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Abstract

In this paper, we combine the operator splitting methodology for abstract evolution
equations with that of stochastic methods for large-scale optimization problems. The
combination results in a randomized splitting scheme, which in a given time step does
not necessarily use all the parts of the split operator. This is in contrast to deterministic
splitting schemes which always use every part at least once, and often several times. As
a result, the computational cost can be significantly decreased in comparison to such
methods. We rigorously define a randomized operator splitting scheme in an abstract
setting and provide an error analysis where we prove that the temporal convergence
order of the scheme is at least 1/2. We illustrate the theory by numerical experiments
on both linear and quasilinear diffusion problems, using a randomized domain decom-
position approach. We conclude that choosing the randomization in certain ways may
improve the order to 1. This is as accurate as applying e.g. backward (implicit) Euler
to the full problem, without splitting.

Mathematics Subject Classification 65C99 - 65M12 - 90C15 - 65M55

1 Introduction

The main objective of this paper is to combine two successful strategies from the
literature: the first being operator splitting schemes for evolution equations on gen-
eral, infinite dimensional frameworks and the second being stochastic optimization
methods. Operator splitting schemes are an established tool in the field of numeri-
cal analysis of evolution equations and have a wide range of applications. Stochastic
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optimization methods have proven to be efficient at solving large-scale optimization
problems, where it is infeasible to evaluate full gradients. They can drastically decrease
the computational cost in e.g. machine learning settings. The link between these two
seemingly disparate areas is that an iterative method applied to an optimization prob-
lem can also be seen as a time-stepping method applied to a gradient flow connected
to the optimization problem. In particular, stochastic optimization methods can then
be interpreted as randomized operator splitting schemes for such gradient flows. In
this context, we introduce a general randomized splitting method that can be applied
directly to evolution equations, and provide a rigorous convergence analysis.
Abstract evolution equations of the type

u'@t) + Au@) = f@t), te€(,T],
u(0) = ug

are an important building block for modeling processes in physics, biology and social
sciences. Standard examples which appear in a variety of applications are fluid flow
problems, where we model how a flow evolves on a given domain over time, compare
[1,26] and [37, Section 1.3]. The operator A(¢) can denote, for example, a non-linear
diffusion operator such as the p-Laplacian or a porous medium operator.

Deterministic operator splitting schemes as discussed in more detail in [16] are a
powerful tool for this type of equation. An example is given by a domain decomposition
scheme, where we split the domain into sub-domains. Instead of solving one expensive
problem on the entire domain, we deal with cheaper problems on the sub-domains.
This is particularly useful in modern computer architectures, as the sub-problems may
often be solved in parallel.

Moreover, evolution equations are tightly connected to unconstrained optimization
problems, because the solution of min, F () is a stationary point of the gradient flow
u'(t) = —V F (u(t)). The latter is an evolution equation on an infinite time horizon with
A = —VFand f = 0.Inthelarge-scale case, such optimization problems benefit from
stochastic optimization schemes. The most basic such method, the stochastic gradient
descent, was first introduced already in [32], but since then it has been extended and
generalized in many directions. See, e.g., the review article [3] and the references
therein.

Via the gradient flow interpretation, we can see these optimization methods as time-
stepping schemes where a randomly chosen sub-problem is considered in each time
step. In essence, it is therefore a randomized operator splitting scheme. The differ-
ence between the works mentioned above and ours is that we apply these stochastic
optimization techniques to solve the evolution equation itself rather than just finding
its stationary state.

We consider nonlinear evolution equations in an abstract framework similar to
[7, 10, 11] where operators of a monotone type have been studied. Deterministic
splitting schemes for such equations has been considered in e.g. [14, 15, 17, 29]. A
particular kind of splitting schemes which is most closely related to our work, domain
decomposition methods, have been studied in [6, 7, 13, 30, 31]. In this paper, we
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extend this framework of deterministic splitting schemes to a setting of randomized
methods.

Outside of the context of optimization, other kinds of randomized methods have
already proved themselves to be useful for solving evolution equations. Starting in
[34, 35] explicit schemes for ordinary differential equations have been randomized.
This approach has been further extended in [2, 4, 18, 22, 24]. In [8], it has been
extended both to implicit methods and to partial differential equations and in [23] to
finite element approximations. While these works considered certain randomizations
in their schemes, they are conceptually different from our approach. Their main idea
is to approximate any appearing integrals through

17 In
/ f@)ydr~ f(&,) and / A(tvdr = A(§)v,
th—1 th—1

where &, is a random variable that takes on values in [#,_1, t,]. This ansatz coincides
with a Monte Carlo integration idea. In this paper, we use a different approach where
we decompose the operator in a randomized fashion. More precisely, we approximate
data

1< 1 o

by
1 1
f3=®2fe and AB=EZAZ
leB LeB
where the batch B C {1, ..., s} is chosen randomly. The stochastic approximations

fp and Ap of the original data f and A are cheaper to evaluate in applications. This
is less related to Monte Carlo integration and more similar to stochastic optimization
methods, compare [3, 9]. Similar ideas have been considered in [19, 20, 28], where
a random batch method for interacting particle systems has been studied. Moreover,
very recently and during the preparation of this work, a similar approach has also been
applied to the optimal control of linear time invariant (LTI) dynamical systems in [38].
While the convergence rate provided there is essentially the same as what we establish
in our main result Theorem 5.2, our setting is more general and allows for nonlinear
operators on infinite dimensional spaces rather than finite dimensional matrices. We
also consider the error of the time stepping method that is used to approximate the
solution to u’ () + Ag(t)u(t) = fp(t), while the error bounds in [38] assume that this
evolution equation is solved exactly.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sect.2, we begin by explaining our abstract
framework. This includes both the precise assumptions that we make and the defini-
tion of our time-stepping scheme. We give a more concrete application of the abstract
framework in Sect. 3. With the setting fixed, we first prove in Sect. 4 that the scheme
and its solution are indeed well-defined. We prove the convergence of the scheme in
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expectation in Sect. 5. These theoretical convergence results are illustrated by numer-
ical experiments with two-dimensional linear and quasilinear nonlinear and linear
diffusion problem in Sect. 6. Finally, we collect some more technical auxiliary results
in Appendix A.

2 Setting

In the following, we introduce a theoretical framework for the randomized operator
splitting. This setting is similar to the one in [7].

Assumption 2.1 Let (H, (-, ) g, || - llg) be a real, separable Hilbert space and let
(V, I - llv) be a real, separable, reflexive Banach space, which is continuously and
densely embedded into H. Moreover, there exists a semi-norm |-|y on'V and a Cy €
(0, 00) such that |-ly = Cy |l - llv.

Denoting the dual space of V by V* and identifying the Hilbert space H with
its dual space, the spaces from Assumption 2.1 form a Gelfand triple and fulfill, in
particular,

veh g oy

Assumption 2.2 Let the spaces H and V be given as stated in Assumption 2.1. Fur-
thermore, for T € (0, 00) as well as p € [2,00), let {A(t)};c[0,1) be a family of
operators A(t): V. — V* that satisfy the following conditions:

(i) The mapping Av: [0, T] — V* given by t +— A(t)v is continuous almost
everywhere in (0, T) forallv e V.
(ii) The operator A(t): V — V*,t € [0, T], is radially continuous, i.e., the mapping
s> (A@)(v 4+ sw), w)y=xy is continuous on [0, 1] for all v, w € V.
(iii) There exists k4 € [0, 00) and na € [0, 00), which do not depend on t, such that
the operator A(t) + kal: V — V* t € [0, T), fulfills the monotonicity-type
condition

(At — A(Ow, v — whyexy +kallv —wlF = nalv — wl

forallv,weV.
(iv) The operator A(t): V — V* t € [0, T], is uniformly bounded such that there
exists B4 € [0, 00), which does not depend on t, with

TA@)vllv+ < Ba(l + IlvlI5 )
forallveV.

Assumption 2.3 The function f is an element of the Bochner space L*(0, T; H), and
the initial value ug € H, where H is the Hilbert space from Assumption 2.1.
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Remark 1 We note that Assumption 2.2 (iii) implies that the operator A(r) +
kal: V. — V* t € [0, T], fulfills a uniform semi-coercivity condition. That is,
there exist constants na, A4 € [0, 00), which do not depend on ¢, such that

(AW, V)vexy +kallvlly +2a = palol]
for all v € V. This follows by taking w = 0 in (iii), since then
(A, V)vexy +kallvllz = (ADO, v)vexy + nalvl},

and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the weighted Young’s inequality
(Lemma A.2),

@O«
q

(AD0, v)ysxy = —[[ADO|v+Ilvllv = —( +8||v||€>

erq
with % + % = land ¢ > 0. Since |v|]y < Cy|v|lyv, we can absorb the second term

and take A4 = 8_%q_1 ||A(t)0||(‘1,* and 4 = na — ¢ after choosing an ¢ such that
wa > 0. This also shows that the constants A4 and @4 are not unique. We can, e.g.,
increase the coercivity constant at the cost of a larger constant term A 4. Both these
terms enter into our error bounds, which can thus be tuned slightly.

In the case that A(¢)0 = 0, the constant term disappears and we have g4 = na. If
A(1)0 # 0, one could recover this situation by the transformation (A, f) — (A, f )
with A(Nu = A(t)u — A0)0, f(r) = f(r) — A(r)0. But in the case that A(1)0 €
V*\H this can cause issues since we require that f(t) € H. Moreover, it might
lead to difficulties in solving the nonlinear equations of the form (/ — hnﬁ(tn))u” =
u '+ h, f (tn). We therefore do not apply such a transformation in this paper.

Assumptions 2.1-2.3, are requirements on the problem that we want to solve. The
following Assumptions 2.4-2.5 are needed to state the approximation scheme for the
given problem.

Assumption 2.4 Let (2, F, P) be a complete probability space and let {&,},eN be a
family of mutually independent random variables. Further; let the filtration {F,}peN
be given by

For=0(NeF:PWN)=0)
Fa :=U(0(Ei S {1,...,n})U,7—'o), neN,
where o denotes the generated o -algebra.

In the following, we denote the expectation with respect to the probability distribu-
tion of £ for arandom variable X in the Bochner space L! (2; H) by E¢[X]. Moreover,
we abbreviate the total expectation by

E,[X] = Eg [Eg[. .. Eg, [X]...1].
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We denote the space of Holder continuous functions on [0, 7] with Holder coeffi-
cient y € (0, 1) and values in H by C” ([0, T']; H). For notational convenience we
include the case y = 1 and denote the space of Lipschitz continuous functions by
cY([0,T1: H).

Assumption 2.5 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 be fulfilled. Assume that for almost every

w € K there exists a real Banach space Vg, such that V < Ve(w) < H,
ﬂweﬂ Vew) =V and there exists a semi-norm |'|Vg<w> on Ve and a CVE(w) € (0, 00)
such that |-| < C Vew) Il Vi) Moreover, the mapping from w — Vg () is measurable
in the sense that for every v € H the set {w € Q : v € Vg(,)} is an element of the
complete generated o-algebra

Fe=0(0(E)Ua(N e F:PW)=0)).

Further, let the family of operators { Ag(w) (1) }weq,re[0,1] be such that for almost every
w € , {Agw)(D}iero,1 fulfills Assumption 2.2 with the spaces Vg, H and Vs*(w)
and corresponding constants ke(w), Mg (w), Pe(w)- These give rise to the semi-coercivity
constants Lg(w)y and Ag(w) as in Remark 1. Moreover, the mapping Ag (t)v: @ — V*
is Fg-measurable and the equality Eg[Ag (1)v] = A(t)v is fulfilled in V* forv € V.
The mappings ke, Ng, Mg, Pe, Ag 1 2 — [0, 00) are measurable and there exist k, A €
[0, 00) which fulfill ks < k almost surely and Eg [)\g] <A

Further, let the family { f(w)}weq be given such that fg(,) € L%(0, T; H). More-
over, the mapping fe(t): Q — H is F¢-measurable and Eg[ fz (t)] = f(t) is fulfilled
in H for almostall t € (0, T).

Under the setting explained in the above assumptions, we consider the initial value
problem

u'() +Au@) = f(@) inV* 1te(0,T], )
u(0) = ug in H.
For a non-uniform temporal grid 0 = #) < 1 < --- < ty = T, a step size h, =
th —th—1, h = maxe(1,... N} by, and a family of random variables { f"*},¢(1,..., 5} such
that f": Q — H is F,-measurable, we consider the scheme
U™ = U+ hyAg, ()U" = ho f" in VE, nefl,....N}, @
U% = u in H.

Note that U": Q — H is arandom variable and therefore some statements involving
it below only hold almost surely. Whenever there is no risk of misinterpretation, we
omit writing almost surely for the sake of brevity.

When proving that the scheme is well-defined and establishing an a priori bound, it
is sufficient to assume that { fz, },e(1,..., N} are integrable with respect to the temporal
parameter. In that case, we can choose for example
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l”
fr=— fe,(1)dr in H almost surely. 3)

In—1

When considering our error bounds, we assume more regularity for the functions
{fe, Jnef1....ny and demand continuity with respect to the temporal parameter. In this
case, we may also use

f" = fe,(ty) in H almost surely. 4)

We will focus on this second choice for the error bounds in Sect. 5.

3 Application: Domain decomposition

One main application that is allowed by our abstract framework is a domain decompo-
sition scheme for a nonlinear fluid flow problem. Domain decomposition schemes are
well-known for deterministic operator splittings. However, to the best of our knowl-
edge, it has not been studied in the context of a randomized operator splitting scheme.

3.1 Deterministic domain decomposition

To exemplify our abstract Eq. (1), we consider a (nonlinear) parabolic differential
equation. In the following, let D C R?, d € N, be a bounded domain with a Lip-
schitz boundary aD. For p € [2, 00), we consider the parabolic p-Laplacian with
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions

du(t,x) — V- (a(®)|Vu(t, x)|P~2Vu(t, x)) = f(t, x), (t,x)e (0,T) xD,
u(t,x) =0, (t,x) € (0, T) x oD,
u(0, x) = uo(x), x €D,

Q)

fora: [0, T] — R and ug: D — R. The notation f is used to differentiate between
the function f :(0,T) x D — R and the abstract function f on (0, T') that it gives
rise to through [f(#)](x) = f (t, x). We consider a domain decomposition scheme
similar to [13] for p = 2 and to [6, 7] for p € [2, 00). For the sake of completeness,
we recapitulate the setting here also with a different boundary condition.

For s € N, let {D,};_, be a family of overlapping subsets of D. Let each subset
have a Lipschitz boundary and let the union of them fulfill  J;_, D; = D. On the
sub-domains {D};_,, let the partition of unity {x¢};_, C W!2°(D) be given such
that the following criteria are fulfilled

s
xe(x) > 0forall x € Dy, x¢(x) =0forall x € D\Dy, ng =1
=1
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for £ € {1, ..., s}. With the help of the functions {x¢}ee(1,....s}, it is now possible to
introduce suitable functional spaces { Vi }¢eq1,....s}. We use the weighted Lebesgue space
LP(Dy, x@)d that consists of all measurable functions v = (vy, ..., vg): Dy — R4
such that

1

11, - V) Lo Dy eyt = (fD Xel i, - vl dx)
4

is finite. In the following, let the pivot space (H, (-, -)#, || - || ) be the space L2(D) of
square integrable functions on D with the usual norm and inner product. The spaces
Vand Vy, £ € {1, ..., s}, are given by

L,
V = clos., (C5°(D)) = Wy " (D) and Vg = clos).,, (C5°(D)),
with respect to the norms

Ly =1+ 1Vl and 1Dy, =1l + 1V - oy gt (©)

and semi-norms

llv =1V - lippye and |-lv, = IV - llLp Dy, -

Note that a bootstrap argument involving the Sobolev embedding theorem shows that
the norm given in (6) is equivalent to the standard norm in the space. We can now
introduce the operators A(¢): V. — V* A;(t): Vo — V), L e {l,...,s},t €[0,T],
given by

(AW u, v)ysxy = / a()|Vu|P2Vu - Vodx, u,veV,
D
(Ae(u, v)yexy, = /D xea (| VulP"2Vu - Vodx, u,v eV,
(4

Similarly, we define the right-hand sides f,: [0, 7] — H, ¢ € {1,...,s}, where
fe(t) = xe f(¢) in H for almost every r € (0, T').

Lemma 3.1 Let the parameters of Eq. (5) be given such that « € C([0, T]; R),
ug € L*(D) and f € L*((0,T) x D). Then the setting described above fulfills
Assumptions 2.1-2.3.

Let the partition of unity {x¢};,_; C WL2°(D) fulfill that for every function x¢
there exists gg € (0, 00) such that DE = {x € Dy : x¢e(x) > &} is a Lipschitz domain
forall e € (0,¢e0). Then V and Vy, £ € {1, ..., s}, are reflexive Banach spaces and
V =y, Ve. Further, the family of operators {A¢(t)}iefo,1, € € {1, ..., s} fulfills
Assumption 2.2 with the spaces Vy, H and Vz*' Moreover, Z;Zl Ag(Hv = A(H)v is
fulfilled in V* for v € V for almost every t € (0, T) and corresponding constants
ka=ke=da=r =0, pua=pg=na=n¢=1

Finally, the family {fo}ee....s) fulfills fe € L*0. T+ H) and Y5y fe(t) = f(1)
in H for almostall t € (0, T).
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Proof The space H = L2(D) is a real, separable Hilbert space, while V = WO1 (D)
is a real, separable Banach space that is densely embedded into H. Thus, they fulfill
Assumption 2.1. Analogously to [6, Lemma 3], the spaces V and V;, £ € {1, ..., s},
are reflexive Banach spaces and since C;°(D) is dense in H and C°(D) C V C V,
it follows that V and Vj are dense in H. It remains to prove that (),_,; V, = V is
fulfilled. First, we notice that [|[wl|;»p,, )¢ < lwlrp)e for every w € LP(D)?.
Thus, it follows that V C V, forevery £ € {1, ..., s} and in particular V C ﬂfz:l V.
The other inclusion ﬂ;zl Ve € V requires more attention. For ¢ € (0, 00), we
introduce the set D; = {x € D : x¢(x) > &}. By assumption the sets D have
Lipschitz boundary for ¢ small enough. We consider the spaces of restricted functions

CE*(D)lp: = {u € C®(D5) : ulgprrap =0} and V= {ulp: 1 u € Vi

If aweight function x, fulfillsO < ¢ < x¢ < 1 < oo onthe whole domain D, it follows
that the weighted Lebesgue space L” (Dj, Xg)d coincides with the space L? (Dﬁ )d (see,
e.g., [25, Chapter 3]). Thus, we obtain VEE =whr (Dj). The continuity of the trace
operator (see, e.g., [27, Theorem 15.23]), implies that

oo~ Il
CD)lp: " ={u e WP (D)) : ulypsngp = 0}.

This shows that u € V; is zero on 9D; N 3D for every e € (0, 00) small enough.
As ¢ can be chosen arbitrarily small, it follows that u € V; fulfills v|ypnsp, = 0. In
combination with [6, Lemma 1], we obtain that ﬂ;zl Ve = Wol’p (D) =V.

Similar to the argumentation of [6, Lemma 4], it follows that the families of
operators {A(?)};efo0,77 and {A¢()}icr0,71, € € {1,..., s}, fulfills Assumption 2.2
with respect to the corresponding spaces with k4 = ky = A4 = Ay = 0,
ma =pe=mna=ne=1 3

Assumption 2.3 is fulfilled as f € L2((O, T) x D) means that the abstract function
f belongs to L2(0, T; L>(D)). Thus, as x; € Wh(D), it follows that fy = x. f €
L%(0,T; H) and Y i—y fe(t) = f(r) in H for almost every ¢ € (0, T). O

3.2 Randomized scheme

For a randomized splitting in combination with a domain decomposition, different
approaches can be applied. One possibility is to choose a random support of the
weight functions {x¢}¢e(1,....s}- This could possibly be done efficiently using priority
queue techniques similar to those in [36]. In this paper, we instead fix the weight
functions, but choose a random part of the operator in every time step. For the operator
A(t) = Y j_, A¢(t) and arighthand side f(t) = > ;_, f¢(t), we introduce a random

Zeeg(w) Jfe(t)/Te with

T = > P(Qe=p) with Q—p={0eQ:&w)=B).
Be2lls): ¢eB
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The value 7¢ is the proper scaling factor which ensures that E¢[Ag ()] = A(¢) and
Eelfe(®)] = f(t). We tacitly assume that 7, > 0, because otherwise we would be in
a situation where at least one A,(¢) is never chosen. Such a strategy would obviously
not work. We set V() = ﬂks(w) Vy.

Lemma 3.2 Let {§,},eq1,..., Ny fulfill Assumption 2.4 such that &,: Q — 25t g
5,1_1(3) € Fg, forall B C 28t and n e {1,..., N). Under the setting above,
Assumption 2.5 is fulfilled.

Proof In the following proof, we drop the index 7 to keep the notation simpler. The
embedding and norm properties are fulfilled as verified in the previous lemma. It
remains to verify the measurability condition. We need to verify that for every v € H,
the set {w € Q1 v € Vg()} € Fr = 0(0(&) UoWN € F:PWN) = 0)). For fixed
ve H, weset By ={¢e{l,...,s}:ve V) e2l--st Then it follows that

{weQ:veViw ={weQ ) 2P} =c712%) e 7.

Moreover, we need to verify that the mapping w > Ag,)(f)v is measurable for
every v € H. This can be seen from the decomposition Az (#)v = Sa()» 0 § where
Saqyw: 251 — V* is given through Sa(y(B) = Y ycp Ae(t)v. AsE71(B) € ¢
for all B c 2{1+5) and SX(II)U(X) c 2115} for any open set X C V*, the mapping
> Ag(w)(t)v is measurable. Analogously, it can be proved that the mapping w
Jé(w) (t) ismeasurable. In Lemma 3.1, we already verified that an operator Ay fulfills
the conditions from Assumption 2.2. Thus, it only remains to prove the expectation
property from Assumption 2.5. This is fulfilled as

1
EelAcv]= Y P(ngB)ZEAE(t)U

Be2ll....s} teB

-y %@Ag(t)v > P@ep) =Y Ay =A@v inV*
=1

Be2ll.s}: ¢eB =1

holds true for v € V and for almost every ¢ € [0, T']. The same algebraic manipulation
in H instead of V* shows that E¢[ fz (1)] = f(2). O

4 Solution is well-defined

In the coming section, we show that our scheme (2) is well-defined. This includes that
first of all the scheme possesses a unique solution. We consider a purely deterministic
Eq. (1). However, as the numerical scheme is randomized, the solution U" of (2) is
a mapping of the type U": Q@ — H. Thus, we also need to make sure that it is a
measurable function. These facts are verified in Lemma 4.1. Moreover, we provide an
integrability result in the form of an a priori bound in Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.1 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.5 be fulfilled. Further, let the random variables
[ Q — H be given such that they are Fg, -measurable for everyn € {1,..., N}.
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Then for kh,, < kh < 1 there exists a unique JF,-measurable function U": Q — H
such that U™ (w) € Vg, () and (2) is fulfilled for everyn € {1, ..., N}.

Proof For v € 2, we find that the operator I + h,Ag, (w)(tn): Ve, () — VE’Z @)
is monotone, radially continuous and coercive. Thus, it is surjective, compare [33,
Theorem 2.18]. Moreover, for Uy, Uy € Vg, () With (I + hyAg, @) (t))U1 = (I +
hnAg, () (ta)) Uz, it follows that

0= <(I + h”Asn(w) (t”)) Ul - (I + h”Asn(w) (t”)) Uz’ Ul - U2>VS* (w)x\/én(w)

> (1 = huic) | Uy — Uall%

Thus, it follows that |[U; — Uz ||y = 0 and I + h, Ag, () () is injective for kh, < 1
and, in particular, bijective.

It remains to verify that U": Q — H is well-defined. We define the auxiliary
function g: 2 x H — V* such that

(. U) > hy (@) + U1 — ([ +hnA§”(w)(l‘n))U, U € Ve, (o)
| “ U € H\V,@)-

where e € V* with |le|ly+ = 1. In the following, we want to apply Lemma A.3
to the function g to prove that U”" is measurable. Applying [33, Lemma 2.16], it
follows that for fixed w € €2, the function v — (g(w, v), w)y+*xy is continuous for
all v, w € Vg, (). It remains to verify that for fixed v € H and w € V, the function
o — (g(w, v), w)y*xy is measurable. Let B be an open set in V*. It then follows
that

—1
(g ) (B)
={weQ:glw,v) € B}
={weQ:ve Vi hnf" (@) +U""" = (I +hyAg, ) (ta))v € B}
Ufw e Q:ve H\Vg, (), e € B}
=({weQ:veVewN{weQ:hyf" (@) +U""" — (I +hyAg,w)(t))v € BY)
U(fweQ:ve H\Vgw}N{weQ:ec B}
= (T1 NTy) U Ts.

As the function @ — h,, f*(w)+U""' — (I +huAg, () (tn)) v is measurable, it follows
that 7> C 2 is measurable. The sets 7 and 73 are measurable by assumption. Thus,
it follows that w — g(w, v) and therefore w — (g(w, v), w)y*xy is measurable.
As argued above for every w € €2, there exists a unique element U” (w) such that
g(w, U"(w)) = 0. Thus, we can now apply Lemma A.3 to prove that U": Q — H is
JF,-measurable. O

Lemma 4.2 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.5 be fulfilled. Further, let the random variables
f": Q — H be given such that they are F,-measurable and Eg, [||f" ||%1] < o0 for
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everyn € {1,..., N}. Then for 2kh, < 2«xh < 1 the solution {U"},¢1,...n} 0f (2)
fulfills the a priori bound

n n
E.[IU" 5]+ Y E[IU7 = U 5]+ 2D hililpg 1U'T, |
i=1 i=1
N .
< C(2Muol + 4T3+ 5CT Y mBs [1£15,]).

i=1

where C = l—é/’lK exp(lz’ail()foralln e{l,..., N}

The proof of this lemma is very similar to the proof of our main result Theorem 5.1
and therefore omitted. The main necessary modification is to directly test (2) with U”
and use the semi-coercivity from Remark 1.

5 Stability and convergence in expectation

With the previous sections in mind, we can now turn our attention to the main results
of this paper. We provide error bounds for the scheme (2) measured in expectation.
First, we give a stability result in Theorem 5.1. The aim of this bound is to show how
two solutions of the same scheme with respect to different right-hand sides and initial
values differ. This stability result can then be used to prove the desired error bounds
in Theorem 5.2 by using well-chosen data that agrees with the exact solution at the
grid points. Note that in contrast to other works (e.g. [10, 11]), we measure f(¢) —
A(t)u(t) in the H-norm. This can be interpreted as a stricter regularity assumption.
The advantage is that certain error terms disappear in expectation, compare the second
bound in Lemma A.4.

Theorem 5.1 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.5 be fulfilled. Further, let the random variable
[ Q — H be given such that it is F¢,-measurable and Eg, [|| " ||%1] < oo for every
nefl,..., N} Let {U" },eq1,..., Ny be the solution of (2) and let {V"},¢q1,... Ny be the
solution of

V=V by Ag, (6)V" = hag" inVE, nefl,..., N},
VOZ'UO ln H,

N

forvy € H and g": Q@ — H such that it is Fg,-measurable and Egn[||g"||%1] < 00
foreveryn € {1, ..., N}. Then for 2kh, < 2xh < 1, it follows that
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1 & . . . -
En[||U"—V"||%1]+5;Ei[||U’ —Vi—@T = viThig]
P

n
+2ZhiEi[nEi|Ui — Vi|[‘i$,-]
i—1
N . . N . . 2
<2Cluo — voll* +4C Y RIE[IIf" = &' 1%] +5C*T Y hi|| Be [ £ - &']|5
i=1 i—1

for C = 1_;]”( exp(%) andn €{l,...,N}.

Proof We start by subtracting (7) from (2) and testing with U’ — V' to get

((Ul _ Vl) _ (Uifl _ Vl‘*])’ Ui _ Vl)
+hn(Ag ()U' = Ag )V U" = Ve, = ha(ff =g U = V). (8)

For the first term of this equality, we use the identity (@ — b, a) = %(Hall2 —IB1* +
lla — b||?) fora, b € H to find that

((Ui —vh— (@i —vi-h yi - Vi)
= %(IIUi = Vil =T = VI U = V= T = VD).
Due to the monotonicity condition from Assumption 2.2 (iii), we obtain
(Ag (1)U = Ag, (i) V' U = V) ye sy + kg U = VI 2 ng U= VI,
It remains to find a bound for the right-hand side of (8). Applying Cauchy-Schwarz’s

inequality and the weighted Young’s inequality for products (Lemma A.2 with e = 1),
it follows that

hi(fi _gi,Ui _ Vl)
A A VA A R [ e 17 LA A (VA Y

IA

<hi(f1 =g U™ = VI R = gl + 10T = V= O = VDI,
Combining the previous statements, we find

0= (Ui _yi_ (Ui—l _ Vi—]), Ui — Vi)
+hi(Ag ()U' = Ag )V U" = V')ye sy, = hi(f1 —g' U = V')
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1 . . . o . . o .
zE(IIU’—V’IIQH—IIU’ Lo v 10 = v — 0 = viThg)
— hixg |\U" = VI + hing |U" = V'I{,

S - o I - -
_hi(fl—gl,Ul l_Vl 1)_hl2||fl—gl”%_1_1”Ul_Vl_(Ul l_Vl l)”%{

After rearranging the terms and multiplying both sides of the inequality with the factor
2, we obtain the following bound

L e e e L A A (e Gl /7
+2hing |U" = VI,
< 2hikg |U' = VNI +2hi (1 = ¢" U™ = VITh) 217 1 =8Iy

By first taking the [E¢, -expectation of this inequality and then applying also the IE; ;-
expectation, we find that

B0 = ViG] = B[00 = VIR ]+ SR - V- @ = v ]
+2hiEi[ng |U" = V'I{, ]
<2 [kg 1UT = VI + 20 B [(Be [ £ — '] U = viTh)]
+ 207 [T - &' 1].

After combining the previous two inequalities and summing up fromi = lton €
{1,..., N}, we obtain

1 & , . - .
E,[IU" —V"||%,]+5;E,-[||Ul —Vi—@ = viThig]
1=

n
+2ZhiEi[77$,-|Ui — Vi|€£i]
= \ ©)
< lluo — wollyy + 26 D B [IUT = VIII3,]

i=1

n N
+2) B a[(Be [f =) U = VI 42> TR (I ¢ 1)

i=1 i=1

where we only made the right-hand side bigger by summing to the final value N. In
the following, denote imax € {1, ..., N} such that max;eqi,.. vy Ei[|U" — VI|%] =
Ejp [1Umx — Vimax||2 ] By Lemma A.3, it follows that U'~! — V=1 is F;_;-
measurable and thus independent of the Fg -measurable random variable f* — g*.
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Therefore, we find that
2ZhE, [(EBe [ £ =& ] 0t = viTh)]
<22h [Be [ = &' g Bima[1U77" = V]
. 1 N . .
< 2(Bip [NU = ViIm30)2 Y e[ Be [ = 67| -

To keep the presentation compact, we abbreviate
N ' ' N ' '
B =Y BE[IF — g 1y] and By = Y B[ — &l

i=1 i=1

Setting
1 & . ) . .
= Ea[JU" = V] + 5 Y E[IUT - V- @ = VD]
i=1

n
+2 Zh,-lEi[ngilUi —vi 5&;]’
i=1

wehave 2« >0 hiE;[IIUT — V|3, ] < 2« Y7 hix;. We can now apply Gronwall’s
inequality (Lemma A.1) to (9). It follows that

. 1
5 = C(lluo = vol> + 21 + 2(Eiy [V — Vims|3])2B), (10)

for C = 2/1/( exp ( 12"22 ) As this inequality holds for every n € {1,..., N}, itis

also fulﬁlled for imax. Thus, it follows that

i
lmax[”Ulmdx _ Vlmax ”H]

. 1
< C(lluo — voll* + 2By + 2(Ejp [IU ™ — Vimex |2, ])2 By).

We can now use that x2 < 2ax + b> implies that x < 2a + b fora, b, x € [0, 00) and
find

(i 107 — Vo |2,])2 < C3 (lug — voll? +2B1)* +2CBy.
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Inserting this bound in (10) and applying Young’s inequality (Lemma A.2 for ¢ = 1),
we then obtain

1 <& . . ) .
Ea[IlU" = VI ]+ 5 Y E[IUT =V =@ = VD]

n
+2) hili[ng |U = VI3, ]
i=1

1 1
< C(||u0 — vol® + 2B1 +2C (lup — voll* + 2B1)? B, + 4C322)
< C(||u0 — voll?> + 2B1 + (lluo — voll> +2B1) + CB3 + 4CB§)
= 2C(|lug — voll* +2B1) + 5C?B3.

It only remains to insert

N
82 = (Y milEa s~ £1l,) <TZh||Ea =l
i=1

to finish the proof. O

Theorem 5.2 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.5 be fulfilled. Further, let f;, € C([0,T]; H)
almost surely and " = f, (t,) € L*(Q; H) foralln € {1, ..., N}. Let{U"},eq1,... N}
be the solution of (2) and u be the solution of (1) that fulfills u' € CY ([0, T]; H),
y € (0, 1]. Moreover, let Ag, (t,)u(t,) € L2(Q; H) be fulfilled.

Then for 2kh, <2xh < 1 and " = U" — u(ty), it follows that

En[lle" 7] + ZE lle' — e M%) +22hE ng le'17, ]

i=1
2
< 8hC Z hiBe [ | fe, (1) — Ag, (t)u (i) — (f (1) — AGtu )| ;]
i=1
+ 40" CW |Gy qo.73: ) T + SHY CP N 16y o701 T

where C = = éhk exp( )foralln ef{l,...,N}.

Proof We use {V"},¢(1,....N} given by

.....

V=V 4 by Ag, (1)V" = hg" inVE, nefl,..., N},
Vozuo in H,

where

n

g w(ty) = uta—1)) + Ag, t)u(ty) € L*(Q H).

=
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With this particular choice of g”, we can now show that V" = u(t,) for every n €
{1...., N}. Given the initial value ug, the solution V! is then given by

Vi=ug+hig' —hiAg (t)V!
uo + (u(t) — u(to)) + hiAg (t)u(tr) — hiAg, (1) V'

u(ty) + hyAg, (tu(ty) — h1Ag, (1) V',

Therefore, it follows that
(I +hAg (1))V' = (I + hiAg (0)u(n) in Vg

Since I +h1 Ag, (11) is injective, we find VI=u()in Ve, . Recursively, it follows that
V" = u(t,) in Vg, for all other n € {1, ..., N}. Together with the stability estimate
from Theorem 5.1 we find for ¢ = U" — V" = U" — u(t,) that

n
a[lle™ %] + ZIE el — '*1||§,]+2Zh,~Ei[ngi|e’|2V§i]54c31+502322,
i=1

where

ZhEnf’ 23], Bz—ZhHEs, | P

i=1

1 2k T

S (2T
1 —2hk 1—-2«T

Applying Lemma A.4 for u’ € CY ([0, T]; H), it follows that

N | )
Bi < hy hiEe | fi ) — Ag u) — - f (r0 = Awuw)de| ]
i=1 i—l1

1

N
<20y hiBg [ fe (1) — Ag (ult) — (f (1) — Al)u)) | 3,]

i=1
1+2 72
+ 20N o, T

and

i

N
By <TY hi
i=1

2 72 2
= W ler qo.rm T

1 1 2
[ a0 = Ag @out) — - / (O~ awu) ar |
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Altogether, we obtain

1 n ) . n )
Ealle" 5]+ 5 D Eille’ =&~ 5] +2 3 hili[ng eIy, ]
i=1 i=l1
al 2
<8hC Y hig [| f (1) — Ag, (t)ult) — (f (1) — A(t)u)) |, ]
i=1
+ 4R Cl Gy g0 731 T + SHY CP 16y q0.77: 1) T

m}

Remark2 The main results can all be modified to a slightly different setting, where
the right-hand side f(¢) takes values in V* and where the family {&,},cn of random
variables does not have to be mutually independent. In return, this setting requires
slightly stronger assumptions on the operator A(t). First, we assume additionally
that there exists a constant cy € (0, 00) such that || - |y < cv(ll - |z + I'lv) is
fulfilled. To generalize the a priori bound from Lemma 4.2 and the stability results
from Theorem 5.1, we need to assume that ;4 from Assumption 2.2 (v) and 9y
from Assumption 2.2 (iii) are strictly positive, respectively. Moreover, if there exist
y € (0, 1] and C € [0, c0) such that

N
ZhiEi[H fe (t) — Ag, (t)uty) — (f (1) — Alt)u(t)) |
i=1

2
Ve, ] < CHY

is fulfilled and u’ € CY ([0, T]; H), we obtain similar error bounds. We omit the
proofs, which are very similar to the ones presented above.

6 Numerical experiments

To illustrate the theoretical convergence results for the randomized scheme in practice,
we apply it to Eq. (5) as discussed in Sect. 3. This boundary, initial-value problem fits
our setting as already explained there. We also consider what happens when we replace
the nonlinear diffusion term with linear diffusion, and a smoother exact solution.

In both cases, we consider the problem on the spatial domain D = [—1, 1] X
[—1, 1] which we split into rectangular sub-domains Dy, £ € {1, ..., s}, with M,
rectangles along the x-axis and My, rectangles along the y-axis. We choose Dy such
that they have an overlap of 0.2 on all internal sides. This means that, for example,
with My = M, = 3, we have s = MM, = 9 sub-domains with, e.g., D; =
[—1,-0.267] x [—1, —0.267], D, = [-0.467,0.467] x [—1, —0.267] and D5 =
[—0.467,0.467] x [—0.467, 0.467]. Note that they are not uniform in size, because
the sub-domains adjacent to the outer edge of D have no overlap on one or two sides.

We have to choose a strategy for which sub-problems to select in each time step, i.e.
specify the probabilities P (2¢=p) for B C 215} We consider two strategies. In the
first, we simply use P(2g—(¢)) = 1/s. Thus every sub-domain is equally probable to
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be chosen. As a minor variation, we instead select a set of k sub-domains by drawing
with replacement according to the uniform probabilities.

In the second strategy, we make use of a predictor. In addition to the stochastic
approximation, we compute a deterministic approximation Z" using the backward
Euler method, but on a coarser spatial mesh. The idea is that while this approximation
is less accurate, it should be significantly cheaper to compute and still resemble the true
solution. In the n™ time step, we compute W, = |Z"~ 1 4+ |Z"| + | f (t,, -)| > 1073,
This function is either O or 1 and indicates where in the domain something is actually
happening. For each sub-domain, we then check whether it is “sufficiently active” or
not by evaluating ||V, ;|| > p||¥, || for a parameter p € (0, 1). We select the set of
those sub-domains which pass the test with probability 1 — p and the set of all the
other sub-domains with probability p.

We note that the errors for the first strategy are noticeably larger than those of the
second strategy. In the following, we will use fewer sub-domains for the first strategy
for thatreason. More precisely, we use M, = 3and M, = 1 for first strategy and M, =
3 and M, = 3 for the second strategy. Furthermore, we can observe that the second
strategy works better with more sub-domains, since it essentially adaptively groups
them into only two larger sub-domains; the active set and the inactive set. Increasing
the number of sub-domains increases the fidelity such that the choice of whether each
sub-domain is active or not becomes easier, albeit at a higher computational cost. If
the spatial discretization is using finite elements, the limit case would be when every
element is its own subdomain. This is what is considered in [36] for a deterministic
scheme, where it is, indeed, observed that the overhead costs can be prohibitive even
when using very efficient data structures.

We only report errors here, since this is the focus of the paper. A natural next step
would be to investigate also the computation times and the efficiency of the schemes
compared to deterministic schemes. Since the randomized methods need to solve
equation systems of smaller size, they are expected to outperform the deterministic
schemes. However, this depends on many factors, such as the problem size, the number
of subdomains, the behaviour of the exact solution and the random strategy used.
Further, for such a comparison to be useful, it has to be performed with equally
optimized and parallelized code for both the randomized and deterministic cases.
Such advanced software engineering is out of the scope of this article. Nevertheless,
when applying our non-parallelized and not fully optimized code to the linear diffusion
problem using the first strategy, we observed a factor 2 speed-up that was independent
of the number of time steps.

6.1 A nonlinear example
In our first experiment, we use the problem parameters 7 = 1, p = 4 and a(?) =

1. Further, we choose the source term f such that the exact solution is given by
u(t,x,y) =u(x —rcos(2rt), y —rsin(2mt)) withr = 1/2,
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3/8

3
(2 + )]

10 3
i(x, y) = [0.03 . :

4
and [-]+ = max{-,0}. This describes a localized pulse that starts centered at
(0.5, 0) and which then rotates around the origin at the constant distance r. The
shape of the pulse is inspired by the closed-form Barenblatt solution to d;u =
V - (|Vu(t, x)|P~2Vu), see e.g. [21]. At ¢ = 0, this solution is a Dirac delta, which
then expands into a cone-shaped peak for # > 0. Our pulse is this solution frozen at
the time = 0.001. We note that due to the sharp interface where the pulse meets the
x-y-plane and to the sharp peak, u is of low regularity.

We discretize the problem in space using central finite differences, such that the
approximation of the p-Laplacian is 2nd-order accurate. We use 100 computational
nodes in each spatial dimension, for a total of 10000 degrees of freedom. Thus,
the temporal error dominates the spatial error when considering the full error in the
following. For the temporal discretization, we use the scheme (2), along with one of
the two strategies outlined above. For the first strategy, we try k = 1 and k = 2. For the
second, we evaluate the different parameters p = 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2. We compute
approximations for the different (constant) time steps i, = 275276 2713 and
estimate their corresponding errors at the final time by running the method with 50
random iterations and averaging. That is, we approximate

50
1
Enx[leVI3 ]~ == Y NUY — UretlF,
50 7
j=1

where UV is the numerical approximation on the j-th path and Uyt is the exact solution
u(ty, -, -) evaluated at the spatial grid.

Figure 1 shows the resulting relative errors vs. the time steps, with the first strategy
in the upper plot and the second strategy in the lower. We observe that both strategies
result in errors that decrease as @ (h'/?), in line with Theorem 5.2.

6.2 A linear example

As a second experiment, we consider a linear version of the previous problem. We
use the same parameters as in the previous section, except that we set p = 2 and
a(t) = 0.1, and that the rotating pulse is now Gaussian rather than a sharp peak. More
precisely, the exact solution is given by

u(t,x,y) = e—lOO(x—rcos(27rt))2—100(y—rsin(2m‘))2

The resulting errors are shown in Fig.2. Again, we note that the first, uniform,
strategy converges as O(h!/?), in line with Theorem 5.2. The second strategy with
p = 0.01 performs significantly better and the error behaves like O (%) in the first part
of the plot. This is essentially the same behaviour as if we would apply backward Euler
to the full problem, but the method only updates the approximation on the most relevant
sub-domains and is therefore cheaper to evaluate. This improved convergence order is
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107 10° 10
N
Fig.1 The relative errors (Ex [IIUY — Urerl|?]) 12 /|| Usef |l for the nonlinear setting described in Sect. 6.1.
The upper plot uses the first randomized strategy and the lower plot uses the second strategy. We observe
that the errors decay as O(hl/ 2), in line with Theorem 5.2, irrespective of the choice of p or k. A smaller
p or larger k decreases the error, but of course also incurs a higher computational cost

possible due to the extra smoothness present in this linear problem. In the error bound
of Theorem 5.2, the first term becomes small due to the used strategy, and because the
solution is smooth the remaining terms are of size 7> and 1?2, respectively.

Increasing the parameter p means that we disregard more of the information from
the predictor, and as seen in Fig.2 this causes the convergence order to decrease
towards 1/2. On the other hand, setting p = 0 means that we always choose all the
sub-domains and thereby do more computations than if we would simply solve the full
problem directly. The parameter p is therefore a design parameter, and further research
is required on how to choose it optimally for specific problem classes. Regardless of
the choice, however, we still have O(hl/ 2)-convergence.
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107!

102 10° 10*

107 10° 10
N
Fig.2 The relative errors (Ey [ U — Uref||2]) l/2/ ||Uyet || for the linear setting described in Sect. 6.2. The
upper plot uses the first randomized strategy and the lower plot uses the second strategy. We observe that
the errors for the first strategy decay as Ohl/?), similarly to the nonlinear case. For the second strategy,

large p also leads to convergence of order 1/2, while sufficiently small p leads to faster convergence of
order 1
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Appendix A Auxiliary results

In this appendix, we collect a few useful inequalities and technical results that are
needed in the paper.

Lemma A.1 (Discrete Gronwall inequality) Let (u,)nen and (by)nen be two nonneg-
ative sequences that satisfy, for givena € [0, 0c0) andn € N, thatu, < a+2?:1 biu;.
For b, € [0, 1), it then follows that

a n—1 b
< ! )
=1, exP(Z 1—b,

i=

Lemma A.2 (Weighted Young’s inequality) Fora, b € [0, 00), ¢ € (0, 00),and p, q €
_4q
(1, 00) such that % + é =1, it follows that ab < gaP? + (sp)" rq~'b1.

A proof can be found in [12, Appendix B.2 d].

Lemma A.3 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.5 be fulfilled. Let Q C V be a countable, dense
subset of V, Ve and H. Let the function g: @ x H — V* be given. Further, for
v € H the mapping w — (g(w, v), w)y=xyv is measurable forv € H and w € Q and
for almost every w € Q the mapping v — (g(w, V), wW)yxxy continuous for every
v, w € Vg(w). Forevery w € , the function g has a unique root which lies in V(). We
denote this root by r(w) € Vg(w), i.e. g(w, r(w)) = 0. Then the functionr: Q@ — H
is measurable.

A similar proof can be found in [5, Lemma 2.1.4] and [8, Lemma 4.3]. The main
difference in this version is that the function g maps from 2 x H instead of Q2 x V
and therefore some small technical alterations have to be considered.

Proof of Lemma A.3 To prove that r is measurable, we show that r~! (B) e F for every
open set B in H. First, we notice that

r Y(B) = {w e Q: r(w) € B}
= {w € Q: there exists # € B such that g(w, u) = 0}
= {w € Q: there exists u € B such that (g(w, u), v)y+xy =0
forallv e Q, ||v|y =1}
ﬂ {w € Q: there exists u € B such that (g(w, u), v)y=xy = 0}

veQ llvfly=1

N Utee: @@ u),v)vxy =0}

veQ,|lvlv=1ueB

Since w — (g(w, v), w)y=+xy is measurable forv € H and w € Q, the set
-1
{w € Q: (g(w,u), v)ysxy =0} = ((gC, u), v)vexy) (0
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is an element of F¢ for v € Q and u € H. If the set B only contains a countable
amount of elements, it follows directly that pl (B) € Fe.

In the following, it remains to address the cases where B is not countable. For
¢ € (0, oo) small enough and a fixed v € Q, we introduce the multi-valued mapping

reQ— 2 re(w)={ue H: |(g(w,u), v)y:xy| < &}.
For B € H open, it follows that

()" (B) = {w € Q: rl(w) € B}
= {w € Q: there exists u € B such that [(g(w, u), v)y+xy| < €}

= Jlo € 2: [(g(@,w), v)vexv]| < e}.

ueB

In the following, we will show that
—1 —1
(r))"B)=(r)) (BNO).

Since BN Q C B, it directly follows that (rg)_l (BNQ)C (r;’)_l(B). It remains to

verify that (r2) ' (B) < (r2) (BN Q). Letw € (r¥) "' (B), i.c. there exists u € B
such that

ueri(w)={weH: |(glw,w), vV)yvxy| <&}

Since v > (g(w, v), w)y=xy is continuous for every v, w € Vg(v) and Q is dense in
H ,thereexistsup € BNQ suchthat [(g(w, up), v)v+xv| < €. Thus,ug € rl(w) and

in particular w € (rg)_1 (BNQ). This shows altogether that (r) )= (r?) ~(BnO).
We can now finish the proof as

= ) NeED) T ®= ) ﬂ(r’l’f)‘l(BmQ)efs

veQ,lvly=lieN ' veQ,llvlly=1ieN
is fulfilled. O

LemmaA.4 Let Assumptions 2.1-2.5 be fulfilled. Further, let fg, be an element of
Cc(0,T]; Vg;) almost surely for everyn € {1..... N}. Foru' € CY([0,T); H), y €
(0, 11, and a maximal step size h = max;e(1,..., N} hi, it then follows that

.....

N o 2
;hi]Eéi [H Je (4) — Ag; (t)u(t;) — i /t,-l (f@) — A@u()) dr HH]

N
<23 Wi [| fe (1) — Ag (tut) — (f (1) — Au)) |3,]
i=1

2 712
+ 207 W ey o,y T
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and

N
S
i=1

2 72
<h7|u |CV([0,T];H)T1

1 li 2
B | fe, (1) — Ag ()u(t) — o / o-aoum)a]]]

1

where |u'|cr (0,71: 7r) is the Holder semi-norm with values in H of the function u'.

Proof To prove the first bound, we find that

N
Zhi]Es,-[
i=1

1 li 2
[ e ) = Ag Gt — - / vo-aouw)al ]

N
< ZZhi]Ei[Hfs,-(li) — Ag; (t)u(t) — (f @) — A(h’)”(h‘))”;]
i=1
N 1 5
w2y [ (e - awu) - o - Ao e
i=1 Pl
N
<23 B[] fe (1) — Ag u(t) — (F (@) — AGu) | 7,]
i=1

N o
+2Z}h—i(
=

To further bound the term in the last row, we apply Holder’s inequality and the regu-
larity condition u” € C? ([0, T]; H). We then find that

22 " fm W' () —u' (1)) dt HH < 22 Ll ' (2:) — ' ()13 dr

< 2h2”|u/l%y([o,T];H>T'

t; 2
/ W) il
ti—1

It remains to prove the second estimate of the lemma. Recall that Eg, [ fz (1;)] =
f(t) and Eg, [Agl. (t,')u(t,-)] = A(t;)u(t;) is fulfilled by Assumption 2.5. Using these
equalities, it follows that

N
0
i=1

1 li 2
B, | fe (1) — Ag ()u(t) = o / (O - awuo) "

i

h:

= Yo mfra) - awu) - o [ 0 - aoum)af
i=1 hi Jii-y "
N t;

=3 / @) — ' )1 de < D 2 o T-
i=1""

—1

O
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