ≤ β ≤ 1), effectively controlling the superlinear growth; 2) Explicit truncation schemes, where coefficients are set to be constants when solutions reach a certain threshold of magnitude, as exemplified in prior studies [1, 2, 15, 17, 24, 27]; 3) Projection methods: trajectories with tremendous values are projected back onto a ball of radius inversely proportional to the step size. For further information, refer to the works of [1, 2, 27]; 4) Implicit methods: the drift and/or diffusion coefficients are treated implicitly, see e.g. [6, 8, 18, 31]. Also, the authors in [24] apply the schemes of weak convergence for SDEs with Lipschitz continuous coefficients and reject all the computed trajectories outside a ball centered at the origin with a certain radius. Therein the resulting scheme may be volume-preserving for stochastic Hamiltonian systems while there is no mathematical proof.

Except the implicit schemes, all the above schemes are established by modifying the working schemes for SDEs with Lipschitz coefficients. Along this avenue of modifying classical schemes, we extend the theorem of weak convergence for one-step numerical schemes in [31], using relaxed assumptions. Also, we discuss numerical schemes with second-order weak convergence, which haven’t been explored for SDEs with non-Lipschitz coefficients. For example, only first-order schemes are considered in [31]. The main novelty and contributions of the work are summarized as follows.

• First, we relax the assumptions in the key theorem in [31]. Therein all moments of solutions to SDEs and numerical solutions are assumed. However, this assumption is invalid for many SDEs and their numerical schemes; see Example 3.16. The relaxation requires investigating the solutions and their derivatives in the initial data. After thoroughly investigating the moments of the derivatives, we present a simpler proof (see Appendix A and B) with relaxed assumptions than those in [4, 31].

• Second, we present several modified schemes (Examples 3.10-3.14) from classical second-order schemes and discuss the weak convergence orders of these schemes for nonlinear SDEs. We show in Examples 3.16 (theoretically) and 4.2 (numerically) that the convergence order of the schemes of second-order weak convergence become one when the moment conditions are not satisfied.

In Figure 1, we present the key components for verifying the weak convergence. The bold texts are requirements in this work. Here we consider modified Euler or Milstein-Talay schemes and thus we only need to check the properties of the modification maps to obtain the moment bounds and one-step approximation error to obtain a weak convergence order. In other words, users may compute the weak convergence order by checking these assumptions and conditions in Theorems 3.3 and 3.8 but they are not required to check the moment bounds and local approximation error. To illustrate how to apply our results, we present several examples in Section 3.4.

Weak convergence order of modified Milstein-Talay schemes for SDEs (2.2) Assumptions 2.1 and (A3’) approximation error of one step

Assumption on test functions (Assumption 2.3) moment bounds (high enough) modification maps growth condition (Assumption 3.1) and approximation (Assumption 3.7)

Figure 1: Sketch of components for proving weak convergence order of one-step schemes for SDE (2.2)

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we first introduce some notations and assumptions. Then we present the general convergence theorem of one-step schemes for SDEs with assumptions weaker than those in [31]. The proof of this improvement is presented in Appendix C. We then present second-order weak convergence candidate schemes in Section 3. We also present necessary technical assumptions to obtain secondorder convergence, especially on how to modify the classical second-order weakly convergent schemes. We present some numerical results in Section 4. The essential proofs of the main convergence results are presented in Section 5 while more details can be found in the appendix.

2 Preliminaries and assumptions

We introduce some notations used throughout this paper.

We use | · | to denote the l^2-norm of vectors and matrices. We denote by C^k(R^d , R^m ) the space consisting of k-th continuously differentiable functions from R^d to R^m , and denote x ∨ y := max{x, y} and x ∧ y := min{x, y}. For a multi-index α, we define the partial derivatives of v : R^d → R^l as

D^αv(x) := ∂^{|α|1} v(x) ∂x^{α1}_1 · · · ∂x^{αd}_d = ∂^{α1}_{x1} · · · ∂^{αd}_{xd} v(x), |α|_1 = d∑ i=1 α_i. (2.1)

For l = 1, We use Dv := (^{∂v}_{∂x1} ,^{∂v}_{∂x2} , · · ·^{∂v}_{∂xd} ) (gradient vector) and D^2v :=

(_∂2_v ∂x_i∂x_j ) d×d (Hessian matrix). For simplicity, we use the letter C to denote a generic positive constant independent of the step size h.

For a complete probability space (Ω, F, P), we use E to denote expectation and L^r(Ω; R^{d×m} ), r ∈ N, to denote the family of R^{d×m} -valued variables with the norm defined by ‖ξ‖_Lr_{(Ω;R}d×m_) = (E[|ξ|^r ])^{1r} < ∞. Let F^W_t be an increasing family of σ-subalgebras of F induced by W (t) for 0 ≤ t ≤ T, where ( W (t), F^W_t ) = ( (W_1(t), . . . , W_m(t) )_⊤ , F^W_t ) is an m-dimensional standard Wiener process. Consider the following Itô stochastic differential equation:

dX(t) = f(X(t)) dt + g(X(t)) dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ], X(0) = x_0 ∈ R^d , (2.2)

where f = (f^1, f^2, · · · , f^d)^⊤ : R^d → R^d is the drift coefficient and f^i : R^d → R, and g = (g^{i,j} )_{d×m} : R^d → R^{d×m} is the diffusion coefficient and g^{i,j} : R^d → R. The initial data x_0 = (x^{(1)}_0 , x^{(2)}_0 , · · · , x^{(d)}_0 ) ∈ R^d is deterministic for simplicity.

2.1 Conditions on coefficients of SDEs

In this subsection, we present assumptions on the drift and diffusion coefficients. These assumptions are crucial for establishing the existence, uniqueness, and moment estimates of SDEs.

Assumption 2.1. (A1) The drift coefficient function f ∈ C^{2q+2}(R^d ; R^d ) and for r ≥ 0, sup_{x∈Rd} |D^αf(x)| 1 + |x|^{(2r+1−j)∨0} < ∞, |α|_1 = j, j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2q + 2}; (2.3) (A2) The diffusion coefficient function g ∈ C^{2q+2}(R^d ; R^{d×m} ) and there exists ρ ≤ r + 1 such that sup_{x∈Rd} |D^αg(x)| 1 + |x|^{(ρ−j)∨0} < ∞, |α|_1 = j, j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2q + 2}; (2.4) (A3) Let p_0 ≥ 2 be a sufficiently large number and there exists c_{p0} ∈ R such that ⟨Df(x)y, y⟩ + p_0 − 1 2 |Dg(x)y|^2 ≤ c_{p0} |y|^2, x, y ∈ R^d ; (2.5) Remark 2.2. Compared to [31], the conditions are relaxed as follows.

1. In (A2), the condition ρ ≤ r is relaxed to ρ ≤ r + 1; 2. In (A3), we only require a large p_0 ≥ 2 instead of all p_0 ≥ 2;

3. We remove the following condition (the condition (A4) in [31]), which is cited from [4]: there exist a_1 > 0 and γ, c_1 ≥ 0 such that for any x, y ∈ R^d it holds ⟨f(x + y) − f(x), y⟩ ≤ −a_1|y|^{2r+2} + c_1(|x|^γ + 1). (2.6) In the proof, we don’t require −a_1 < 0, which is required when t → ∞ in [4]. The polynomial growth condition (2.10) implies the above condition with a_1 ≥ 0.

We also assume the following one-sided Lipschitz condition (globally monotone condition), e.g. in [26, 29], • (A3’) ⟨x − y, f(x) − f(y)⟩ +^{p′0 −1}_2 |g(x) − g(y)|^2 ≤ c_p′_0 |x − y|^2, ∀x, y ∈ R^d , where p^′_0 > 1.

By utilizing Young’s inequality with arbitrarily small ε > 0, we have ⟨x, f(x)⟩ + p^′_0 − 1 − ε 2 |g(x)|^2 ≤ c_0 + c^′_p′_0 |x|^2, ∀x ∈ R^d , (2.7)

where ε > 0 is arbitrarily small if g(0) ≠ 0 and c_0 =^{|f (0)|2}_2 +^{(p′0 −1)(p′0−1−ε)}_{2ε} |g(0)|^2; and c^′_{p0} = c_p′_0 +^1_2 . When g(0) = 0, we have ε = 0 and c_0 =^{|f (0)|2}_2 . By Itô’s formula, the inequality (2.7) is sufficient to ensure bounded moments [13, 16]: there is C > 0, E[|X^{0,x0} (t)|^{p1} ] ≤ C(1 + |x_0|^{p1} ), 2 ≤ p_1 ≤ p^′_0 − ε, t ∈ [0, T ]. (2.8) We remark that assumption (A3) in Assumption 2.1 implies this condition with p^′_0 ≥ p_0. In fact, the inequality may be proved by using Taylor’s expansion and applying the inequality (2.5): ⟨x − y, ∫_1 0 Df ( x + s(y − x) ) (x − y) dt⟩ + p_0 − 1 2 | ∫_1 0 Dg ( x + s(y − x) ) (x − y) ds|^2 ≤ c_{p0} |x − y|^2, where p_0 can be arbitrarily large, e.g. in [4, 31], p^′_0 = p_0 < ∞. However, it may be true that p^′_0 > p_0, which is the case in Example 3.16. Even it is redundant when p^′_0 = p_0, we assume (A3’) in addition to Assumption 2.1.

Assumption (A1) immediately implies |f(x) − f(y)| ≤ C(1 + |x|^{2r} + |y|^{2r})|x − y|, x, y ∈ R^d , (2.9) which implies the polynomial growth at infinity |f(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|^{2r+1}), x ∈ R^d . (2.10) Moreover, from (2.7) and (2.9), we may derive |g(x)| ≤ C(1 + |x|^{r+1}). (2.11) Under the inequalities (2.9), (2.4), and (2.7), it holds that r + 1 ≥ ρ. If f(x) is a scalar polynomial and satisfies Assumption 2.1, then it is of the form f(x) = −c_{2k+1}x^{2k+1} + ∑_{2k} i=0 c_ix^i, where c_{2k+1} > 0, c_i ∈ R, 0 ≤ i ≤ 2k, and r ≥ k.

2.2 A theorem on weak convergence order for one-step approximations

To approximate solutions to (2.2), we construct a uniform mesh on [0, T ] with h =^T_N being the step size, for any N ∈ N. For x ∈ R^d , t ∈ [0, T ], h > 0, 0 < t + h ≤ T , we introduce the one-step approximation Y (t, x; t + h) for the solution X(t, x; t + h) to (2.2) in the form of

Y (t, x; t + h) = x + Φ(t, x, h; ν_t), (2.12)

where ν_t is a random vector defined on (Ω, F, P) with moments of a sufficiently high order and Φ is a function from [0, T ] × R^d × (0, T ] × R^m to R^d . Using the one-step approximation (2.12), we recurrently construct numerical approximations {Y_n}_{0≤n≤N} on the uniform mesh grid {t_n = nh, n = 0, 1, · · · , N}, given by

Y_0 = X_0, Y_{n+1} = Y_n + Φ(t_n, Y_n, h; ν_n), n = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1, (2.13)

where ν_n is independent of Y_0 , Y_1 , . . . , Y_n , ν_0, ν_1, . . . , ν_{n−1} for all n ≥ 1.

We will consider the convergence of E[φ(Y_n )] to E[φ(X_{tn} )] where φ and its derivatives have at most a polynomial growth at infinity.

Assumption 2.3. Let φ: R^d → R^m (m ≥ 1). Assume that φ ∈ G^{2q+2} , i.e., there exist constants L > 0 and κ ≥ 1 such that |D^j φ(x)| ≤ L(1 + |x|^κ), j ∈ {j = 0, 1, 2, ..., 2q + 2}. (2.14) The following theorem has been known if the coefficients are Lipschtiz continuous [21,22] or p_0 being arbitrarily large in (A3) [31]. Here we remove the last constraint and extra constraints as stated in Remark 2.2.

Theorem 2.4 (Fundamental theorem of one-step schemes for weak convergence, c.f. [31]). Let Assumption 2.3 hold. Suppose

(i) (Coefficients of SDEs) Assumptions 2.1 and (A3’) hold;

(ii) (Local approximation error) For some constants C > 0 and κ ≥ 0, and for any i_j ∈ {1, 2, · · · , d} and x ∈ R^d , the one-step approximation Y (t, x; t + h) has the following orders of accuracy: | |E [^s∏ j=1 ( δ_{X,x} )_{ij} ] − E [^s∏ j=1 ( δ_{Y,x} )_{ij} ]| | ≤ C(1 + |x|^κ )h^{q+1}, s = 1, . . . , 2q + 1, (2.15) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2q+2∏

j=1 ( δ_{X,x} )_{ij} ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;R)} ≤ C(1 + |x|^κ )h^{q+1}, (2.16) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2q+2∏

j=1 ( δ_{Y,x} )_{ij} ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;R)} ≤ C(1 + |x|^κ )h^{q+1}, (2.17)

where we denote (δ_{X,x})^{ij} := X^{ij} (t, x; t + h) − x^{ij} , (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} := Y^{ij} (t, x; t + h) − x^{ij} .

(iii) (Moment bounds) There exist constants β ≥ 1 and C > 0 such that for p ≥ 2κ ∨ (βκ + κ), the moments of the approximation {Y_n}_{0≤n≤N} are bounded by

sup_{N∈N} sup_{0≤n≤N} E[|Y_n |^p] ≤ C(1 + |Y_0|^{βp}). (2.18)

Then we obtain a global weak convergence order of order q, i.e., for some C > 0 independent of h, | E [ φ ( X(t_0, X_0; T ) )] − E [ φ ( Y (t_0, Y_0; t_N ) )]| ≤ C ( 1 + |X_0|^{β(βκ+κ)} ) h^q . (2.19)

The proof of this theorem is presented in Appendix C and it uses the following lemma.

Lemma 2.5. (c.f. [4, Theorem 1.3.6]) Let Assumption 2.1 and inequality (A3’) be fulfilled. Then, the solution to SDE (2.2) X(t, x; s), 0 ≤ t ≤ s ≤ T is 2q + 2 times differentiable with respect to the initial data x ∈ R^d and for any q ≥ 1 and j = 2, . . . , 2q + 2 it holds that sup_{x∈Rd} E[|D^j X(t, x; s)|^P] ≤ C(T, P, j), for all P ∈ [ 1, p_0 ((2r + 1 − j) ∨ 0) + j ] , (2.20)

where C(T, P, j) is a constant that depends on T, P, j. Here D^j ’s refer to derivatives in x.

This lemma is proved in Appendix B. In fact, we need P ≥ 4q + 4 to prove Theorem 2.4.

Remark 2.6. As pointed out in [31], it is often subtle to verify the condition (2.18) on moments of a method {Y_n}_{0≤n≤N} in the case of the nonglobal Lipschitz coefficients. Usually, each scheme and each equation require special considerations (see Examples 3.10-3.16). However, it is not difficult to verify the conditions (2.15)-(2.17) following the calculations in [23] where the coefficients are Lipschitz continuous.

3 Schemes of weak convergence based on the Itô-Taylor expansion

Here we recall the following one-step approximation based on the Itô-Taylor expansion, known as the Milstein–Talay method [28]:

X_{n+1} = Y_{MT} (t_n, X_n; t_n + h), Y_{MT} (t, x; t + h) = x + f(x)h + m∑ r=1 ∫_{t+h} t g^r(x) dW_r(s)

+ m∑ r=1 m∑ r_1=1 ∫_{t+h} t ∫_s t Λ_{r1} g^r(x) dW_{r1} (s_1)dW_r(s) + m∑ r=1 ∫_{t+h} t Lg^r(x)h dW_r(s)

+ m∑ r=1 ∫_{t+h} t ∫_s t ( Λ_rf(x) − Lg^r(x) ) dW_r(s_1)ds + h^2 2 Lf(x). (3.1)

Here Λ_r = ∑_d i=1 g^{i,r ∂}_{∂xi} and L = f^{⊤ ∂}_{∂x} +^1_2 ∑_m r=1 ∑_d i,j=1 g i,rg^{j,r ∂2}_{∂xi∂xj} . The method is shown to have weak convergence of order two when f and g are Lipschitz continuous, see e.g. [23]. When Lipschitz continuity conditions are violated and coefficients have polynomial growth instead of linear growth, the Milstein–Talay method can explode at a certain time as in the Euler scheme [10]. Inspired by modified Euler schemes in the literature, we propose the following scheme

Y_{n+1} = Y_n + T_1(f(Y_n), h)h + m∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(Y_n), h) ΔW_r (n)

+ m∑ r=1 m∑ r_1 =1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n ∫_s t_n T_3 ( Λ_{r1} g^r(Y_n), h ) dW_{r1} (s_1)dW_r(s) + m∑ r=1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n T_4 ( Lg^r(Y_n), h ) h dW_r(s)

+ m∑ r=1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n ∫_s t_n T_5 ( (Λ_rf(Y_n) − Lg^r(Y_n)), h ) dW_r (s_1)ds + ∫_{tn+1} t_n T_6 ( Lf(Y_n), h ) h 2 ds, (3.2)

where the maps T_i(·) (i = 1, . . . , 6) are approximations of ‘·’ or zero and will be specified in Section 3.1 and ΔW_r(n) = W_r (t_{n+1}) − W_r(t_n), n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , N − 1.

3.1 Assumptions on the maps for bounded moments

To obtain moment boundedness of solutions to the scheme (3.2), we assume the following conditions:

Assumption 3.1. (H1) (Growth conditions on the maps T_1 and T_2) There exist positive constants γ_1, γ_2 and C, such that |T_i(z, h)| ≤ Ch^{−γi} ∧ |z|, i = 1, 2, z ∈ R^d . (3.3)

(H2) (Approximation condition) There exist C, τ, l_1 > 0 such that for all z ∈ R^d , |T_1(z, h) − z| ≤ Ch^τ |z|^{l1} . (3.4) (H3) (Growth conditions on the T_3 - T_6) There exist γ_3 >^1_2 , γ_4 > 1 and C > 0 such that for all z ∈ R^d , |T_3(z, h)| ≤ Ch^{−γ1} ∧ |z|, |T_4(z, h)| + |T_5(z, h)| ≤ Ch^{−γ3} ∧ |z|, |T_6(z, h)| ≤ Ch^{−γ4} ∧ |z|, (3.5) where γ_1 is from (3.3).

The condition (H2) in Assumption 3.1 may be replaced by the following condition:

(H2’) (One-sided Lipschitz condition) For a sufficiently large p_T ≥ 2, there is a constant C > 0 such that, ⟨x, T_1(f(x), h)⟩ + p_T − 1 2 | m∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(x), h)|^2 ≤ C(1 + |x|^2), x ∈ R^d . (3.6)

It is shown in Section 3.3 that Assumption 3.1 is sufficient to obtain moment bounds of the scheme (3.2).

3.2 Modified Euler schemes and the maps T_i

In this section, we revisit schemes of at most first-order weak convergence when T_i = 0, i = 3, 4, 5, 6 in (3.2). These choices lead to the modified Euler scheme:

Y_{n+1} = Y_n + T_1(f(Y_n), h)h + m∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(Y_n), h) ΔW_r (n), (3.7)

where ΔW_r (n) := W_r(t_{n+1})−W_r(t_n), n ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N −1}. Moreover, the maps T_1, T_2 satisfy T_1 : R^d ×(0, 1) → R^d and T_2 : R^d × (0, 1) → R^d . Recall that the maps T_i(z, h), i = 1, 2 represent an approximation of z when values of |z| are not excessively large. Moreover, T_i(z, h) is bounded in z and is bounded above by a negative power of the time step size h. In Figure 2, we sketch some popular choices of the map T_i(z, h) for modified Euler schemes which have at most first-order weak convergence [31].

x y y = h^{−1} tanh(hx) y =^x_{1+h|x|} y = x1_{|x|≤h}−1 + sign(x)h^{−1}1_{|x|≥h}−1 −h^{−1}h^{−1} −h^{−1} h^{−1}

Figure 2: Illustration of approximations of truncation functions x1_{|x|≤h}−1 + sign(x)h^{−1}1_{|x|≥h}−1 ,^x_{1+h|x|} , and h^{−1} tanh(hx).

To apply Theorem 2.4, the first step is to discuss the moment bounds of the numerical approximation (3.7). We assume that T_1(z, h) and T_2(z, h) are deterministic^∗ and we assume either (H1), (H2) in Assumption 3.1 or (H1), (H2’) hold, depending on the specific choices of T_1 and T_2.

∗It is possible to apply randomized functions but we only consider deterministic functions for brevity.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose Assumption 2.1, (A3’), and (H1) and (H2) in Assumption 3.1 hold. Let {Y_n}_{0≤n≤N} be given by (3.7) and let p^′_0 coming from (2.7) be sufficiently large. Then there exist β_1 ≥ 1 and C > 0 independent of h such that for all n = 0, 1, · · · N E [ |Y_n|^p ] ≤ C ( 1 + |X_0|^{pβ1} ) , for all p ∈ [1, B_1], (3.8)

where β_1 = 1 +^{(pγ1+1)G1}_p ∧^{(1+ 12 p+pγ2 )G1}_p and B_1 =^{p′0 −ε−G1}_{1+γ1G1} ∧^{p′0−ε−G1}_{1+( 12 +γ2)G1} with γ_1, γ_2 from (H1) in Assumption 3.1. Here G_1 = 6r ∨^{(2r+1)l1−1}_τ with r ≥ 0 from (A1) and τ, l_1 > 0 from (H2).

If (H2) is replaced by (H2’), then G_1 = 6r and B_1 =^{pT −G1}_{1+γ1G1} ∧^{pT −G1}_{1+( 12 +γ2)G1} .

This lemma can be proved by extending the results in [5, 32]. See Appendix D for details. Note that β_1 plays the role of β in Theorem 2.4 (iii). Applying Theorem 2.4, with the moment bounds for the modified Euler scheme (3.7) in Lemma 3.2, we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3 (Weak convergence order for the modified Euler scheme (3.7)). Let Assumption 2.3 on the test function φ hold. Let Assumptions 2.1 and (A3’) be satisfied. Additionally, assume that (H1), (H2) (or (H2’)) in Assumption 3.1 hold. Assume further that there exist C > 0, q_0 > 0 and η_{q0} ≥ 0 such that |z − T_i(z, h)| ≤ C(1 + |z|^{ηq0} )h^{q0} , z ∈ R^d , i = 1, 2. (3.9) If P in Lemma 2.5 is no less than 4q + 4 and B_1 in Lemma 3.2 is no less than 2κ ∨ (β_1κ + κ), the scheme (3.7) has a global weak convergence of order q ∧ 1 ≤ q_0: | |E[φ(X(t_0, X_0; T ))] − E[φ(Y (t_0, Y_0; T ))] | | ≤ C(1 + |X_0|^β1^{(β}1^{κ+κ)})h^{q∧1},

where β_1 is from (3.8), κ = (2q + 2)(2r + 1)(1 ∨ η_{q0} ) and r comes from (2.3).

The proof is similar to that in [31] and we omit the proof. Here we use κ from [31], which can be verified as in Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2. The parameters in Table 1 are essential for weak convergence order of numerical schemes (3.7).

γ_1, γ_2 G_1, B_1, β_1 η_{q0} , q_0 κ κ approximation moments bound approximation test function minimum moments Assumption 3.1 Lemma 3.2 Theorem 3.3 Assumption 2.3 Theorem 3.3

Table 1: Essential parameters for weak convergence orders of the modified Euler scheme (3.7)

Remark 3.4. The condition (3.9) is a sufficient but not a necessary condition. For example, in some schemes with T_i(z, h; w), one could also by |z − T_i(z, h; w)| to derive similar result as Theorem 3.3.

Below we list some examples of modified Euler scheme (3.7), where T_1 and T_2 are explicitly given. Furthermore, Table 2 gives the corresponding parameters for the numerical schemes.

• fully tamed Euler (c.f. [26]), for ∀z ∈ R^d and 0 < α_1 ≤ 1,

T_1(z, h; w) = z 1 + h^{α1} |z| + h^{α1} |w| , T_2(w, h; z) = w 1 + h^{α1} |z| + h^{α1} |w| . (3.10)

• balanced scheme [32] T_i(z, h) = h^{−1} tanh(hz), i = 1, 2, z ∈ R^d . (3.11)

• tamed Euler scheme [5] T_i(z, h) = z 1 + h|z| , i = 1, 2, z ∈ R^d . (3.12) scheme γ1 γ2 G1 B1 κ ηq_0 q0 fully tamed (3.10) α1 α1 6r^{pT −G1}_{1+( 1+α12 )G1} (2q + 2)(2r + 1)ηq_0 1 + ς ςα1

balanced (3.11) 1 1 6r ∨^{(3−2ς)(2r+1)−1}_{2−2ς}^{p′0−ε−G1}_{1+ 32 G1} (2q + 2)(2r + 1)ηq_0 3 − 2ς 2 − 2ς

tamed Euler (3.12) 1 1 6r ∨^{(2r+1)(1+ς)−1}_ς^{p′0−ε−G1}_{1+ 32 G1} (2q + 2)(2r + 1)ηq_0 1 + ς ς

truncation (3.14) α α 6r ∨^{(2r+1)(1+ ϵα )−1}_ϵ^{p′0−ε−G1}_{1+( 12 +α)G1} (2q + 2)(2r + 1)ηq_0 1 +^ϵ_α ϵ

Table 2: Essential parameters for weak convergence orders of the scheme (3.2). Here ς ∈ [0, 1] and ϵ > 0.

• modified Euler scheme [31]

T_1(z, h) = z 1 + h|z|^2 , T_2(w, h; z) = w 1 + h|z|^2 , z, w ∈ R^d . (3.13) • truncation scheme T_i(z, h) = z1_{|z|≤h}−α + ϑsgn(z)h^{−α}1_{|z|>h}−α , ϑ = 0 or 1, i = 1, 2. (3.14) The fully tamed Euler (3.10) satisfies condition (H1) from Assumption 3.1 with γ_1 = α_1 and γ_2 =^{α1}_2 . Due to (2.7), T_1(f(x), h; g(x)) and T_2(g(x), h; f(x)) satisfy (H2’), by Lemma 3.2, G_1 = 6r. Furthermore, due to |z − T_i(z, h; w)| = h^{α1} |z|^{|z|+|w|} 1+h^{α1} |z|+h^{α1} |w| ≤ h ςα_1 |z| (|z|ς +|w|ς ), condition (3.9) holds with q

0 = ςα_1 and η_{q0} = 1+ς.

For the balanced scheme (3.11), we need to verify the condition (H2) from Assumption 3.1. In fact, by (3.22), we have | h^{−1} tanh(hz) − z | ≤ h^{−1} |tanh(hz) − hz| ≤ h^{−1} |hz|^{3−2ς} = h^{2−2ς} |z|^{3−2ς} , 0 ≤ ς ≤ 1, (3.15) i.e., τ = 2 − 2ς and l_1 = 3 − 2ς. Then, G_1 = 6r ∨^{(3−2ς)(2r+1)−1}_{2−2ς} , η_{q0} = 3 − 2ς and q_0 = 2 − 2ς.

For the tamed Euler (3.12), condition (H1) is satisfied with γ_1 = γ_2 = 1. Furthermore, we have |z − T_1(z, h)| = h |z|^{|z|}_{1+h2|z|} ≤ h^ς |z|^{1+ς} , 0 ≤ ς ≤ 1. Then, condition (H2) from Assumption 3.1 hold with τ = ς and l_1 = 1 + ς. So, we get G_1 = 6r ∨^{(2r+1)(1+ς)−1}_ς , η_{q0} = 1 + ς and q_0 = ς.

In the modified Euler scheme (3.13), T_2(g(x), h; f(x)) does not satisfy (H1) in Assumption 3.1. We refer interested readers to [31] for the proof of bounded moments when p_0 is arbitrarily large.

It’s straightforward to check that for the truncation scheme (3.14), |T_i(z, h)| ≤ h^{−α} ∧ |z|, and thus (H1) in Assumption 3.1 hold with α = γ_1 = γ_2. For any ϵ > 0, we also have |T_1(z, h) − z| = |T_1(z, h) − z| 1_{|z|>h}−α ≤ | z − ϑsgn(z)h^{−α} | 1_{|z|>h}−α ≤ (1 + ϑ) |z|^{1+ ϵα} h^ϵ. (3.16) Subsequently, (H2) in Assumption 3.1 is satisfied with τ = ϵ and l_1 = 1+^ϵ_α . One can show G_1 = 6r∨^{(2r+1)(1+ ϵα )−1}_ϵ , η_{q0} = 1 +^ϵ_α and q_0 = ϵ.

Remark 3.5. The moment bounds in Table 2 are consistent with those in the literature. The balanced scheme (3.11) and the tamed Euler scheme (3.12), as discussed in [32] and [5] exhibit the same moment bound for 1 ≤ p ≤ B_1.

3.3 Weak convergence order for the scheme (3.2)

Next, we consider the weak convergence order of the scheme (3.2). According to Theorem 2.4, we need to show the moment bounds of numerical solutions.

Lemma 3.6 (Moment bounds of numerical solutions (3.2)). Let Assumptions 2.1, (A3’), and 3.1 hold. Let p^′_0 from (2.7) be sufficiently large. Then there exist β_2 ≥ 1 and C > 0 independent of h such that for all n = 0, . . . , N E [ |Y_n|^p ] ≤ C ( 1 + |X_0|^{β2 p} ) , for all p ∈ [1, B_2], (3.17)

where β_2 = 1 + (β_1 − 1) ∧^{(1− 12 p+pγ3 )G1}_p ∧^{(1−p+pγ4 )G1}_p , and B_2 = B_1 ∧^{p′0 −ε−G1}_{1+(γ3 − 12 )G1} ∧^{p′0 −ε−G1}_{1+(γ4−1)G1} . Also, γ_3, γ_4 are from Assumption 3.1. Here G_1, β_1 and B_1 come from Theorem 3.3.

If (H2) in Assumption 3.1 is replaced by (H2’), then G_1 = 6r, and B_2 = B_1 ∧^{pT −G1}_{1+(γ3− 12 )G1} ∧^{pT −G1}_{1+(γ4−1)G1} .

Note that β_2 plays the role of β in Theorem 2.4 (iii). The proof for the above lemma is presented in Section 5.1.

By Theorem 2.4, we need the one-step approximation of the scheme (3.2) to be of certain order. To this end, we assume the following on the maps T^′_i s.

Assumption 3.7. For T_i : R^d × (0, 1) → R^d , there exist C > 0, q_0 > 0 and η_{q0} ≥ 0 such that for all z ∈ R^d , |z − T_i(z, h)| ≤ C(1 + |z|^{ηq0} )h^{q0} , i = 1, 2, 3, |z − T_j (z, h)| ≤ C(1 + |z|^{ηq0} )h^{q0 −1}, j = 4, 5, 6. (3.18) Under the above assumptions, by Theorem 2.4, our main result is summarized as follows.

Theorem 3.8 (Weak convergence order for the scheme (3.2)). Let Assumption 2.3 hold. Let Assumptions 2.1 and (A3’) be satisfied. Additionally, assume that (H1), (H2) (or (H2’)), (H3) in Assumption 3.1, and Assumption 3.7 hold. If P in Lemma 2.5 is no less than 4q + 4 and B_2 ≥ 2κ ∨ (β_2κ + κ), the scheme (3.2) has a global weak convergence order q ∧ 2 ≤ q_0: | |E[φ(X(t_0, X_0; T ))] − E[φ(Y (t_0, Y_0; T ))] | | ≤ C(1 + |X_0|^β2^{(β}2^{κ+κ)})h^{q∧2},

where β_2 is from (3.17), κ = (2q + 2)r_1 ∨ r_2 and r_1 = (4r + 1)η_{q0} , r_2 = (2q + 1)(6r + 1) come from Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2. Also, r is from (2.3).

We summarize the key parameters in Table 3 for the weak convergence order of the scheme (3.2).

γi’s G1, B2, β2 ηq_0 , q0 κ κ approximation moments bound approximation test function minimum moments Assumption 3.1 Lemma 3.6 Assumption 3.7 Assumption 2.3 Theorem 3.8

Table 3: Essential parameters for the weak convergence order of the scheme (3.2).

Remark 3.9. The Assumption 3.7 is a sufficient but not a necessary condition. For example, in some schemes with T_i(z, h; w), one could also by |z − T_i(z, h; w)| to derive similar result as Theorem 3.8.

3.3.1 Examples of the maps T_i’s

We now present three examples, where T_i’s are specified, and present the key parameters for weak convergence orders.

Example 3.10 (Truncation scheme). In the scheme (3.2), we take T_i(z, h) = z1_{|z|≤h}−α + ϑsgn(z)h^{−α}1_{|z|>h}−α , ϑ = 0 or 1, i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. (3.19) It’s straightforward to check that |T_i(z, h)| ≤ h^{−α} ∧ |z|, and thus (H1) and (H3) in Assumption 3.1 hold with α = γ_1 = γ_2 = γ_3 = γ_4. As shown in (3.16), for any ϵ > 0, (H2) in Assumption 3.1 is satisfied with τ = ϵ and l_1 = 1 +^ϵ_α . Additionally, Assumption 3.7 is fulfilled with η_{q0} = 1 +^ϵ_α and q_0 = ϵ, by (3.16). Thus, by Lemmas 3.6 and 5.2, we can show that G_1 = 6r ∨^{(2r+1)(1+ ϵα )−1}_ϵ , β_2 = 1 +^{(1−p+pα)G1}_p , p ∈ [1, B_2], B_2 =^{p′0 −ε−G1}_{1+( 12 +α)G1} , and κ = r_2 ∨ (2q + 2)r_1, r_1 = (4r + 1)ϵ, r_2 = (2q + 1)(6r + 1). Let ϵ = α = 2. If P ≥ 4q + 4 and B_2 ≥ 2κ ∨ (β_2κ + κ), the weak convergence order is q ≤ q_0 = α = 2, by Theorem 3.8. The second-order weak convergence is confirmed numerically in Examples 4.1, where enough high order moments of numerical solutions are valid.

scheme (3.2) γi’s G1 B2 β2 κ ηq_0 q0 truncation (3.19) α 6r ∨^{(2r+1)(1+ ϵα )−1}_ϵ^{p′0 −ε−G1}_{1+( 12 +α)G1} 1 +^{(1−p+pα)G1}_p r2 ∨ (2q + 2)r1 1 +^ϵ_α ϵ

Table 4: Essential parameters for the weak convergence order of the scheme in Example 3.10

Remark 3.11 (Structure preserving schemes). Taking ϑ = 0 in (3.19) and applying structure-preserving schemes for SDEs with Lipschitz continuous coefficients may lead to structure-preserving schemes for SDEs with non- Lipschitz coefficients. In this case, we may also stop the trajectories where truncation is needed and thus we have an acceptance-rejection stordergy similar to that in [24]. Therein, the authors discard the approximate trajectories that leave a sufficiently large ball S_R := {x : |x| < R}. This strategy has been tested on quasi-symplectic schemes for nonlinear stochastic Hamiltonian systems. A similar truncation strategy has been considered in [15], which may be structure-preserving while the scheme requires small time sizes for stability. We will not discuss this research direction for brevity as verifying that the resulting schemes admit enough high-order moments for convergence order is necessary.

Example 3.12. In the scheme (3.2), we propose the balanced scheme as follows^†: for all z ∈ R^d ,

T_i(z, h) = h^{−2} tanh(h^2z), i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. (3.20)

It’s clear that (H1) and (H3) from Assumption 3.1 are fulfilled when γ_1 = γ_2 = γ_3 = γ_4 = 2. Also, based on (3.22), it holds for any ς ∈ [0, 1] that |T_i(z, h) − z| ≤ h^{−2}(h^2|z|)^{3−2ς} = h^{4−4ς} |z|^{3−2ς} , i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. (3.21) This implies that (H2) in Assumption 3.1 is valid with τ = 4 − 4ς and l_1 = 3 − 2ς, and Assumption 3.7 holds with q_0 = 4 − 4ς and η_{q0} = 3 − 2ς. By Lemmas 3.6 and 5.2, G_1 = 6r ∨^{(2r+1)(3−2ς)−1}_{4−4ς} , B_2 =^{p′0 −ε−G1}_{1+ 52 G1} , β_2 = 1 +^{(p+1)G1}_p , p ∈ [1, B_2], and κ = r_2 ∨ (2q + 2)r_1, r_1 = (4r + 1)η_{q0} , r_2 = (2q + 1)(6r + 1). By Theorem 3.8, the weak convergence order is q ∧ 2 ≤ q_0 = 2, if P ≥ 4q + 4 and B_2 ≥ 2κ ∨ (β_2κ + κ). We also present numerical result (Example 4.1) and verify the second-order weak convergence.

scheme (3.2) γi’s G1 B2 β2 κ ηq_0 q0 truncation (3.20) 2 6r ∨^{(2r+1)(3−2ς)−1}_{4−4ς}^{p′0 −ε−G1}_{1+ 52 G1} 1 +^{(p+1)G1}_p r2 ∨ (2q + 2)r1 3 − 2ς 4 − 4ς

Table 5: Essential parameters for the weak convergence order of the scheme in Example 3.12

Remark 3.13. The choices of the maps can be made more general as long as the maps satisfy Assumption 3.7. We use the hyperbolic tangent function since it has the following properties: |tanh(y)| ≤ 1, |tanh(y)| ≤ |y| , |y − tanh(y)| ≤ tanh^2(θy) |y| , for some 0 ≤ θ ≤ 1, |y − tanh y| ≤ |y|^{3−2ς} , for any 0 ≤ ς ≤ 1. (3.22)

Under some certain conditions, Assumption 3.7 can be extended when the mappings T_i depend on some w ∈ R^d , written as T_i = T_i(z, h; w).

Example 3.14. In the scheme (3.2), we apply the following modification maps, where

T_i = T_i(z, h; w) = z 1 + h^2 |z| + h^2 |w|

, i = 1, 2; T_j = T_j (z, h) = z 1 + h^2 |z|

, j = 3, 4, 5, 6. (3.23)

Evidently, (H1) and (H3) in Assumption 3.1 are fulfilled with γ_1 = γ_2 = γ_3 = γ_4 = 2. Moreover, for any ς ∈ [0, 1], we have |z − T_i(z, h; w)| = h^2 |z| |z| + |w| 1 + h^2 |z| + h^2 |w| ≤ h^{2ς} |z| (|z|^ς + |w|^ς ), i = 1, 2, and |z − T_j (z, h)| = h^2 |z| |z| 1 + h^2 |z| ≤ h^{2ς} |z|^{1+ς} , j = 3, 4, 5, 6. †For convenience all T_i are the same. We can take T_2(z, h) = h^{− 3}2 tanh(h^{− 3}2 z) which may lead to a smaller B_2.

i.e. (H2) in Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.7 are satisfied with τ = 2ς, l_1 = 1 + ς, η_{q0} = 1 + ς, and q_0 = 2ς.

It can be readily verified that (H2’) is satisfied with p_T = p^′_0 − ε if we take

T_1(f(x), h) = T_1(f(x), h; g(x)), T_2(g(x), h) = T_2(g(x), h; f(x)). (3.24)

Subsequently, applying Lemmas 3.6 and 5.2 yields that G_1 = 6r, B_2 =^{pT −G1}_{1+ 52 G1} , β_2 = 1 +^{(p+1)G1}_p , p ∈ [1, B_2], and κ = r_2 ∨ (2q + 2)r_1, r_1 = (4r + 1)(1 + ς), r_2 = (2q + 1)(6r + 1). The weak convergence order becomes q ≤ q_0 = 2 when P ≥ 4q + 4 and B_2 ≥ 2κ ∨ (β_2κ + κ), according to Theorem 3.8. We numerically verify this scheme (3.24) in Example 4.1, confirming the second-order weak convergence if enough moments of numerical solutions exist.

scheme (3.2) γi’s G1 B2 β2 κ ηq_0 q0 modified (3.23) 2 6r^{pT −G1}_{1+ 52 G1} 1 +^{(p+1)G1}_p r2 ∨ (2q + 2)r1 1 + ς 2ς

Table 6: Essential parameters for the weak convergence order of the scheme in Example 3.14. Here ς ∈ [0, 1].

3.4 Examples of weak convergence order depending on moments bounds

Example 3.15. Consider the following SDE with Lipschitz diffusion coefficient

dX(t) = ( X(t) − X^3(t) ) dt + X(t) dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ], X(0) = x. (3.25)

Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled with r = 1, ρ = 1 while p_0 < +∞ and c_{p0} =^{p0 +1}_2 in (2.5). Also, the inequality (A3’) holds with p^′_0 = p_0 < +∞. As p^′_0 can be arbitrarily large, B_1 and B_2 are arbitrarily large and thus both are larger than 2κ ∨ (β_2κ + κ). Recall that κ = (2q + 2)(4r + 1)η_{q0} ∨ (2q + 1)(6r + 1) for the scheme (3.2) and κ = (2q + 2)(2r + 1)(1 ∨ η_{q0} ) for the scheme (3.7). By Theorems 3.3 and 3.8, the weak convergence orders are q_0 ∧ 2 and q_0 ∧ 1.

Applying Theorem 3.8, we obtain the second-order weak convergence of the truncation scheme (3.19) with α = 2, the balanced scheme (3.20), and the modified scheme (3.24) with φ(x) = cos x, x^2. By Theorem 3.3, we

scheme (3.2) P G1 B2 κ 2κ ∨ (βκ + κ) ηq_0 q0 q (order) truncation (3.19) (α = 2) 12 6^{p′0 −ϵ−6}_{16} 60 60 2 = ϵ = 2 2 balanced (3.20) 12 6^{p′0 −ϵ−6}_{16} 60 60 2 2 2 modified (3.23) 12 6^{p′0 −ϵ−6}_{16} 60 60 2 2 2 scheme (3.7) P G1 B1 κ 2κ ∨ (βκ + κ) ηq_0 q0 q (order) fully tamed (3.10) (α1 = 1) 6 6^{p′0−ε−6}_7 18 18 2 = α1 α1 balanced (3.11) 8 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{10} 24 24 2 1 1 tamed Euler (3.12) 8 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{10} 24 24 2 1 1 truncation (3.14) 8 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{10} 24 24 2 = α = 1 1

Table 7: Essential parameters for weak convergence order of the schemes in Example 3.15, φ(x) = cos x

may show first-order weak convergence of the fully tamed Euler (3.10) with α_1 = 1, the balanced scheme (3.11), the tamed Euler scheme (3.12), the modified Euler scheme (3.13), and the truncation scheme (3.19) with α = 1. In Table 7, we present the essential parameters in case of φ(x) = cos x, where κ = 0. The weak convergence orders are numerically verified in Figure 3 in Section 4.

The next example shows that the weak convergence order deteriorates if the numerical solutions don’t have enough high-order moments.

Example 3.16. Consider the following stochastic differential equations

dX(t) = ( X(t) − X^3(t) ) dt + σX^2(t) dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ], X(0) = x_0. (3.26)

Assumption 2.1 is fulfilled with r = 1 and ρ = 2 while p_0 = 3/(2σ^2) + 1 and c_{p0} = 1 in (2.5). Also, we may check that for all p^′_0 ≤^2_{σ2} + 1, it holds that x(x − x^3) +^{p′0 −1}_2 σ^2x^4 ≤ x^2. Take φ(x) = cos x and two sets of model parameters: Case I: σ = 0.1, Case II: σ = 0.5. In the calculations, we may observe that q is not an integer while the order q in some previous theorems is required to be an integer. For simplicity, we keep q as is for the discussion while q in assumptions and lemmas should be replaced by the rounding of q to its nearest integer.

When σ = 0.1, p^′_0 ≤ 201. For the balanced scheme (3.20), B_2 =^{p′0 −ϵ−6}_{16} ≈ 12.2, q_0 = 4−4ς, η_{q0} = 3−2ς, ς ∈ [0, 1]. According to Theorem 3.8, we need B_2 ≥ 2κ∨(β_2κ+κ) = κ, i.e. 12.2 ≥ κ = (2q +2)(4r +1)η_{q0} ∨(2q +1)(6r +1) = 10(q + 1)η_{q0} ∨ 7(2q + 1). Since q ≤ q_0 = 4 − 4ς, we take ς = 0.964970 and thus η_{q0} ≈ 1 and q ≤ 0.14. For the scheme (3.11), B_1 =^{p′0−ϵ−6}_{10} ≈ 19.5, q_0 = 2 − 2ς, η_{q0} = 3 − 2ς, ς ∈ [0, 1]. By Theorem 3.3, we need B_1 ≥ 2κ ∨ (β_1κ + κ) = κ, i.e. 19.5 ≥ κ = (2q + 2)(2r + 1)(1 ∨ η_{q0} ) = 6(q + 1)(1 ∨ (3 − 2ς)). As q ≤ q_0 = 2 − 2ς, we may take ς ≈ 0.965 and thus q ≤ q_0 = 2 − 2ς ≈ 0.803. For the rest of schemes, calculations are similar and we present results in Table 8.

Observe that when σ = 0.5, p^′_0 ≤ 9 while Theorem 3.8 requires κ = (2q + 2)(4r + 1)η_{q0} ∨ (2q + 1)(6r + 1)-th moments of numerical solutions. In this case, we cannot draw any conclusion on the convergence order. For the scheme (3.19) with α = 2, the schemes (3.20) and (3.24), we present numerical results in Example 4.2, where we observe a weak convergence order around one.

scheme (3.2) G1 B2 κ = 10(q + 1)ηq_0 ∨ 7(2q + 1) q0 q(order) Truncation (3.19)(α = 2) 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{16} ≈ 12.2 10(q + 1)(1 +^ϵ_α ) ∨ 7(2q + 1) ϵ ≈ 0.14 Balanced (3.20) 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{16} ≈ 12.2 10(q + 1)(3 − 2ς) ∨ 7(2q + 1) 4 − 4ς ≈ 0.14 Modified (3.23) 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{16} ≈ 12.2 10(q + 1)(1 + ς) ∨ 7(2q + 1) 2ς ≈ 0.14

scheme (3.7) G1 B1 κ = (2q + 2)(2r + 1)ηq_0 q0 q (order) fully tamed (3.10) (α1 = 1) 6^{p′0−ε−6}_7 ≈ 27.86 3(2q + 2)(1 + ς) = ς = 1 = ς = 1 balanced (3.11) 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{10} ≈ 19.5 3(2q + 2)(3 − 2ς) 2 − 2ς ≈ 0.803 tamed Euler (3.12) 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{10} ≈ 19.5 3(2q + 2)(1 + ς) ς ≈ 0.803 truncation (3.14) (α = 1) 6^{p′0−ε−6}_{10} ≈ 19.5 3(2q + 2)(1 +^ϵ_α ) ϵ ≈ 0.803

Table 8: Case I: σ = 0.1. Essential parameters for checking the weak convergence orders of schemes for (3.26) with φ(x) = cos x. Here 2κ ∨ (βκ + κ) = κ, ϵ > 0, and ς ∈ [0, 1].

4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we will test the scheme (3.2) for three examples with different maps T_i’s: the truncation scheme (3.19) with α = 2 (denoted by TS2); the balanced scheme (3.20) (BS2); the modified Euler scheme (3.24) (MS2). In Example 4.2, we also compare these schemes with those of at most first-order weak convergence from Section 3.2: the balanced scheme (3.11) (BS1), the modified Euler scheme (3.13) (MS1) and the truncation scheme (3.14) with α = 1 (TS1).

We present numerical results for schemes in three examples: the first has one-sided Lipschitz drift and Lipschitz diffusion; the second has locally Lipschitz drift and diffusion, where the solution has limited moments; the third is two-dimensional.

In the experiments, we compare their weak error and computational costs. We consider different test functions φ(x) = x, x^2, cos x in Assumption 2.3 and we use a large number of Monte Carlo samples with a small enough time step size h_{ref} to compute references: E [ φ(X_T ) ] ≈^1_M ∑_M i=1 φ ( X_T (ω_i, h_{ref} ) ) . Here M is sufficiently large to have negligible statistical errors with the 95% confidence interval. In simulations, we use the Mersenne twister algorithm [19] to generate pseudorandom numbers. The experiments are performed using Matlab R2022a on a desktop (31.7 GB RAM, 12th Gen Intel(R) Core(TM) i9-12900H CPU at 2.50 GHz) with 64-bit Windows 11 operating system.

Example 4.1. Consider the following SDE in Example 3.15

dX(t) = ( X(t) − X^3(t) ) dt + X(t) dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ], X(0) = x. (4.1)

In this example, we fix T = 2, the initial condition x = 0.5, and take h_{ref} = 10^{−3} and M = 2 × 10^6. In Figure 3, we present weak errors of three different numerical schemes (TS2, MS2 and BS2) with the test functions φ(x) = x^2, cos x against different step sizes 0.002, 0.003, 0.004 on a log-log scale. As predicted in Example 3.15, the weak convergence orders of the proposed schemes are close to 2.

Figure 3: Example 4.1: weak convergence orders with φ(x) = x^2 (Left) and φ(x) = cos(x) (Right).

Example 4.2. Consider the equation in Example 3.16:

dX(t) = ( X(t) − X^3(t) ) dt + σX^2(t) dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ], X(0) = x_0 = 0.1.

Consider Case I (σ = 0.1) and Case II (σ = 0.5) in Example 3.16. We first investigate the weak convergence order when σ = 0.1. For the reference solution, we take h_{ref} = 2^{−13} and M = 3 × 10^6. We present in Table 9 weak errors of the selected schemes for different step sizes h = 2^{−2}, 2^{−3}, 2^{−4}, 2^{−5}, 2^{−6}, 2^{−7} where we use the test function φ(x) = cos x. The number of trajectories M = 3 × 10^6 yields statistical errors that are 10 times smaller than the reported weak errors. We omit the statistical errors for brevity. We underline errors at the order of 2 × 10^{−4} ∼ 4 × 10^{−4} in Table 9 and their corresponding computational time at the bottom of the table. We observe that schemes in the second to fourth columns are more efficient than their corresponding schemes in the last three columns. The empirical convergence orders in Table 9 are higher than the theoretical predictions. According to Theorems 3.8 and 3.3, the weak convergence order with φ(x) = cos x should be less than 1 for the TS2, BS2, MS2, and approximately 1 for TS1 BS1, MS1 schemes. Here we conjecture that the step sizes are not small enough to apply Theorems 3.3 and 3.8. To verify our conjecture, we further take h_{ref} = 10^{−6} and M = 10^8 and present results in Table 10 weak errors of the schemes with φ(x) = cos x for smaller step-size h = 5 × 10^{−4}, 10^{−3}, 2 × 10^{−3}, 4 × 10^{−3}. We observe that the convergence orders of scheme (3.2) (TS2, BS2, MS2) decrease to almost one as time step-sizes become smaller and smaller. We could expect that the convergence order should be less than one if we take even smaller time step sizes. We also observe that the schemes of TS2, BS2 and MS2 have better accuracy than schemes of TS1, BS1 and MS1.

For Case II, where σ = 0.5, we do not expect the numerical schemes (TS2, MS2 and BS2) to have weak convergence order of 1 or 2 (see discussions in Example 3.16). However, we observe a first order weak convergence in Figure 4, where we present the weak errors of three different numerical schemes (TS2, MS2 and BS2) with the test functions φ(x) = x^2, cos x. In this case, the empirical observation does not match the theoretical prediction. We conjecture that the mismatch may disappear when much smaller step sizes are used. However, we cannot perform such experiments due to limited computational resources.

Example 4.3. Consider the stochastic FitzHugh-Nagumo (FHN) model [3] in the form of ( dX_1(t) dX_2(t) ) = ( X_1(t) − X^3_1 (t) − X_2(t) X_1(t) − X_2(t) + 1 ) dt + ( X_1(t) + 1 0 0 X_2(t) + 1 ) dW (t), (4.2)

for t ∈ (0, T ] and X(0) = (0.8, 0.8)^⊤, with solution X(t) := ( X_1(t), X_2(t) )_⊤ for t ∈ [0, T ], where W (t) := ( W_1(t), W_2(t) )_⊤ is a two-dimensional Brownian motion.

h TS2 order BS2 order MS2 order TS1 order BS1 order MS1 order 2^{−7} 8.11e-07 – 8.11e-07 – 1.46e-06 – 2.21e-04 – 2.22e-04 – 3.00e-04 – 2^{−6} 2.45e-06 1.59 2.45e-06 1.59 5.02e-06 1.78 4.43e-04 1.00 4.44e-04 1.00 5.99e-04 1.00 2^{−5} 8.21e-06 1.74 8.21e-06 1.75 1.83e-05 1.87 8.78e-04 0.99 8.79e-04 0.99 1.18e-03 0.98 2^{−4} 2.93e-05 1.83 2.93e-05 1.83 6.84e-05 1.90 1.71e-03 0.96 1.71e-03 0.96 2.27e-03 0.94 2^{−3} 1.08e-04 1.88 1.08e-04 1.88 2.54e-04 1.89 3.25e-03 0.92 3.26e-03 0.93 4.20e-03 0.89 2^{−2} 3.96e-04 1.88 3.97e-04 1.88 9.04e-04 1.83 5.89e-03 0.86 5.91e-03 0.86 7.33e-03 0.80 7.36e+02 7.53e+02 6.52e+02 7.48e+02 7.52e+02 7.16e+02

Table 9: Case I in Example 4.2: weak errors with the test function φ(x) = cos x of the selected schemes at T = 1. CPU time (in seconds) is listed at the bottom for schemes with underlined errors.

h TS2 order BS2 order MS2 order TS1 order BS1 order MS1 order 5 × 10^{−4} 2.66e-08 – 2.66e-08 – 2.93e-08 – 1.45e-05 – 1.45e-05 – 1.97e-05 – 1 × 10^{−3} 5.91e-08 1.15 5.91e-08 1.15 6.98e-08 1.25 2.90e-05 1.00 2.90e-05 1.00 3.94e-05 1.00 2 × 10^{−3} 1.32e-07 1.16 1.32e-07 1.16 1.74e-07 1.32 5.79e-05 1.00 5.79e-05 1.00 7.87e-05 1.00 4 × 10^{−3} 3.13e-07 1.25 3.13e-07 1.25 4.83e-07 1.47 1.16e-04 1.00 1.16e-04 1.00 1.57e-04 1.00

Table 10: Case I in Example 4.2: weak errors with φ(x) = cos x for smaller step sizes of the selected schemes at T = 1.

Figure 4: Case II in Example 4.2: weak convergence orders with φ(x) = x^2 (Left) and φ(x) = cos(x) (Right).

We fix T = 2 and take h_{ref} = 10^{−3} and M = 2 × 10^6 to generate a reference solution. In this example, Assumption 2.1 is satisfied with r = 1 and ρ = 1 and p_0 < +∞. Also, p^′_0 = p_0 < ∞ in the assumption (A3’), according to the discussions in Section 3.3.1, all the schemes of TS2, MS2 and BS2 have weak convergence of order two. In Figure 5, we present the weak errors of these three numerical schemes with the test functions (φ(x) = x, cos x) and step sizes h = 0.002, 0.003, 0.004. We observe that the weak convergence orders of these schemes are close to 2 in agreement with the theoretical prediction.

5 Weak convergence of second-order numerical schemes

In this section, we prove the second-order weak convergence for the proposed scheme (3.2) under the assumptions in Sections 2 and 3.

Figure 5: Example 4.3: weak convergence orders of the scheme (3.2) with φ(x) = x (Left) and φ(x) = cos(x)

(Right).

5.1 Moment bound of second-order numerical schemes

We first prove the moment bound of second-order numerical schemes (3.2).

Proof of Lemma 3.6. To prove the boundedness of moments, we adopt a proof stordergy similar to that of Lemma

3.2. However, we provide only the necessary details to streamline our presentation. The key to proving the

boundedness of moments is to estimate the growth of the solution under some events

Ω_{R,n} := { ω ∈ Ω : sup_{0≤i≤n} |Y_i(ω)| ≤ R } , n = 0, 1, . . . , N, N ∈ N. For integer p̄ ≥ 1, We have E [ 1_{ΩR,n+1} |Y_{n+1}|^{p̄} ] ≤ E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} ( p̄⟨Y_n, Y_{n+1} − Y_n⟩ + p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 |Y_{n+1} − Y_n|^2 )]

+C p̄∑ l=3 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−l}|Y_{n+1} − Y_n|^l ]

:= E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + I_1 + I_2. (5.1)

Compared to the proof of bounded moments for the scheme (3.7), it is essential to provide a proper upper bound

for I_1. Similar to the proof of the upper bound for I_1 in Lemma 3.2, we have I_1 ≤ p̄E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2}⟨Y_n, T_1(f(Y_n), h)h⟩ ] + p̄E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2}⟨Y_n, ∫_{tn+1} t_n T_6 ( Lf(Y_n), h ) h 2 ds⟩ ]

+ p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2}|T_1(f(Y_n), h)h|^2 ] + p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} | |^m ∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(Y_n), h)ΔW_r (n) | |^2]

+ p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} | |^m ∑ r=1 m∑ r_1=1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n ∫_s t_n T_3 ( Λ_{r1} g^r(Y_n), h ) dW_{r1} (s_1)dW_r(s) | |^2 ]

+p̄(p̄ − 1)E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} | |^m ∑ r=1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n T_4 ( Lg^r(Y_n), h ) h dW_r(s) | |^2 ]

+p̄(p̄ − 1)E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} | |^m ∑ r=1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n ∫_s t_n T_5 ( (Λ_rf(Y_n) − Lg^r(Y_n)), h ) dW_r(s_1)ds | |^2 ]

+ p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} | | ∫_{tn+1} t_n T_6 ( Lf(Y_n), h ) h 2 ds | |^2 ]

+p̄(p̄ − 1)E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} ⟨^m∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(Y_n), h)ΔW_r(n), m∑ r=1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n T_4 ( Lg^r(Y_n), h ) h dW_r(s)

+ m∑ r=1 ∫_{tn+1} t_n ∫_s t_n T_5 ( (Λ_rf(Y_n) − Lg^r(Y_n)), h ) dW_r(s_1)ds ⟩] . (5.2)

By Schwarz inequality, (D.2), (H3), (A1) and (A2), we have I_1 ≤ Ch + ChE [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + Ch^2E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{4r+p̄} ] + Ch^{τ +1}E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{(2r+1)l1+p̄−1} ] +Ch^3E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{4r+2ρ+p̄−2} ] + Ch^4E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{8r+p̄} ] . (5.3)

The scheme for estimating I_2 in (5.1) is analogous to the approach used to estimate I_2 in (D.3). By leveraging

Assumption (H3) and an elementary inequality, we can show that

I_2 ≤ C p̄∑ l=3 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−l} ( h^l|T_1(f(Y_n), h)|^l + h^{l2} | m∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(Y_n), h)|^l + h^l|Λ_{r1} g^r(Y_n)|^l + h^{3l2} |Lg^r(Y_n)|^l

+h^{2l}|Λ_rf(Y_n) − Lg^r(Y_n)|^l + h^{3l2} |Lf(Y_n)|^l )]

≤ Ch + C p̄∑ l=3 h^lE [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{2rl+p̄} ] + C p̄∑ l=3 h^{l2} E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{rl+p̄} ]

+C p̄∑ l=3 h^{3l2} E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{3rl+p̄} ] + C p̄∑ l=3 h^{2l}E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{4rl+p̄} ] . (5.4)

Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.2, we set R = R(h) = h^{−1/G} with G_1 = 6r ∨^{(2r+1)l1−1}_τ to show that E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] ≤ C ( 1 + |Y_0|^{p̄} ) . (5.5)

It remains to estimate E [ 1_Ωc_{R,n} |Y_n|^p ] . It follows from (3.2), (D.6) and Assumption (H3) that |Y_{n+1}| ≤ |Y_n| + Ch^{1−γ1} + m∑ r=1 Ch^{−γ2} | W_r(t_{n+1}) − W_r(t_n) | + m∑ r=1 m∑ r_1=1 Ch^{−γ1} | | ∫_{tn+1} t_n ∫_s t_n dW_{r1} (s_1)dW_r(s) | |

+ m∑ r=1 Ch^{1−γ3} | |W_r(t_{n+1}) − W_r(t_n) | | +^m ∑ r=1 Ch^{−γ3} | | ∫_{tn+1} t_n ∫_s t_n dW_r(s_1)ds | | + Ch^{2−γ4}

≤ |Y_0| + (n + 1)Ch^{1−γ1} + n∑ k=0 m∑ r=1 Ch^{−γ2} | |W_r(t_{k+1}) − W_r(t_k) | |

+ n∑ k=0 m∑ r=1 Ch^{−γ3} | | ∫_{tk+1} t_k ∫_s t_k dW_r (s_1)ds | | + n∑ k=0 m∑ r=1 m∑ r_1=1 Ch^{−γ1} | | ∫_{tk+1} t_k ∫_s t_k dW_{r1} (s_1)dW_r(s) | |

+ n∑ k=0 m∑ r=1 Ch^{1−γ3} | |W_r(t_{k+1}) − W_r(t_k) | | + (n + 1)Ch^{2−γ}4 . (5.6)

Similar to arguments in the proof of (D.7)-(D.9), using the Hölder inequality with^1_{p′} +^1_{q′} = 1 for q^′ =^{p̄}_{(pγ1 +1)G1} ∨ p̄ (1+(^1_2 +γ_2)p)G_1 ∨ p̄ (1−^1_2 p+pγ_3 )G_1 ∨ p̄ (1−p+pγ_4 )G_1 > 1 due to p ≤ p̄−G_1

1+γ_1G_1 ∧ p̄−G_1

1+(^1_2 +γ_2 )G_1 ∧ p̄−G_1

1+(γ_3 −^1_2 )G_1 ∧ p̄−G_1

1+(γ_4−1)G_1 and the

Chebyshev inequality gives E [ 1_Ωc_{R(h),n} |Y_n|^p ] ≤ ( E [ |Y_n|^{pp′} ]) 1_{p′}^n∑ i=0 ( E [ 1_{ΩR(h),i−1} |Y_i|^{p̄} ]) 1_{q′} R(h)^{p̄/q′} . Using the Hölder inequality, (5.6) and the elementary inequality implies ( E [ |Y_n|^{pp′} ]) 1_{p′} ≤ C ( |Y_0|^{p̄} + n^{p̄}h^{p̄(1−γ1 )} + n^{p̄}h^{p̄( 12 −γ2 )} + n^{p̄}h^{p̄( 32 −γ3)} + n^{p̄}h^{p̄(2−γ4)} )^p_{p̄}

≤ Ch^{−pγ1} + Ch^{− p2 −pγ2} + Ch^{p2 −pγ3} + Ch^{p−pγ4} + C ( 1 + |X_0|^{p̄} )^p_{p̄} . (5.7)

Notice that arguments similar to those in the proof of Lemma 3.2 yield that E [ |Y_n|^p ] = E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^p ] + E [ 1_Ωc_{R(h),n} |Y_n|^p ] ≤ ( E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ])^p_{p̄} + E [ 1_Ωc_{R(h),n} |Y_n|^p ] ≤ C ( 1 + |X_0|^p )_β (5.8)

for all integer p ∈ [ 1,^{p̄−G1} 1+γ_1G_1 ∧ p̄−G_1

1+(^1_2 +γ_2)G_1 ∧ p̄−G_1

1+(γ_3−^1_2 )G_1 ∧ p̄−G_1

1+(γ_4 −1)G_1 ]. Here β = 1 + p̄ pq^′ = 1 +

(pγ_1 +1)G_1 p ∧ (1+^1_2 p+pγ_2 )G_1

p ∧^{(1− 12 p+pγ3 )G1}_p ∧^{(1−p+pγ4)G1}_p . Then, by Jensen’s inequality, (3.17) holds for non-integer p as well.

Except for the second term I_1 on the right-hand side of (5.1), the proof of bounded moments for the scheme

(3.2) under Assumption (H2’) is identical to that under Assumption (H2). Applying the elementary inequality and

Assumption (H2’), we get I_1 ≤ Ch + ChE [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + Ch^2E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{4r+p̄} ] +Ch^3E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{4r+2ρ+p̄−2} ] + Ch^4E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{8r+p̄} ] . Similar to the proof above, we choose R = h^{−1/G1} and obtain a similar conclusion.

5.2 Weak convergence of second-order numerical schemes

To verify the one-step weak convergence rates (2.15)-(2.17) in Theorem 2.4, we will examine the one-step

approximation of the numerical scheme (3.2), which is expressed as follows:

Y (t, x; t + h) = x + T_1(f(x), h)h + m∑ r=1 ∫_{t+h} t T_2(g^r(x), h) dW_r(s)

+ m∑ r=1 m∑ r_1 =1 ∫_{t+h} t ∫_s t T_3 ( Λ_{r1} g^r(x), h ) dW_{r1} (s_1)dW_r(s) + m∑ r=1 ∫_{t+h} t T_4 ( Lg^r(x), h ) h dW_r(s)

+ m∑ r=1 ∫_{t+h} t ∫_s t T_5 ( (Λ_rf(x) − Lg^r(x)), h ) dW_r(s_1)ds + ∫_{t+h} t T_6 ( Lf(x), h ) h 2 ds. (5.9)

In the context of analyzing the weak error of the second-order numerical schemes, we adopt Assumption 3.7 to

characterize the difference between f, g and T_1 - T_6. Based on this assumption, we can derive accurate estimates

of the strong errors of the one-step approximations, which are essential for obtaining the desired estimates of the

weak errors.

Lemma 5.1. Let Assumptions (A1), (A2) and Assumption 3.7 hold, then for any p ≥ 1 it holds that

‖δ_{YM T ,x} − δ_{Y,x}‖_L2p_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C(1 + |x|^{r1} )h^{q0 + 12} , (5.10)

‖δ_{Y,x}‖_L2p_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C(1 + |x|^{r1} )h^{12} , (5.11)

‖δ_{YM T ,x}‖_L2p_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ C(1 + |x|^{4r+1})h^{12} , (5.12)

where r_1 = (4r + 1)η_{q0} , r is from (2.10) and η_{q0} is from Assumption 3.7.

Proof. Using the Minkowski inequality, moment inequality [16, Theorem 7.1] and Assumption 3.7 gives ‖δ_{YM T ,x} − δ_{Y,x}‖_L2p_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ Ch ‖ ‖f(x) − T_1(f(x), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} + Ch^12 ‖ ‖g^r(x) − T_2(g^r(x), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} +Ch ‖ ‖Λ_{r1} g^r(x) − T_3(Λ_{r1} g^r(x), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} +Ch^{32} ‖ Lg^r(x) − T_4 ( Lg^r(x), h )‖ L^{2p}(Ω,R^d) + Ch 2‖ Lf(x) − T_6 ( Lf(x), h ) ‖_L2p_{(Ω,R}d_)

+Ch^{32} ‖ ‖(Λ_rf(x) − Lg^r(x)) − T_5((Λ_rf(x) − Lg^r(x)), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} ≤ C(1 + |x|^{r1} )h^{q0 + 12} , (5.13)

which implies the first assertion. Similar arguments lead to ‖δ_{Y,x}‖_L2p_{(Ω;R}d_) ≤ Ch ‖ ‖T_1(f(x), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} + Ch^12 ‖ ‖T_2(g^r(x), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} +Ch ‖ ‖T_3(Λ_{r1} g^r(x), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} +Ch^{32} ‖ ‖T_4(Lg^r(x), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} + Ch^2 ‖ ‖T_6(Lf(x), h)‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} +Ch^{32} ‖ ‖T_5((Λ_rf(x) − Lg^r(x)), h) ‖ ‖_{L2p(Ω,Rd)} ≤ C(1 + |x|^{r1} )h^{12} . (5.14)

The estimate of ‖δ_{YM T ,x}‖_L2p_{(Ω;R}d_) can be done similarly.

Lemma 5.2 (One-step weak error estimates). Under the same conditions of Lemma 5.1, the one-step approximation

(5.9) of the numerical scheme (3.2) satisfies | |E[^s∏ j=1 (δ_{X,x})^{ij} − s∏ j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ]| | ≤ C ( 1 + |x|^{r2} + |x|^{(2q+1)r1} ) h^{3∧(q0+1)}, s = 1, . . . , 2q + 1, ‖ ‖ ‖ 2q+2∏

j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;R)} ≤ C(1 + |x|^{(2q+2)r1} )h^{q+1}, ‖ ‖ ‖ 2q+2∏

j=1 (δ_{X,x})^{ij} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;R)} ≤ C(1 + |x|^{(2q+2)(2r+1)})h^{q+1},

Here r_1 comes from Lemma 5.1 and r_2 = (2q + 1)(6r + 1).

Proof. Thanks to the triangle inequality, we have | |E[^s∏ j=1 (δ_{X,x})^{ij} − s∏ j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ]| |

≤ | |E [^s∏ j=1 (δ_{X,x})^{ij} − s∏ j=1 (δ_{YM T ,x})^{ij} ]| | + | |E [^s∏ j=1 (δ_{YM T ,x})^{ij} − s∏ j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ]| | =: J_1 + J_2, s = 1, . . . , 2q + 1. (5.15)

Building on the proof presented in [23, Lemma 1.4, Chapter 2], we establish the inequality J_1 ≤ C(1 + |x|^{r2} )h^3.

Now, our focus shifts to the estimation of J_2. Specifically, when s = 1, we can estimate the second term J_2 in the

following manner: | E [ (δ_{YM T ,x})^{i1} − (δ_{Y,x})^{i1} ]| ≤ | E [( f(x) − T_1(f(x), h) ) h + h^2 2 ( Lf(x) − T_6 ( Lf(x), h ))

+ m∑ r=1 m∑ r_1 =1 ∫_{t+h} t ∫_s t ( Λ_{r1} g^r(x) − T_3 ( Λ_{r1} g^r(x), h )) dW_{r1} (s_1)dW_r(s) ]|

≤ C(1 + |x|^{r1} )h^{q0 +1}. (5.16)

With the Hölder inequality and Lemma 5.1 available, one can readily obtain the result for s = 2, yielding | | |E [^2∏ j=1 (δ_{YM T ,x})^{ij} − 2∏ j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ]| | ≤ ‖ ‖δ_{YM T ,x} − δ_{Y,x} ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;Rd)} ‖ ‖δ_{YM T ,x} ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;Rd)} + ‖ ‖δ_{Y,x} ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;Rd)} ‖ ‖δ_{YM T ,x} − δ_{Y,x} ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;Rd)}

≤ C(1 + |x|^{2r1} )h^{q0 +1}. (5.17)

Utilizing a technique analogous to the one demonstrated in Equation (5.17), we obtain the following result | |E [^3∏ j=1 (δ_{YM T ,x})^{ij} − 3∏ j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ]| | ≤ C(1 + |x|^{3r1} )h^{q0 + 32} . (5.18)

Similar to (5.18), we have J_2 ≤ C(1 + |x|^{(2q+1)r1} )h^{q0 +1}, s = 1, . . . , 2q + 1.

Using the Hölder inequality and (5.11) yields ‖ ‖ ‖ 2q+2∏

j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2(Ω;R)} ≤ 2q+2∏

j=1 ‖ ‖(δ_{Y,x})^ij ‖ ‖_{L4q+4(Ω;R)} ≤ C(1 + |x|^{(2q+2)r}1 )h^{q+1}.

By Lemmas 3.6 and 5.2 and Theorem 2.4, we can readily derive the weak convergence order of the numerical scheme (3.2) in Theorem 3.8.

6 Discussion

We have discussed the weak convergence orders of modified Euler and Milstein-Talay schemes. When solutions and numerical solutions have finite moments, it is crucial to find the highest moment of numerical solutions to determine the convergence. We show how the modification maps in the modified schemes determine the highest order of the moments. We investigate the effects of limited moments on weak convergence orders theoretically and numerically. However, the theoretical orders of weak convergence seem to be lower than the observed orders. We conjecture that the highest order of moments may be underestimated in Theorems 3.3 and 3.8. Further exploration along this direction is needed.

References

[1] W.-J. Beyn, E. Isaak, and R. Kruse. Stochastic C-stability and B-consistency of explicit and implicit Euler-type schemes. Journal of Scientific Computing, 67:955–987, 2016.

[2] W.-J. Beyn, E. Isaak, and R. Kruse. Stochastic c-stability and b-consistency of explicit and implicit milsteintype schemes. Journal of Scientific Computing, 70:1042–1077, 2017.

[3] E. Buckwar, A. Samson, M. Tamborrino, and I. Tubikanec. A splitting method for SDEs with locally Lipschitz drift: Illustration on the FitzHugh-Nagumo model. Applied Numerical Mathematics, 179:191–220, 2022.

[4] S. Cerrai. Second order PDE’s in finite and infinite dimension: A probabilistic approach, volume 1762 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2001.

[5] Z. Chen, S. Gan, and X. Wang. Mean-square approximations of lévy noise driven sdes with super-linearly growing diffusion and jump coefficients. Discrete & Continuous Dynamical Systems-Series B, 24(8), 2019.

[6] D. J. Higham, X. Mao, and A. M. Stuart. Strong convergence of Euler-type methods for non-linear stochastic differential equations. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 40:1041–1063, 2002.

[7] D. J. Higham, X. Mao, and C. Yuan. Almost sure and moment exponential stability in the numerical simulation of stochastic differential equations. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 45(2):592–609, 2007.

[8] Y. Hu. Semi-implicit Euler-Maruyama scheme for stiff stochastic equations. In Stochastic analysis and related topics, V (Silivri, 1994), volume 38 of Progr. Probab., pages 183–202. Birkhäuser Boston, Boston, MA, 1996.

[9] M. Hutzenthaler and A. Jentzen. On a perturbation theory and on strong convergence rates for stochastic ordinary and partial differential equations with nonglobally monotone coefficients. Ann. Probab., 48(1):53–93, 2020.

[10] M. Hutzenthaler, A. Jentzen, and P. E. Kloeden. Strong and weak divergence in finite time of Euler’s method for stochastic differential equations with non-globally Lipschitz continuous coefficients. Proceedings of The Royal Society of London. Series A. Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences, 467(2130):1563–1576, 2011.

[11] M. Hutzenthaler, A. Jentzen, and P. E. Kloeden. Strong convergence of an explicit numerical method for SDEs with non-globally Lipschitz continuous coefficients. The Annals of Applied Probability, 22(4):1611–1641, 2012.

[12] M. Hutzenthaler, A. Jentzen, and X. Wang. Exponential integrability properties of numerical approximation processes for nonlinear stochastic differential equations. Math. Comp., 87(311):1353–1413, 2018.

[13] R. Khasminskii. Stochastic stability of differential equations, volume 66. Springer Science & Business Media, 2011.

[14] P. E. Kloeden and E. Platen. Numerical Solution of Stochastic Differential Equations. Springer, 1992.

[15] W. Liu and X. Mao. Strong convergence of the stopped Euler-Maruyama method for nonlinear stochastic differential equations. Applied Mathematics and Computation, 223:389–400, 2013.

[16] X. Mao. Stochastic differential equations and applications. Horwood Publishing Limited, Chichester, second edition, 2008.

[17] X. Mao. The truncated Euler- Maruyama method for stochastic differential equations. Journal of Computational and Applied Mathematics, 290:370–384, 2015.

[18] X. Mao and L. Szpruch. Strong convergence rates for backward Euler-Maruyama method for non-linear dissipative-type stochastic differential equations with super-linear diffusion coefficients. Stochastics, 85(1):144– 171, 2013.

[19] M. Matsumoto and T. Nishimura. Mersenne twister: a 623-dimensionally equidistributed uniform pseudorandom number generator. ACM Transactions on Modeling and Computer Simulation (TOMACS), 8(1):3–30, 1998.

[20] J. C. Mattingly, A. M. Stuart, and D. J. Higham. Ergodicity for SDEs and approximations: locally Lipschitz vector fields and degenerate noise. Stochastic processes and their applications, 101(2):185–232, 2002.

[21] G. N. Milstein. A method with second order accuracy for the integration of stochastic differential equations.

Theory of Probability & Its Applications, 23(2):396–401, 1978.

[22] G. N. Milstein. Weak approximation of solutions of systems of stochastic differential equations. Theory of Probability & Its Applications, 30(4):706–721, 1985.

[23] G. N. Milstein and M. V. Tretyakov. Stochastic numerics for mathematical physics. Scientific Computation.

Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2004.

[24] G. N. Milstein and M. V. Tretyakov. Numerical integration of stochastic differential equations with nonglobally Lipschitz coefficients. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 43(3):1139–1154, 2005.

[25] S. Sabanis. A note on tamed Euler approximations. Electron. Commun. Probab., 18:no. 47, 10, 2013.

[26] S. Sabanis. Euler approximations with varying coefficients: the case of super-linearly growing diffusion coefficients. The Annals of Applied Probability, 26(4):2083–2105, 2016.

[27] L. Szpruch. V-stable tamed euler schemes. arXiv preprint arXiv:1310.0785, 2013.

[28] D. Talay. Efficient numerical schemes for the approximation of expectations of functionals of the solution of a SDE and applications. In Filtering and control of random processes (Paris, 1983), volume 61 of Lect. Notes Control Inf. Sci., pages 294–313. Springer, Berlin, 1984.

[29] M. V. Tretyakov and Z. Zhang. A fundamental mean-square convergence theorem for SDEs with locally Lipschitz coefficients and its applications. SIAM Journal on Numerical Analysis, 51(6):3135–3162, 2013.

[30] X. Wang and S. Gan. The tamed Milstein method for commutative stochastic differential equations with nonglobally Lipschitz continuous coefficients. Journal of Difference Equations and Applications, 19(3):466–490, 2013.

[31] X. Wang, Y. Zhao, and Z. Zhang. Weak error analysis for strong approximation schemes of SDEs with super-linear coefficients. IMA Journal of Numerical Analysis, page drad083, 2023.

[32] Z. Zhang and H. Ma. Order-preserving strong schemes for SDEs with locally Lipschitz coefficients. Applied Numerical Mathematics, 112:1–16, 2017.

A Moment estimates for an SDE with random forcing

In this section, we establish general moment estimates for the SDE (2.2), which will be used in the analysis in Appendix B.

Let H_1, H_2 be random functions defined on Ω × [0, T ] and be adapted to the natural filtration generated by W (t). Assumption A.1. There exists a constant K ≥ 0 and q_1 ≥ 1, q_2 ≥ 2, such that for all t ∈ [0, T ], E[ ∫_t 0 |H_1(ω, s)|^{q1} ds] ≤ K, E[ ∫_t 0 |H_2(ω, s)|^{q2} ds] ≤ K. Lemma A.2. Under Assumption 2.1 with sufficiently large p_0 ≥ 2 and Assumption A.1, the stochastic differential equation

Z(t) = Z(0) + ∫_t 0 ( Df(X(s))Z(s) + H_1(ω, s) ) ds + ∫_t 0 ( Dg(X(s))Z(s) + H_2(ω, s) ) dW (s), (A.1)

admits a unique strong solution {Z(t) : t ∈ [0, T ]} such that for any p_2 ∈ [1, q_1 ∧ q_2 ∧^{p0 +1}_2 ], E[|Z(t)|^{p2} ] ≤ C_{p2} E [ (|Z(0)|^2)^{p2} + ∫_t 0 |H_1(ω, s)|^{p2} ds + ∫_t 0 |H_2(ω, s)|^{p2} ds ] exp(C_{p2} T ), t ∈ [0, T ], (A.2)

where the constant C > 0 depends only on K, p_2 and T . Here q_1 and q_2 are from Assumption A.1.

The existence and uniqueness of the solution can be proved by applying a truncation argument and Assumption 2.1, see e.g., in [16, Chapter 2]. Applying Itô’s formula and Assumption (A3) leads to the moment bound (A.2).

If H_1(ω, t, ϵ) and H_2(ω, t, ϵ) depend on ϵ and have limits in a certain sense when ϵ → 0, then we can show that the solution to the resulting equation, denoted by S_ϵ(t), also has a limit.

Corollary A.3. Under the same conditions in Lemma A.2, if there exists p_3 ≥ 1 and p̄_3 ≥ 2 such that

lim_{ϵ→0} E [ ∫^t 0 |H_1(ω, s, ϵ)|^{p3} ds ] = 0, lim_{ϵ→0} E [ ∫^t 0 |H_2(ω, s, ϵ)|^{p̄3} ds ] = 0, (A.3)

then it holds that lim_{ϵ→0} E [ |S_ϵ(t)|^{~p3} ] ≤ C_{~p3} lim_{ϵ→0} E [ |S_ϵ(0)|^{~p3} ] , ~p_3 ∈ [1, p_3 ∧ p̄_3 ∧ p_0 + 1 2 ], where C_{~p3} is independent of ϵ but dependent on ~p_3 and T .

B Derivatives of the solutions in the initial condition

In this section, we focus on the SDEs that characterize the derivatives of X^{0,x0} with respect to the initial condition x_0. We adopt the notation used in [4]. For random functions, we refer to Page 166 of [13] and below for the definition of differentiability in the L^p(Ω)(p ≥ 1) sense. For simplicity, we present the proofs for the derivatives up to order two.

Definition B.1 (L^p differentiable). Let Ψ: Ω × R^d → R and ϕ_i : Ω × R^d → R be random functions and suppose for each i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , d} lim_{τ →0} E [| | 1 τ [ Ψ(x + τe_i) − Ψ(x) ] − ϕ_i(x) | | |^p ] = 0, p ≥ 1, (B.1)

where e_i ∈ R^d is a unit vector in R^d , with the i-th element being 1. Then Ψ is called to be differentiable, with ϕ = (ϕ_1, ϕ_2, · · · , ϕ_d) being the derivative (in the L^p(Ω) sense) of Ψ and we write ∂_{(i)}Ψ = ϕ_i.

This definition can be extended to the case of vector-valued functions by considering their components separately. We now apply conclusions in Appendix A to analyze the derivatives of the solution to the SDE (2.2) concerning the initial conditions in the sense of L^p(Ω) differentiability. To do so, we first examine the limit behavior of solutions for the SDEs with perturbed initial conditions.

Proposition B.2. Let Assumption 2.1 and the inequality (A3’) hold. Then the solution X^{0,x0} (t) to (2.2) satisfies, for any ϵ > 0, E [ |X^{0,x0+ϵei} (t) − X^{0,x0} (t)|^{p4} ] ≤ |ϵ|^{p4} exp (C_{p4} T ), p_4 ∈ [1, p^′_0], (B.2)

where e_i ∈ R^d is defined in Definition B.1 and C_{p4} is independent of ϵ but dependent on p_4. For brevity, we denote χ_{x0,ϵ}(s) := X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) − X^{0,x0} (s), Δf^{x0+ϵei ,x0} (s) := f ( X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) ) − f ( X^{0,x0} (s) ) , (B.3) Δg^{x0+ϵei,x0} (s) := g ( X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) ) − g ( X^{0,x0} (s) ) . (B.4)

Proof. By the definition of X^{0,x0+ϵei} (t),

X^{0,x0+ϵei} (t) = x_0 + ϵe_i + ∫_t 0 f(X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s)) ds + ∫_t 0 g(X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s)) dW (s), 0 < t ≤ T. Using the Itô formula on the functional |x|^{p4} for x ∈ R^d , p_4 ≥ 2 and the Schwarz inequality, we obtain that |χ_{x0,ϵ}(t)|^{p4} ≤ |ϵe_i|^{p4} + p_4 ∫_t 0 |χ_{x0,ϵ}(s)|^{p4 −2}⟨χ_{x0,ϵ}(s), Δf^{x0+ϵei,x0} (s)⟩ ds + p_4(p_4 − 1) 2 ∫_t 0 |χ_{x0,ϵ}(s)|^{p4 −2}|Δg^{x0+ϵei ,x0} (s)|^2 ds +p_4 ∫_t 0 |χ_{x0,ϵ}(s)|^{p4 −2}⟨χ_{x0,ϵ}(s), Δg^{x0+ϵei ,x0} (s) dW (s)⟩. Applying the inequality (A3’) and the properties of Itô integrals implies E[|χ_{x0 ,ϵ}(t)|^{p4} ] ≤ |ϵ|^{p4} + C_{p4} ∫_t 0 E[|χ_{x0 ,ϵ}(s)|^{p4} ]ds, p_4 ∈ [2, p^′_0], (B.5)

where C_{p4} is independent of ϵ but dependent on p_4. The Gronwall inequality shows that for all t ∈ [0, T ], E [ |X^{0,x0+ϵei} (t) − X^{0,x0} (t)|^{p4} ] ≤ |ϵ|^{p4} exp (C_{p4} T ), p_4 ∈ [2, p^′_0]. For the case p_4 ∈ [1, 2), applying the Hölder inequality immediately suggests (B.2). Thus we complete the proof.

Corollary B.3. Under the same assumptions of Proposition B.2 with p_0 ≥ 2r + 1 (r is defined in (2.3)), for each i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, ξ_i(t) :=^{∂X 0,x0 (t)}_{∂x(i)0} ∈ R^d exists and satisfies the following stochastic differential equation { dξ_i(t) = Df(X(t))ξ_i(t) dt + Dg(X(t))ξ_i(t) dW (t), t ∈ (0, T ], ξ_i(0) = e_i,

(B.6)

where e_i ∈ R^d comes from Definition B.1. Furthermore, there exists a constant C > 0, such that

E[|ξ_i (t)|^{p5} ] ≤ C exp(C_{p5} t), 1 ≤ p_5 ≤ p_0, for all t ∈ [0, T ], (B.7)

and lim_{ϵ→0} E [ | χ_{x0,ϵ}(t) ϵ − ξ_i(t)|^{p6} ] = 0, 1 ≤ p_6 ≤ p_0 (2r ∨ 0) + 1

, for all t ∈ [0, T ], (B.8)

where χ_{x0,ϵ}(t) =: X^{0,x0+ϵei} (t) − X^{0,x0} (t).

Proof. Following the lines similar to those in Lemma A.2, (B.7) can be derived by observing that ξ_i(t) satisfies the equation (A.2) with H_1 = H_2 = 0, Z(0) = e_i. Below, we apply Corollary A.3 to derive (B.8). First of all, χ_{x0 ,ϵ}(t) ϵ − ξ_i(t) satisfies the equation (A.1) with zero initial condition and H_1 and H_2 defined by H_1(ω, s, ϵ) = f ( X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) ) − f ( X^{0,x0} (s) ) ϵ − Df(X^{0,x0} (s)) χ_{x0 ,ϵ}(s) ϵ , H_2(s)(ω, s, ϵ) = g ( X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) ) − g ( X^{0,x0} (s) ) ϵ − Dg(X^{0,x0} (s)) χ_{x0 ,ϵ}(s) ϵ . It only requires to verify that the corresponding H_1 and H_2 satisfy (A.3). In fact, using the Taylor expansion, the Hölder inequality with^1_{θ1} +^1_{θ2} = 1, for θ_2 =^{p0}_{p6} and Proposition B.2, we have E [ ∫_t 0 |H_1|^{p6} ds ] ≤ ∫_t 0 ( E [ | ∫_1 0 Df ( X^{0,x0} (s) + λ(X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) − X^{0,x0} (s)) ) − Df(X^{0,x0} (s)) dλ|^{p6 θ1} ])1/θ1 ( E [ | χ_{x0,ϵ}(s) ϵ |^{p6 θ2} ])_{1/θ2} ds ≤ C ∫_t 0 ( E [ | ∫_1 0 Df ( X^{0,x0} (s) + λ(X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) − X^{0,x0} (s)) ) − Df(X^{0,x0} (s)) dλ|^{p6 θ1} ])1/θ1 ds. By the Assumption (A1), (2.8) and the dominated convergence theorem, we get

lim_{ϵ→0} E [ ∫^t 0 |H_1|^{p6} ds ] = 0, 1 ≤ p_6 ≤ p_0 (2r ∨ 0) + 1

, for all t ∈ [0, T ]. (B.9)

Following a similar way as (B.9) and Assumption (A2), we have

lim_{ϵ→0} E [ ∫^t 0 |H_2|^{p6 ∨2} ds ] = 0, 1 ≤ p_6 ≤ p_0 ((ρ − 1) ∨ 0) + 1

, for all t ∈ [0, T ].

The proof is thus complete.

We now extend the above result to higher-order derivatives.

Proposition B.4. Under the same assumptions of Proposition B.2 with p_0 ≥ 2r + 1, the solution ξ_i(t) of (B.6) satisfy lim_{ϵ1→0} E [ |ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} i (t) − ξ^{0,x0}_i (t)|^{p7} ] = 0, p_7 ∈ [1, p_0 (2r ∨ 0) + 1

], (B.10)

where e_j ∈ R^d comes from Definition B.1.

Proof. We apply Corollary A.3 to derive (B.10), which requires us to verify that the corresponding H_1 and H_2 satisfy (A.3). Here H_1 = Df(X^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} (s))ξ^{0,x0 +ϵ1ej}_i (s) − Df(X^{0,x0} (s))ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej}_i (s), H_2 = Dg(X^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} (s))ξ^{0,x0 +ϵ1ej}_i (s) − Dg(X^{0,x0} (s))ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej}_i (s), S_ϵ(0) = 0.

Using the Hölder inequality with^1_{θ1} +^1_{θ2} = 1, for θ_2 =^{p0}_{p7} and (B.7), we have E [ ∫_t 0 |H_1|^{p7} ds ] ≤ ∫_t 0 ( E [ |Df ( X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) ) − Df(X^{0,x0} (s))|^{p7 θ1} ])1/θ1 ( E [ |ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} i (s)|^{p7 θ2} ])_{1/θ2} ds ≤ C ∫_t 0 ( E [ |Df ( X^{0,x0+ϵei} (s) ) − Df(X^{0,x0} (s))|^{p7 θ1} ])1/θ1 ds. Therefore, from the Assumption (A1), (2.8) and dominated convergence theorem, we get

lim_{ϵ→0} E [ ∫^t 0 |H_1|^{p7} ds ] = 0, 1 ≤ p_7 ≤ p_0 (2r ∨ 0) + 1

, for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Similarly, one can show that

lim_{ϵ→0} E [ ∫^t 0 |H_2|^{p7 ∨2} ds ] = 0, 1 ≤ p_7 ≤ p_0 ((ρ − 1) ∨ 0) + 1

, for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Using the Corollary B.3, we complete the proof.

Corollary B.5. Under the same assumptions of Proposition B.2 with p_0 ≥ 4r + 4, for each i, j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, ζ_{i,j} (t) :=^{∂2X 0,x0 (t)} ∂x^{(i)}_0 ∂x^{(j)}_0 exists and satisfies the following equation { d ζ_{i,j} (t) = Df(X(t))ζ_{i,j} (t) dt + Dg(X(t))ζ_{i,j} (t) dW (t) + d S^{i,j} (t, x_0), t ∈ (0, T ], ζ_{i,j} (0) = 0,

(B.11)

where S^{i,j} (t, x_0) is the process defined by

S^{i,j} (t, x_0) = ∫_t 0 D^2f(X(s))(ξ_i(s), ξ_j (s)) ds + ∫_t 0 D^2g(X(s))(ξ_i(s), ξ_j (s)) dW (s).

Furthermore, there exists a constant C > 0, such that for all t ∈ [0, T ],

E[|ζ_{i,j} (t)|^{p8} ] ≤ C exp(Cp_8T )(1 + |x_0|^{((2r−1)∨0)p8} ), 1 ≤ p_8 ≤ p_0 ((2r − 1) ∨ 0) + 2

, (B.12)

and lim_{ϵ1→0} E [ | ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} i (t) − ξ^{0,x0}_i (t) ϵ_1 − ζ_{i,j} (t)|^{p9} ] = 0, 1 ≤ p_9 ≤ p_0 ((2r − 1) ∨ 0) + (2r ∨ 0) + 2

. (B.13)

Proof. We apply Lemma A.2 to derive (B.12), which requires us to verify that the corresponding H_1 and H_2 satisfy Assumption A.1. Here

H_1 = D^2f(X(s))(ξ_i(s), ξ_j (s)), H_2 = D^2g(X(s))(ξ_i(s), ξ_j (s)), Z(0) = 0.

It follows from the Hölder inequality, Assumption 2.1, (2.8) and (B.7) that for p_0 ≥ (2r + 1) ∨ 2 E [ ∫^t 0 |H_1(ω, s)|^{p8} ds ] ≤ C(1 + |x_0|^{((2r−1)∨0)p8} ), 1 ≤ p_8 ≤ p_0 ((2r − 1) ∨ 0) + 2

. (B.14)

By similar arguments in the proof of (B.14), we obtain E [ ∫^t 0 |H_2(ω, s)|^{p8 ∨2} ds ] ≤ C(1 + |x_0|^{((ρ−2)∨0)p8} ), 1 ≤ p_8 ≤ p_0 ((2r − 1) ∨ 0) + 2 . Next, based on the Corollary A.3, we are in the position to prove (B.13). Here

H_1 = ( Df(X^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} (s)) − Df(X^{0,x0} (s)) ) ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} i (s) ϵ_1

− D^2f(X^{0,x0} (s))(ξ_i(s), ξ_j (s)),

H_2 = ( Dg(X^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} (s)) − Dg(X^{0,x0} (s)) ) ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} i (s) ϵ_1

− D^2g(X^{0,x0} (s))(ξ_i(s), ξ_j (s)), S_ϵ(0) = 0.

Using the Taylor expansion and the elementary inequality, we have E [ ∫^t 0 |H_1|^{p9} ds ] ≤ CE [ ∫^t 0 | | ∫_1 0 D^2f(λ(s)) dλ ( X^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} (s) − X^{0,x0} (s) ϵ_1 − ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} i (s) ) ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1 ej} i (s) | |^{p9} ds] +CE [ ∫^t 0 | | ∫_1 0 D^2f(λ(s)) dλ ( ξ^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} i (s) − ξ^{0,x0}_i (s) ) ξ^{0,x0}_i (s) | |^{p9} ds] +CE [ ∫^t 0 | |(D^2f(λ(s)) − D^2f(X^{0,x}0 (s)))(ξ^{0,x0}_j (s), ξ^{0,x0}_i (s)) | |^{p9} ds]

=: I_1 + I_2 + I_3,

where λ(s) = λX^{0,x0} (s) + (1 − λ)X^{0,x0+ϵ1ej} (s). By the Hölder inequality, Assumption 2.1, Corollary B.3 and the dominated convergence theorem, we have that for p_0 ≥ 4r + 4

lim_{ϵ1→0} I_1 = 0, 1 ≤ p_9 ≤ p_0 ((2r − 1) ∨ 0) + (2r ∨ 0) + 2

, for all t ∈ [0, T ]. (B.15)

Similar arguments lead to lim_{ϵ1→0} I_2 = 0 and lim_{ϵ1→0} I_3 = 0, which indicates that lim_{ϵ1→0} E [ ∫_t 0 |H_1|^{p9} ds ] = 0.

Similarly, we have E [ ∫^t 0 |H_2|^{p9∨2} ds ] = 0, 1 ≤ p_9 ≤ p_0 ((ρ − 2) ∨ 0) + (2r ∨ 0) + 2

, for all t ∈ [0, T ],

which, together with Corollary B.3, completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 2.5. The proof is conducted by induction with the j = 1 case in Corollary B.3 as the base step, and j = 2 case in Corollary B.5 as the first induction step. We omit the details here.

Remark B.6. As discussed in Remark 2.2, notice we prove Lemma 2.5 under the relax condition compared to [4].

C Proof of fundamental theorem for weak convergence

To carry out the weak error analysis, we introduce the function u: [0, T ] × R^d → R defined by u(t, x) = E [ φ ( X(t, x; T ) )] . We first prove a useful result.

Lemma C.1 (One-step error). Under the same condition of Theorem 2.4, function u fulfills sup t∈[0,T −h] | |E[u(t + h, X(t, x; t + h))] − E[u(t + h, Y (t, x; t + h))] | | ≤ C(1 + |x|^{βκ+κ})h^{q+1}, (C.1)

where β, κ come from assumption (ii) and (iii) in Theorem 2.4, h > 0 and t + h ≤ T .

Proof. We recall that φ ∈ G^{2q+2} . By the results in Corollary B.3 and Lemma 2.5 together with chain rule we could show that u(t, x) is 2q + 2 times differentiable with respect to x and |_∂k_{u(t+h,x)} ∂x_{i1} ...∂x_{ik} | ≤ C(1 + |x|^κ), k = 1, 2, · · · , 2q + 2. (C.2)

By the Taylor expansion, we get E [ u(t + h, X(t, x; t + h)) ] − E [ u(t + h, Y (t, x; t + h)) ]

= 2q+1∑

k=1 d∑ i_1 ,...,i_k =1 1 k! ∂^ku(t + h, x) ∂x_{i1} . . . ∂x_{ik} E [^k∏ j=1 (δ_{X,x})^{ij} − k∏ j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ] + E[R_{2q+2} ], (C.3)

where we denote ( δ_{X,x} )_α := ∏_{2q+2} j=1 (δ_{X,x})^{ij} , ( δ_{Y,x} )_α := ∏_{2q+2}

j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} , α = (i_1, i_2, ..., i_{2q+2}) and

R_{2q+2} := ∑ |α|=2p+2 |α| α! ( ∫_1 0 (1 − s)^{|α|−1}D^αu ( t + h, x + sδ_{X,x} ) ds (δ_{X,x})^α

− ∫_1 0 (1 − s)^{|α|−1}D^αu ( t + h, x + sδ_{Y,x} ) ds (δ_{Y,x})^α ) . Combining the assumption (ii) with (C.2) yields 2q+1∑

k=1 d∑ i_1 ,...,i_k =1 1 k! | | | ∂^ku(t + h, x) ∂x_{i1} . . . ∂x_{ik} | | | · | | |E [^k∏ j=1 (δ_{X,x})^{ij} − k∏ j=1 (δ_{Y,x})^{ij} ]| | ≤ C(1 + |x|^{κ+κ} )h^{p+1}. (C.4)

Using the Hölder inequality, (2.8), assumption (iii) and (C.2), one can derive | |E[R_{2q+2} ] | | ≤ ∑ |α|=2q+2 C ∫_1 0 ‖D^αu ( t + h, (1 − s)x + sX(t, x; t + h) ) ‖_L2_{(Ω;R)}ds‖(δ_{X,x})^α‖_L2_{(Ω;R)}

+ ∑ |α|=2q+2 C ∫_1 0 ‖D^αu ( t + h, (1 − s)x + sY (t, x; t + h) ) ‖_L2_{(Ω;R)}ds‖(δ_{Y,x})^α‖_L2_{(Ω;R)}

≤ C(1 + |x|^{βκ+κ} )h^{p+1}, (C.5)

where we use the assumption p_1 = 2κ, p = 2κ, and P = 4q + 4. Plugging (C.4) and (C.5) into (C.3) , we get | E [ u(t + h, X(t, x; t + h)) ] − E [ u(t + h, Y (t, x; t + h)) ]| ≤ C(1 + |x|^{βκ+κ} )h^{p+1}. The proof of the lemma is thus complete.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. The proof follows the main ideas from [22, 23, 31]. Here, we show the key steps of the

proof. Fix φ ∈ G^{2q+2} and define u(t, x) = E [ φ ( X(t, x; T ) )] . Then, we find that E [ φ ( X(t_0, X_0; T ) )] − E [ φ ( Y (t_0, Y_0; t_N ) )] = E[u(t_0 , X_0)] − E[u(t_N , Y_N )], and E [ u(t_0, X_0) ] = E [ u(t_1, X(t_1)) ] − E [ u(t_1, Y_1) ] + E [ u(t_2, X(t_1, Y_1; t_2)) ] . Continuing this process and subtracting E [ u(t_N , Y_N ) ] , we get

E [ u(t_0, X_0) ] − E [ u(t_N , Y_N ) ] = N−1∑ i=0 ( E [ u(t_{i+1}, X(t_i, Y_i; t_{i+1})) ] − E [ u(t_{i+1}, Y (t_i, Y_i; t_{i+1})) ]) , (C.6)

and so | |E[φ(X(t_0, X_0; T ))] − E[φ(Y (t_0, Y_0; t_N ))] | | ≤ N−1∑ i=0 | | |E [ u(t_{i+1}, X(t_i, Y_i; t_{i+1})) ] − E [ u(t_{i+1}, Y (t_i, Y_i; t_{i+1})) ]| |

= N−1∑ i=0 | |E [ E ( u(t_{i+1}, X(t_i, Y_i; t_{i+1})) − u(t_{i+1}, Y (t_i, Y_i; t_{i+1}))|σ(Y_i ) )]| |. (C.7)

Finally, combining a conditional version of (C.1) with (C.7) yields | |E[φ(X(t_0, X_0; T ))] − E[φ(Y (t_0, Y_0; t_N ))] | | ≤ C(1 + |X_0|^{β(βκ+κ)})T h^q, (C.8) which validates the desired assertion (2.19).

D Proofs of moment bound of modified Euler schemes

Proof of Lemma 3.2. In the proof, we shall use the letter C to denote various constants independent of h and

n. Let R > 0 be sufficiently large and define a sequence of decreasing subevents

Ω_{R,n} := { ω ∈ Ω : sup_{0≤i≤n} |Y_i(ω)| ≤ R } , n = 0, 1, . . . , N, N ∈ N, and their compliments Ω^c_{R,n}. At first, we show that the boundedness of high-order moments is valid within a family

of appropriate subevents. For integer p̄ ≥ 1, We have E [ 1_{ΩR,n+1} |Y_{n+1}|^{p̄} ] ≤ E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} ( p̄⟨Y_n, Y_{n+1} − Y_n⟩ + p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 |Y_{n+1} − Y_n|^2 )]

+C p̄∑ l=3 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−l}|Y_{n+1} − Y_n|^l ] . (D.1)

Consider the second term in the right-hand side of (D.1):

I_1 = E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} ( p̄⟨Y_n, Y_{n+1} − Y_n⟩ + p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 |Y_{n+1} − Y_n|^2 )]

= p̄E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2}⟨Y_n, T_1(f(Y_n), h)h − f(Y_n)h⟩ ] + p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2}|T_1(f(Y_n), h)h|^2 ]

+p̄E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} ( ⟨Y_n, f(Y_n)h⟩ + (p̄ − 1) 2 | |^m ∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(Y_n), h)ΔW_r (n) | |^2)].

Using the Schwarz inequality, (H1), (H2) in Assumption 3.1, (2.7) and (2.10) yields I_1 ≤ Ch + ChE [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] +p̄E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{2p̄−1} | |T_1(f(Y_n), h) − f(Y_n) | |h] + p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{2p̄−2}|T_1(f(Y_n), h)h|^2 ] ≤ Ch + ChE [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + Ch^2E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{4r+p̄} ] +Ch^{τ +1}E [ 1_{ΩR(h),n} |Y_n|^{(2r+1)l1+p̄−1} ] , (D.2)

where p̄ ≤ p^′_0 − ε. Now consider the last term in (D.1)

I_2 = C p̄∑ l=3 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−l}|Y_{n+1} − Y_n|^l ]

≤ C p̄∑ l=3 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−l} ( h^l|T_1(f(Y_n), h)|^l + h^{l2} m∑ r=1 |T_2(g^r(Y_n), h)|^l )]

≤ Ch + C p̄∑ l=3 h^lE [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{2rl+p̄} ] + C p̄∑ l=3 h^{l2} E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{rl+p̄} ] . (D.3)

Combining (D.2) and (D.3), we obtain E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_{n+1}|^{p̄} ] ≤ Ch + (1 + Ch)E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + Ch^2E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{4r+p̄} ] +Ch^{τ +1}E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{(2r+1)l1+p̄−1} ]

+C p̄∑ l=3 h^lE [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{2rl+p̄} ] + C p̄∑ l=3 h^{l2} E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{rl+p̄} ] . (D.4)

Choosing R = R(h) = h^{−1/G1} with G_1 = 6r ∨^{(2r+1)l1−1}_τ , one can immediately show that for all l = 3, . . . , p̄, 1_{ΩR,n} | Y_n |_{(2r+1)l1+p̄−1} h^τ = 1_{ΩR,n} | Y_n |_{p̄}( 1_{ΩR,n} | Y_n |^{(2r+1)l}1^{−1}_τ h )_τ ≤ C1_{ΩR,n} | Y_n |_{p̄} , 1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{4r+p̄}h = 1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{p̄}(1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{4r}h) ≤ C1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{p̄}, 1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{2rl+p̄}h^{l−1} = 1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{p̄}(1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{2rl}l−1 h)^{l−1} ≤ C1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{p̄}, 1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{rl+p̄}h^{l−2}2 = 1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{p̄}(1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{2rl}l−2 h)^{l−2}2 ≤ C1_{ΩR,n} | |Y_n | |^{p̄}, where the constants C are independent of the step size h. Thus we have for (D.4) E [ 1_{ΩR,n+1} |Y_{n+1}|^{p̄} ] ≤ E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_{n+1}|^{p̄} ] ≤ Ch + (1 + Ch)E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] . The discrete Gronwall inequality [32, Lemma 1.6] shows that E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] ≤ exp(Cnh) ( 1 + |Y_0|^{p̄} ) ≤ C ( 1 + |Y_0|^{p̄} ) . (D.5)

It remains to estimate E [ 1_Ωc_{R,n} |Y_n|^p ] . It follows from (3.7), (H1) in Assumption 3.1 that

|Y_{n+1}| ≤ |Y_n| + Ch^{1−γ1} + m∑ r=1 Ch^{−γ2} | |W_r(t_{n+1}) − W_r(t_n) | |

≤ |Y_0| + (n + 1)Ch^{1−γ1} + n∑ k=0 m∑ r=1 Ch^{−γ2} | W_r(t_{k+1}) − W_r (t_k) | . (D.6)

Note that 1_Ωc_{R,n} = 1_Ωc_{R,n−1} + 1_{ΩR,n−1} 1_{|Yn|>R} = ∑_n i=0 1_{ΩR,i−1} 1_{|Yi|>R},where we set 1_{ΩR(h),−1} = 1. This together

with the Hölder inequality with^1_{p′} +^1_{q′} = 1 for q^′ =^{p̄}_{(pγ1+1)G1} ∨^{p̄}_{(1+ 12 p+pγ2 )G1} > 1, due to p ≤^{p̄−G1}_{1+γ1G1} ∧^{p̄−G1}_{1+( 12 +γ2)G1} ,

and the Chebyshev inequality give E [ 1_Ωc_{R(h),n} |Y_n|^p ] = n∑ i=0 E [ |Y_n|^p1_{ΩR,i−1} 1_{|Yi|>R} ]

≤ n∑ i=0 ( E [ |Y_n|^{pp′} ]) 1_{p′} ( E [ 1_{ΩR,i−1} 1_{|Yi|>R} ]) 1_{q′}

= E [ |Y_n|^{pp′} ]) 1_{p′}^n∑ i=0 ( P ( 1_{ΩR,i−1} |Y_i| > R )) 1_{q′}

≤ ( E [ |Y_n|^{pp′} ]) 1_{p′}^n∑ i=0 ( E [ 1_{ΩR,i−1} |Y_i|^{p̄} ]) 1_{q′} R^{p̄/q′} . (D.7)

Since p ≤^{p̄−G1}_{1+γ1G1} ∧^{p̄−G1}_{1+( 12 +γ2)G1} implies pp^′ ≤ p̄, using the Hölder inequality, (D.6) and the elementary inequality

implies ( E [ |Y_n|^{pp′} ]) 1_{p′} ≤ ( E [ |Y_n|^{p̄} ])^p_{p̄} ≤ C ( |Y_0|^{p̄} + n^{p̄}h^{p̄(1−γ1)} + h^{−p̄γ2} E [|^{n−1}∑ k=0 |W_r(t_{k+1}) − W_r(t_k )| |_{p̄}])^p_{p̄}

≤ C(h^{−pγ1} + h^{− p2 −pγ2} ) + C ( 1 + |X_0|^{p̄} )^p_{p̄} . (D.8)

Inserting (D.8) into (D.7) and exploiting the Hölder inequality, R = h^{−1/G1} and (D.5), we deduce E [ 1_Ωc_{R,n} |Y_n|^p ] ≤ C(n + 1)h^{p̄G1q′} ( h^{−pγ1} + h^{− p2 −pγ2} + ( 1 + |X_0|^{p̄} ) p_{p̄} )( 1 + |X_0|^{p̄} ) 1_{q′} ≤ C ( 1 + |X_0|^{p̄}

)^p_{p̄ +} 1_{q′}

. (D.9)

This together with (D.5) implies E [ |Y_n|^p ] = E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^p ] + E [ 1_Ωc_{R,n} |Y_n|^p ] ≤ ( E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ]) p_{p̄} + E [ 1_Ωc_{R,n} |Y_n|^p ] ≤ C ( 1 + |X_0|^p )_β (D.10)

for all integer p ∈ [ 1,^{p̄−G1} 1+γ_1G_1 ∧ p̄−G_1

1+(^1_2 +γ_2)G_1 ] . Here β = 1 +^{p̄}_{pq′} = 1 +^{(pγ1+1)G1}_p ∧^{(1+ 12 p+pγ2 )G1}_p . Then, by Jensen’s

inequality, (3.8) holds for real p as well.

The proof of bounded moments for the scheme (3.7) under (H2’) is nearly identical to that under (H2) in

Assumption 3.1, except for the second term I_1 on the right-hand side of (D.1). By utilizing (3.3) and assumption

(H2’), we can obtain I_1 = p̄hE [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2} ( ⟨Y_n, T_1(f(Y_n), h)⟩ + (p̄ − 1) 2 | m∑ r=1 T_2(g^r(Y_n), h)|^2 )]

+ p̄(p̄ − 1) 2 E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄−2}|T_1(f(Y_n), h)h|^2 ] ≤ Ch + ChE [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{p̄} ] + Ch^2E [ 1_{ΩR,n} |Y_n|^{4r+p̄} ] , where p̄ ≤ p_T with p_T from (H2’) or (3.6). Similar to the above proof, we choose R = h^{−1/G1} , where G_1 = 6r and

we obtain the desired conclusion.