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ABSTRACT. We consider an elliptic partial differential equation in non-divergence form
with a random diffusion matrix and random forcing term. To address this, we propose
a mixed-type continuous finite element discretization in the physical domain, combined
with a collocation discretization in the stochastic domain. For the mixed formulation,
we first introduce a stochastic cost functional at the continuous level. This formulation
is then enhanced to incorporate the vanishing tangential trace constraint directly into a
mesh-dependent cost functional, rather than enforcing it in the solution’s function space.
In this context, we define a mesh-dependent norm and provide an error analysis based
on this norm. We employ the collocation method by collocating the stochastic equation
at the zeros of suitable tensor product orthogonal polynomials. This approach leads to
a system of uncoupled deterministic problems, simplifying computation. Furthermore,
we establish an a poriori error bound for the fully discrete approximation, detailing the
convergence rates with respect to the discretization parameters. Finally, numerical results
are presented to confirm and validate the theoretical findings.

1. INTRODUCTION

This work addresses the numerical analysis of elliptic stochastic partial differential
equations of the form

(1.1) L(ω, ·)u(ω, ·) = f(ω, ·) in D,

for almost surely (a.s.) ω ∈ Ω. Here, the linear elliptic operator L(ω, ·) is expressed
in the general form A(ω, ·) : D2, where A(ω,x) represents a stochastic diffusion matrix
and D2 is the Hessian operator with respect to the spatial variable x. Both the diffusion
matrix A(ω,x) and the forcing term f(ω,x) are defined over the sample space Ω and
the physical domain D, making them stochastic functions. For simplicity and clarity,
this study focuses on operators without lower-order terms, though the methodology and
results can be readily extended to include such terms.

Input uncertainties may arise from incomplete knowledge, which could theoretically
be addressed with better measurements or devices. However, such remedies are often too
costly or impractical. Additionally, some uncertainties come from inherent system vari-
ability that cannot be reduced through further experimentation or improved measurement
tools. These sources of uncertainty frequently lead to the appearance of equations like
(1.1), either directly or as a result of the linearization of nonlinear equations in various ap-
plications. For example, the linearization of the fully nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
equation produces a sequence of linear equations in non-divergence form [23, 12, 16].
When the control maps are uncertain, this linearization results in equations of the type
(1.1). A practical application of this can be seen in game theory with diffusion control
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[1], where the strategies of players are modeled as random fields rather than deterministic
functions.

The equation’s domain consists of two distinct components: the physical domain D
and the sample space Ω. Consequently, it is crucial to employ appropriate discretization
techniques for each component. In this work, we combine the finite element method,
a well-established numerical approach for solving deterministic partial differential equa-
tions, with a suitable approximation strategy designed for the stochastic variables. This
hybrid approach provides a robust and efficient framework for approximating solutions
to the stochastic partial differential equation under consideration.

When the operator L(ω, ·) is in divergence form, such problems have been extensively
studied in the literature. Various numerical methods have been developed and analyzed,
including Monte Carlo type methods [13, 7, 6], stochastic collocation methods [2, 20, 25],
and stochastic Galerkin methods, which are inherently intrusive, as discussed in [3, 10, 18].
Additionally, a stochastic Galerkin mixed formulation has been investigated in [9].

In this paper, we focus on the case where the operator L(ω, ·) is in non-divergence
form with respect to the spatial variable x. The lack of a natural variational structure
precludes a straightforward use of weak solutions in H1(D) over the physical domain.
However, under the Cordes condition assumed in Assumption 1 (a)(ii), the well-posedness
of a strong solution u(ω, ·) ∈ H2(D) for a.s. ω ∈ Ω is guaranteed. To leverage the
computational advantages of working in the H1 space when addressing the numerical
approximation in the physical domain, we propose a least-squares approach combined with
a gradient recovery method introduced in [11] and further studied in [15]. Specifically,
we adopt a least-squares Galerkin gradient recovery method, which can be interpreted as
a mixed finite element technique.

The least-squares approach provides a significant advantage by replacing the con-
straints typically required for the well-posedness of a problem with additional terms in
the quadratic functional. Specifically, we define a cost functional E corresponding to the
problem under consideration at the continuous level. This flexibility is especially useful
when constructing finite element approximations, as it eliminates the need to enforce con-
ditions such as curl-free constraints or vanishing tangential traces, which can be challeng-
ing to satisfy exactly. Handling vanishing tangential traces poses a significant challenge in
establishing the coercivity of the associated bilinear form. To overcome this, we introduce
a mesh-dependent cost functional Eh along with a corresponding mesh-dependent norm.
By using an inverse trace inequality in finite element spaces, we effectively resolve this
issue within the discrete finite element framework.

For problems where the inputs and, consequently, the solutions are sufficiently smooth
functions of random variables, the stochastic collocation method (SCM) serves as a pow-
erful alternative to traditional Monte Carlo sampling techniques. This method combines
the strengths of both spectral and sampling approaches. On one hand, it preserves the
accuracy of the spectral Galerkin method, achieving exponential convergence when the
coefficient A and the forcing term f are smooth with respect to the random variables.
On the other hand, it offers the flexibility of sampling methods by decoupling the system
of linear equations with respect to the random variables.

In this work, we propose a collocation method, as presented in [2], which involves
collocating the problem at the zeros of tensor product orthogonal polynomials with re-
spect to an auxiliary joint probability density ρ̂, corresponding to independent random
variables. However, the tensor product SCM is affected by the so-called curse of dimen-
sionality, where the dimension of the approximating space grows exponentially with the
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number of random variables. A potential solution to this challenge is the sparse grid
method [20] and its anisotropic version [19, 4]. In this context, the use of tensor product
spaces is particularly advantageous when the number of random variables is small. This
paper focuses on the case where the probability space has low dimensionality, meaning
the stochastic problem depends on a relatively small number of random variables.

For the stochastic approximation, we will consider the SCM [2]. For discretization in
the physical space, we will introduce a mixed-type finite element method, evaluated with
a mesh-dependent norm.

The structure of the paper is as follows: In Section 2, we introduce the problem, pres-
ent the necessary background material and notations, and establish the well-posedness
of the strong solution to the equation. In Section 3, we introduce a stochastic quadratic
functional based on a mixed formulation and then consider its corresponding minimiza-
tion problem, where the minimizer coincides with the solution to the main problem. In
Section 4, we discuss the discretization techniques for both the spatial and stochastic do-
mains. For the spatial domain, we employ the mixed continuous finite element method,
introducing a mesh-dependent cost functional and establishing the well-posedness of the
discretization within a corresponding mesh-dependent norm. For the stochastic domain,
we adapt the collocation method introduced by [2] to achieve an efficient and accurate
approximation. In Section 5, we impose additional assumptions on the data to ensure the
regularity of the solution with respect to the random variables and present an a priori
error bound for the fully discrete approximation, demonstrating the convergence rate of
the discretization. In Section 6, we provide numerical results to validate the theoretical
findings.

2. PROBLEM SETTING

Let D denote a bounded convex domain in Rd, d = 2, 3 and let (Ω,F , P ) represent
a complete probability space. Here Ω is the set of outcomes, F ⊆ 2Ω is the σ-algebra
of events, and P : F → [0, 1] is a probability measure. We consider the following linear
elliptic stochastic boundary value problem (SBVP): find a stochastic function u : Ω×D̄ →
R, such that, almost surely (a.s.), the following equation is satisfied

(2.1) A(ω, ·) : D2u(ω, ·) = f(ω, ·) in D, and u(ω, ·) = 0 on ∂D.

Here A : Ω × D → sym(Rd×d) and f : Ω × D → R are stochastic functions. Since
the sources of stochasticity of the random fields A(ω,x) and f(ω,x) are often unrelated
to each other, we may consider two independent probability spaces (ΩA,FA, PA) and
(Ωf ,Ff , Pf ) respectively for them. The solution u is defined on the product probability
space (Ω,F , P ) = (ΩA × Ωf ,FA ×Ff , PA × Pf ) and ω = (ωA, ωf ) ∈ Ω, in which ωA ∈
ΩA and ωf ∈ Ωf . In fact, A and f are essentially functions of ωA and ωf respectively. To
guarantee the well-posedness of the strong solution, we impose the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. .
(a) The matrix coefficient A satisfies the following:

(i) (uniform ellipticity condition). There exists λ ∈ (0, 1] such that

(2.2) PA

(
ωA ∈ ΩA : λ|ξ|2 ≤ ξTA(ωA,x)ξ ≤ λ−1|ξ|2 ∀ξ ∈ Rd

and for almost every (a.e.) x ∈ D
)
= 1.
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(ii) (Cordes condition). There exists ε ∈ (0, 1] such that

(2.3) PA

(
ωA ∈ ΩA :

|A(ωA,x)|2

(trA(ωA,x))
2 ≤ 1

d− 1 + ε
for a.e. x ∈ D

)
= 1.

(b) The right-hand side random field f ∈ L2
Pf

(Ωf , L
2(D)), which means

(2.4)

∫
Ωf

∫
D
f2(ωf ,x) dxdPf (ωf ) <∞.

Equivalently,

(2.5) Pf

(
ωf ∈ Ωf : f(ωf , ·) ∈ L2(D)

)
= 1.

We point out that in Assumption 1 (a), when D is a two-dimensional domain (d = 2),
condition (i) automatically implies (ii). However, this does not necessarily hold in higher
dimensions (d ≥ 3).

To transition from the sample space Ω to a real space, we assume that the input
data A and f are represented by random variables. In many applications, the source of
randomness can be approximated using a finite number of uncorrelated or independent
random variables. A notable example of this is the truncated Karhunen-Loève expansion
[17]. This motivates our focus on problems involving a finite number of random variables.

Assumption 2 (parametrization of random inputs). The input data A(ωA,x) and
f(ωf ,x) have the form

A(ωA,x) = A(yA(ωA),x) in ΩA ×D,
f(ωf ,x) = f(yf (ωf ),x) in Ωf ×D,

(2.6)

where yA(ωA) = (yA,1(ωA), · · · , yA,NA
(ωA)) is a vector of real-valued uncorrelated random

variables and likewise for yf (ωf ) =
(
yf,1(ωf ), · · · , yf,Nf

(ωf )
)
with NA, Nf ∈ N.

Now we define y := (yA,yf ) = (y1, · · · , yN ), where N = NA + Nf . By considering

the random variable {yn}Nn=1 which maps the sample space Ω to the real space RN , we let

Γn = yn(Ω) ⊂ R denote the image of the random variable yn, and set Γ =
∏N

n=1 Γn. We

also set the joint probability density function (PDF) of {yn}Nn=1 denoted by ρ(y) : Γ →
R+ ∪ {0}, with ρ ∈ L∞(Γ). Indeed, in Assumption 2, the probability space (Ω,F , P )
is mapped to (Γ,B(Γ), ρ(y)dy), where B(Γ) is the Borel σ-algebra on Γ and ρ(y)dy
is a finite measure. For any ϕ ∈ L1

ρ(Γ,Rk), k ∈ N, we denote its expected value by
Eρ[ϕ] =

∫
Γ
ϕ(y)ρ(y)dy.

Assumption 2 and Doob-Dynkin lemma [21] guarantee that u, the solution of SBVP
(2.1), depends on the same random variables as the input data A, f ; i.e., u(ω,x) =
u(y1(ω), . . . , yN (ω),x). Then, it is natural to treat u(y,x), a function of N random
parameters and d spatial variables, as a function of N + d variables.

Through switching to the probability space (Γ,B(Γ), ρ(y)dy), the problem (2.1) turns
to finding a stochastic function, u : Γ × D̄ → R, such that a.s., the following equation
holds

(2.7) A(y, ·) : D2u(y, ·) = f(y, ·) in D, and u(y, ·) = 0 on ∂D.
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2.1. Functional spaces. For Hilbert spaces H1 and H2, the Hilbert tensor space H1 ⊗
H2 is defined by the completion of formal sums u(x, y) =

∑n
i=1 vi(x)wi(y), {vi} ⊂

H1, {wi} ⊂ H2, with respect to the inner product (u, û)H1⊗H2
=
∑

i,j (vi, v̂j)H1
(wi, ŵj)H2

[3]. Thus, for every v ∈ L2
ρ(Γ)⊗

(
H2(D) ∩H1

0 (D)
)
, we have

∥v∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H2(D) :=

∫
Γ

∥v(y, ·)∥2H2(D)ρ(y)dy = Eρ[∥v(y, ·)∥2H2(D)].

Indeed, v(y, ·) ∈ H2(D) ∩H1
0 (D) for a.e. y ∈ Γ and v(·,x) ∈ L2

ρ(Γ) for a.e. x ∈ D and

moreover we have the isomorphism L2
ρ(Γ)⊗

(
H2(D) ∩H1

0 (D)
) ∼= L2

ρ(Γ;H
2(D)∩H1

0 (D)).
We introduce some notations that will be used throughout this paper. Additional

notations will be defined as new spaces are introduced. The following are the notations
for some function spaces

H := H1
0 (D), LH := L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
0 (D),

H := H1(D;Rd), LH := L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1(D;Rd),

H2 := H2(D) ∩H1
0 (D), LH2 := L2

ρ(Γ)⊗ (H2(D) ∩H1
0 (D)).

All derivative-based operators considered in the following, including the Laplacian ∆,
gradient ∇, derivative D, divergence ∇·, and curl ∇×, are taken with respect to the
spatial variable x.

Lemma 2.1 (well-posedness of the stochastic Laplace equation [3, Section 2.2]). The
problem of finding a strong solution u ∈ LH2 to the equation

(2.8) ∆u(y, ·) = f(y, ·) in D, and u(y, ·) = 0 on ∂D,

for any given f ∈ L2
ρ(Γ, L

2(D)) is well-posed. It means that there exists a unique solution
u(y, ·) ∈ H2 that satisfies (2.8) for a.e. y ∈ Γ; moreover, there exists C2.9 > 0 such that
for every v ∈ LH2 the following holds

(2.9) ∥v∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H2(D)= Eρ

[
∥v∥2H2(D)

]
≤ C2.9Eρ

[
∥∆v∥2L2(D)

]
= C2.9∥∆v∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D).

Definition 2.2 (strong solution). The function u ∈ LH2 is a strong solution to problem
(2.7), if for a.e. y ∈ Γ, u(y, ·) satisfies (2.7) a.e.; equivalently when the following holds

(2.10)

∫
Γ

∫
D

[
A(y,x) : D2u(y,x)

]
∆v(y,x)ρ(y)dxdy

=

∫
Γ

∫
D
f(y,x)∆v(y,x)ρ(y)dxdy ∀v ∈ LH2.

2.2. Existence and uniqueness of the strong solution. To establish the well-
posedness of the strong solution, it is convenient, as suggested by the approach in [22],
to first prove the well-posedness of the strong solution to an appropriately scaled equa-
tion, such as γA : D2u = γf. In this context, we define the stochastic scaling function
γ := trA

|A|2 . From Assumption 1 (a)(i), we deduce that there exists a constant Λ ∈ (0, 1]

such that for a.e. y ∈ Γ, the following holds

(2.11) Λ ≤ ∥γ(y, ·)∥L∞(D) ≤ Λ−1.
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Define the bilinear form aγ : LH2 × LH2 → R by

(2.12) aγ(v, w) :=

∫
Γ

∫
D

[
γA(y,x) : D2v(y,x)

]
∆w(y,x)ρ(y)dxdy

= Eρ

[∫
D

[
γA : D2v

]
∆wdx

]
.

Also define the linear functional Fγ : LH2 → R by

(2.13) Fγ(v) :=

∫
Γ

∫
D
γf(y,x)∆v(y,x)ρ(y)dxdy = Eρ

[∫
D
γf∆vdx

]
.

Lemma 2.3 (well-posedness). The problem of finding a strong solution u ∈ LH2 such
that

(2.14) aγ(u, v) = Fγ(v) ∀v ∈ LH2,

is well-posed.

Proof. The argument follows the same reasoning as in Theorem 3 of [22], with the only
modification being the replacement of LH2 in place of H2.

Remark 2.4 (equivalence of scaled and main equations). The strict positivity of the scal-
ing factor γ, as concluded from Assumption 1 (a)(i), together with the uniform bounded-
ness in (2.11), implies that the solutions of (2.10) and (2.14) are identical. Consequently,
Lemma 2.3 ensures that the problem of finding a strong solution to (2.10) is also well-
posed.

3. MIXED FORMULATION

Since numerical approximation requires seeking the solution of (2.10) in a finite di-
mensional subspace of the tensor product space LH2, dealing with such a large regular
function space (H2(D)) in the physical domain D can lead to complicated and unpleas-
ant computations. Therefore, as suggested in [11], we propose considering an alternative,
equivalent problem in which the solution resides in a weaker space, as discussed in [15].
In this regard, we define the space

Ht :=
{
ψ ∈ H1(D;Rd)

∣∣ ψt := ψ − (ψ · n)n = 0
}
,

where n(x) denotes the outward unit normal vector to D for S-almost every x ∈ ∂D.
Hence, ψt represents the tangential component of ψ on the boundary ∂D. We also
introduce the notation

LHt := L2
ρ(Γ)⊗Ht.

Using this, we define the following stochastic quadratic functional on LH × LHt

(3.1) E(φ,ψ) := ∥∇φ−ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)+∥∇×ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)+∥A : Dψ−f∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D).
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Here, ∇× denotes the curl operator

∇× : H1(D;Rd) → L2(D)d̂ for d̂ :=

(
d

2

)
=

{
1 if d = 2,

3 if d = 3.

The curl operator for two- and three-component vector fields, respectively, is defined as

(3.2) ∇×
[
ψ1

ψ2

]
= ∂x1

ψ2 − ∂x2
ψ1, ∇×

ψ1

ψ2

ψ3

 =

∂x2
ψ3 − ∂x3

ψ2

∂x3
ψ1 − ∂x1

ψ3

∂x1ψ2 − ∂x2ψ1

 .
We then deal with the convex minimization problem of finding a unique pair of the form

(3.3) (u, g) = argmin
(φ,ψ)∈LH×LHt

E(φ,ψ).

Remark 3.1 (equivalence of (2.7) and (3.3)). If u ∈ LH2 is a strong solution to (2.7),
then (u,∇u) minimizes the non-negative convex functional E, causing it to attain a zero
value. Conversely, if E attains its minimum value at (u, g), then u is also a strong solution
to (2.7) and g = ∇u, in L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D). Therefore the problem of finding a strong solution
to (2.7) and problem (3.3) are equivalent. Throughout the rest of the paper, the symbol
g will be used interchangeably with ∇u.

The L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D), L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(∂D), L2(D) and L2(∂D), inner products of two scalar,
vector, or tensor-valued functions φ and ψ are indicated with

⟨φ, ξ⟩ρ,D :=

∫
Γ

∫
D
φ(y,x) ⋆ ψ(y,x)ρ(y)dxdy, ⟨φ, ξ⟩D :=

∫
D
φ(x) ⋆ ψ(x)dx,

⟨φ, ξ⟩ρ,∂D :=

∫
Γ

∫
∂D
φ(y,x) ⋆ ψ(y,x)ρ(y)dS(x)dy, ⟨φ, ξ⟩∂D :=

∫
∂D
φ(x) ⋆ ψ(x)dS(x),

where ⋆ stands for one of the arithmetic, Euclidean-scalar, or Frobenius inner product in
R, Rd, or Rd×d respectively. For any (φ,ψ) ∈ LH × LH we define

(3.4) ∥(φ,ψ)∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1(D) := ∥φ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
0 (D) + ∥ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1(D).

The Euler–Lagrange equation of the minimization problem (3.3) consists in finding (u, g) ∈
LH × LHt such that

(3.5) ⟨∇u− g,∇φ−ψ⟩ρ,D + ⟨∇ × g,∇×ψ⟩ρ,D + ⟨A : Dg,A : Dψ⟩ρ,D
= ⟨f,A : Dψ⟩ρ,D ∀(φ,ψ) ∈ LH × LHt.

In accordance with (3.5), we define the stochastic symmetric bilinear form a : (LH × LHt)
2 →

R by
(3.6)
a(φ,ψ;φ′,ψ′) :=

〈
∇φ−ψ,∇φ′ −ψ′〉

ρ,D+
〈
∇×ψ,∇×ψ′〉

ρ,D+
〈
A : Dψ,A : Dψ′〉

ρ,D .
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Lemma 3.2 (coercivity and continuity of a(·; ·)). The stochastic bilinear form a is
coercive and continuous; i.e., there exist C3.7, C3.8 > 0 such that for any (φ,ψ), (φ′,ψ′) ∈
LH × LHt the following hold

(3.7)

a(φ,ψ;φ,ψ) = ∥∇φ−ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥∇ ×ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥A : Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

≥ C3.7 ∥(φ,ψ)∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1(D) ,

(3.8) |a(φ,ψ;φ′,ψ)′| ≤ C3.8 ∥(φ,ψ)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1(D)

∥∥(φ′,ψ′)
∥∥
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1(D)
.

Proof. The argument to demonstrate coercivity follows the same reasoning as in Theorem
3.7 of [15], while the argument for continuity is based on Section 3.9 of the same reference.
The only modification involves replacing LH × LHt in place of H ×Ht.

From another perspective, we can consider the solution (u, g) as functions u : Γ → H
and g : Γ → Ht respectively. We use the notation u(y), g(y),A(y), f(y) whenever we
want to emphasize on the dependence on parameter y. Therefore the problem (2.7) is
equivalent to finding (u(y), g(y)) ∈ H ×Ht such that the following equation holds

(3.9) ⟨∇u(y)− g(y),∇φ−ψ⟩D + ⟨∇ × g(y),∇×ψ⟩D
+ ⟨A(y) : Dg(y),A(y) : Dψ⟩D = ⟨f(y),A(y) : Dψ⟩D ∀(φ,ψ) ∈ H ×Ht.

In this case, we define the parametric bilinear form ay : (H ×Ht)
2 → R as

(3.10) ay(φ,ψ;φ
′,ψ′) :=

〈
∇φ−ψ,∇φ′ −ψ′〉

D +
〈
∇×ψ,∇×ψ′〉

D

+
〈
A(y) : Dψ,A(y) : Dψ′〉

D .

4. DISCRETIZATION

In this section, we discuss the discretization of the solution in the physical and stochas-
tic domains separately. We begin with the continuous finite element method for spatial
discretization and then proceed to the collocation method for stochastic discretization.

4.1. Continuous finite element method. Consider T as a collection of shape regular
conforming simplicial partitions, also known as triangulations, of D into simplices. For
a given T ∈ T, and for each K ∈ T , let hK := diamK and define h := maxK∈T hK .
Let Fb represent the set of boundary faces, ∪F∈Fb = ∂D, and for each F ∈ Fb, let hK,F

denote the diameter of the element associated with the boundary face F . When the faces
of elements are chosen to be flat, a curved boundary ∂D prevents ∪K∈TK from coinciding
exactly with D. In such cases, sections of ∂D can be approximated using line segments
or elements with curved sides for the corresponding boundary elements. For simplicity,
we assume that D is a polytopal domain for the remainder of this paper. However, the
results remain valid for a general convex domain.

Enforcing the vanishing tangential trace constraint in finite element spaces is not
computationally straightforward. Additionally, if we attempt to enforce this constraint
by adding a squared term to the cost functional E, establishing the coercivity of the
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corresponding bilinear form becomes challenging. Therefore, in this work, by utilizing an
inverse trace inequality in finite element spaces, we introduce a discrete cost functional
and handle this issue within a discrete functional framework. The Galerkin finite element
spaces are defined as

(4.1)
U :=

{
v ∈ H1

0 (D), v|K ∈ Pk(K), ∀K ∈ T
}
,

G :=
{
v ∈ H1(D;Rd), v|K ∈ Pk(K;Rd), ∀K ∈ T ,

}
.

Here, Pk(K) and Pk(K;Rd) denote the scalar-valued and vector-valued polynomial spaces
of degree at most k ∈ N on the element K, respectively. The notation Nh,k denotes the
dimension of the finite element space U×G.

Definition 4.1 (mesh-dependent H1-norm). We define the mesh-dependent H1-type
norm, first on LH as

(4.2)

∥ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) :=∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥ψt∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(∂D)

+
∑

F∈Fb

h−1
K,F ∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ),

and then on LH × LH as

(4.3) ∥(φ,ψ)∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) := ∥φ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

0 (D) + ∥ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D).

According to (4.1), we introduce the notations

LU := L2
ρ(Γ)⊗ U, LG := L2

ρ(Γ)⊗G.

We then define the following mesh-dependent quadratic functional on LU× LG

(4.4) Eh(φ,ψ) := ∥∇φ−ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥∇ ×ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

+ ∥ψt∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(∂D) +

∑
F∈Fb

h−1
K,F ∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ) + ∥A : Dψ − f∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D).

Next, we address the convex minimization problem of finding a unique pair of the form

(4.5) (uU, gG) = argmin
(φ,ψ)∈LU×LG

Eh(φ,ψ).

The Euler–Lagrange equation of the minimization problem (4.5) consists in finding (uU, gG) ∈
LU× LG such that

(4.6) ⟨∇uU − gG,∇φ−ψ⟩ρ,D + ⟨∇ × gG,∇×ψ⟩ρ,D + ⟨gGt,ψt⟩ρ,∂D
+
∑

F∈Fb

h−1
K,F ⟨gGt,ψt⟩ρ,F + ⟨A : DgG,A : Dψ⟩ρ,D

= ⟨f,A : Dψ⟩ρ,D ∀(φ,ψ) ∈ LU× LG.

Corresponding to (3.9), we may consider the parametric, y-dependent, counterpart of
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(4.6) as finding (uU(y), gG(y)) ∈ U×G such that

(4.7) ⟨∇uU(y)− gG(y),∇φ−ψ⟩D + ⟨∇ × gG(y),∇×ψ⟩D
+
∑

F∈Fb

(
1 + h−1

K,F

)
⟨(gG(y))t ,ψt⟩F + ⟨A(y) : DgG(y),A(y) : Dψ⟩D

= ⟨f(y),A(y) : Dψ⟩D ∀(φ,ψ) ∈ U×G.

In accordance with (4.6), we define the symmetric bilinear form ah : (LU× LG)
2 → R by

(4.8) ah(φ,ψ;φ
′,ψ′) :=

〈
∇φ−ψ,∇φ′ −ψ′〉

ρ,D +
〈
∇×ψ,∇×ψ′〉

ρ,D

+
〈
ψt,ψ

′
t

〉
ρ,∂D +

∑
F∈Fb

h−1
K,F

〈
ψt,ψ

′
t

〉
ρ,F

+
〈
A : Dψ,A : Dψ′〉

ρ,D .

Lemma 4.2 (discrete trace inequality). There exists C4.9 > 0 such that for every ψ ∈ G
and each face F ∈ Fb of an element K, the following holds

(4.9) ∥(∇(ψ · n))t∥L2(∂D) ≤ C4.9

∑
F∈Fb

h
− 1

2

K,F ∥Dψ∥L2(K),

Proof. The claim follows directly from [8, Lemma 12.8].

Remark 4.3 (challenges with general functional spaces). We note that the formulation
presented in (4.4)-(4.6) and (4.8) could also be considered in the more general space
LH × LH instead of LU×LG. However, this level of generality cannot be pursued here
because the estimate (4.9) is not necessarily valid for every ψ ∈H.

Lemma 4.4 (discrete Miranda-Talenti type inequality). There exists a constant C4.10 >
0 such that for any ψ ∈ LG,

(4.10)
(
1− ε

2

)
∥Dψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

≤ ∥∇×ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) +C4.10

∑
F∈Fb

(1 + h−1
K,F )∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ) + ∥∇ ·ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) .

We recall that the parameter ε is specified by the Cordes condition (2.3).

Proof. The convexity of the domainD implies that, in Theorem 3.1.1.1 of [14], ⟨(tr B)ψ · n,ψ · n⟩∂D ≤
0. Consequently, we have

∥∇×ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥∇ ·ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + C∥ψt∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(∂D)

≥ ∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) − 2

∑
F∈Fb

⟨ψt, (∇(ψ · n))t⟩ρ,F

≥ ∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) − 2

∑
F∈Fb

∥ψt∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F )∥(∇(ψ · n))t∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F )

≥ ∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) − 2

∑
F∈Fb

C4.9h
− 1

2

K,F ∥ψt∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F )∥Dψ∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

≥ ∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) −

2

ε
C2

4.9

∑
F∈Fb

h−1
K,F ∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ) −
ε

2
∥Dψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) ,
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where the first inequality follows from Theorem 3.1.1.1 in [14] for some positive constant
C, the second from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, the third from (4.9), and the last
from the Young’s inequality.

Lemma 4.5. Under Assumption 1 (a), there exists C4.11 > 0 such that for any ψ ∈ LG,

(4.11) ∥∇ ×ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) +

∑
F∈Fb

(1 + h−1
K,F )∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ) + ∥A : Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

≥ C4.11∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D).

Proof. The scaling function γ = trA
|A|2 and the Cordes condition (2.3) imply that

(4.12) |γA− I|2 = d− |A|2

(trA)
2 ≤ 1− ε, for a.e. (y,x) ∈ Γ×D.

Therefore, we have

(4.13) ∥(γA− I) : Dψ∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) ≤

√
1− ε∥Dψ∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D).

By adding and subtracting I : Dψ, we have

(4.14)

∥∇ ×ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + C4.10

∑
F∈Fb

(1 + h−1
K,F )∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ) + ∥γA : Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

≥
((

∥∇ ×ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + C4.10

∑
F∈Fb

(1 + h−1
K,F )∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F )

+ ∥∇ ·ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

)1/2
− ∥(γA− I) : Dψ∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

)2

≥
(√

1− ε

2
−

√
1− ε

)2

∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) .

Lemma 4.6 (coercivity of ah(·; ·)). The stochastic bilinear form ah is coercive; i.e., there
exists C4.15 > 0, independent of h, such that for any (φ,ψ) ∈ LU×LG the following holds

(4.15) ah(φ,ψ;φ,ψ) := ∥∇φ−ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥∇ ×ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

+
∑

F∈Fb

(
1 + h−1

K,F

)
∥ψt∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ) + ∥A : Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

≥ C4.15 ∥(φ,ψ)∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) .
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Proof. Lemma 4.5, together with Young’s inequality and Poincaré’s inequality, implies
that

CPC4.11

2
∥∇φ−ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥∇ ×ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

+(1 + C4.11)
∑

F∈Fb

(1 + h−1
K,F )∥ψt∥

2
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(F ) + ∥A : Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D)

≥ CPC4.11

2
∥∇φ−ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + C4.11∥ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D)

≥ CPC4.11

4
∥∇φ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) −
CPC4.11

2
∥ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + C4.11∥ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D)

≥ CPC4.11

4
∥∇φ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) +
C4.11

2
∥ψ∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D),

where CP > 0 is the constant of Poincaré’s inequality:

∥Dψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D) + ∥ψt∥2L2

ρ(Γ)⊗L2(∂D) ≥ CP ∥ψ∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗L2(D).

The coercivity condition (4.15) alone does not guarantee the well-posedness of prob-
lem (4.6). This is because the solution space LU × LG is not finite-dimensional; while
the deterministic component of the space has finite dimension, the stochastic component
remains infinite-dimensional. Therefore, to ensure the well-posedness of the solution, the
continuity of the bilinear form ah is also required.

Remark 4.7 (continuity of ah(·; ·)). It is straightforward to demonstrate that the mesh-
dependent bilinear form ah(·; ·) is continuous on LH × LH under the mesh-dependent
norm defined in (4.3); i.e., there exist C4.16 > 0 such that for any (φ,ψ), (φ′,ψ′) ∈
LH × LH the following holds

(4.16) |ah(φ,ψ;φ′,ψ)′| ≤ C4.16 ∥(φ,ψ)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D)

∥∥(φ′,ψ′)
∥∥
L2ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D)
.

However, we emphasize that this continuity holds only with respect to the mesh-dependent
norm and not with the continuous norm.

Remark 4.8 (well-posedness of (4.6)). The coercivity (4.15), combined with the continu-
ity (4.16), ensures the well-posedness of problem (4.6). Moreover, using similar arguments,
the well-posedness of problem (4.7) can also be established.

For any (φ,ψ) ∈ LH × LH, let IUφ and IGψ represent the nodal interpolations of
φ in U and ψ in G respectively.

Lemma 4.9 (interpolation error estimate [5, Theorem 3.1.6]). For any (φ,ψ) ∈
(
L2
ρ(Γ)⊗Hs(D)

)
×(

L2
ρ(Γ)⊗Hs(D;Rd)

)
with s > m, there exists C4.17 > 0 such that

∥φ− IUφ∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗Hm(D) ≤ C4.17h

l−m∥φ∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗Hs(D),

∥ψ − IGψ∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗Hm(D) ≤ C4.17h

l−m∥ψ∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗Hs(D),

(4.17)

where l := min {k + 1, s}. We recall that k denotes the degree of the polynomials in the
finite element spaces defined in (4.1).
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Remark 4.10 (interpolation error of strong solution). For the strong solution u of
(2.7), the vanishing tangential trace of ∇u, ((∇u)t) = 0, and consequently, the vanishing
tangential trace of IG∇u, ((IG∇u)t) = 0, ensure that the interpolation error of ∇u with
L2
ρ(Γ) ⊗H1(D) and L2

ρ(Γ) ⊗H1
h(D) norms are equivalent. Specifically, when u satisfies

u ∈ L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H2+ϱ(D) for some real ϱ > 0, Lemma 4.9 implies the existence of a constant

C4.18 > 0 such that

(4.18) ∥(u,∇u)− (IUu, IG∇u)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) ≤ C4.18h
min{k,ϱ}∥u∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H2+ϱ(D).

Theorem 4.11 (a priori error estimate). Let T be in a collection T of shape-regular
conforming simplicial meshes on the polyhedral domain D ⊂ Rd. Suppose that the strong
solution u of (2.7) satisfies u ∈ L2

ρ(Γ) ⊗ H2+ϱ(D) for some real ϱ > 0, and (uU, gG) is
the unique solution of the semi-discrete problem (4.6). Then

(4.19) ∥(u,∇u)− (uU, gG)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) ≤ C4.19h
min{k,ϱ}∥u∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H2+ϱ(D).

Proof. The triangle inequality implies that

(4.20) ∥(u,∇u)− (uU, gG)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D)

≤ ∥(u,∇u)− (IUu, IG∇u)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) + ∥(IUu, IG∇u)− (uU, gG)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D).

We provide an upper bound for the first term on the right-hand side of (4.20) using the
error estimate (4.18), as stated in Remark 4.10. To bound the second term, we note that

ah ((u,∇u)− (uU, gG); (φ,ψ)) = 0, ∀(φ,ψ) ∈ LU× LG.

Therefore we have

∥(IUu, IG∇u)− (uU, gG)∥2L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D)

≤ C−1
4.15 ah ((IUu, IG∇u)− (uU, gG); (IUu, IG∇u)− (uU, gG))

= C−1
4.15ah ((IUu, IG∇u)− (u,∇u); (IUu, IG∇u)− (uU, gG))

≤ C4.16

C4.15
∥(IUu, IG∇u)− (u,∇u)∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D)∥(IUu, IG∇u)− (uU, gG)∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D),

which implies that

∥(IUu, IG∇u)− (uU, gG)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) ≤
C4.16

C4.15
∥(IUu, IG∇u)− (u,∇u)∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D).

Applying the error estimate (4.18) once again completes the proof.

The content and derivations in the next two sections are adapted from [2], with
modifications and extensions where necessary to suit the current context.

4.2. Collocation method. In this part, we review a well-established collocation method
and adopt the notations from [2]. For certain classes of problems, when the solution of
stochastic partial differential equation has a very smooth dependence on the input random
variables, it is reasonable to use a global polynomial approximation in the parameter space
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L2
ρ(Γ). Since in this work, the analytic dependence of the solution u and consequently

the gradient recovery g with respect to the random variables yn ∈ Γn, n = 1, · · · , N , is
fulfilled by Assumption 3, for the purpose of approximation, the stochastic domain Γ does
not need to be refined. For a global approximation, we define Pp(Γ) ⊂ L2ρ(Γ) as the
span of tensor product polynomials with degrees at most p = (p1, · · · , pN ). Specifically,

Pp(Γ) =
⊗N

n=1 Ppn(Γn), where

(4.21) Ppn
(Γn) := span(yjn, j = 0, · · · , pn), n = 1, · · · , N.

Hence, the dimension of Pp is Np =
∏N

n=1(pn + 1).
By setting (Pp(Γ)⊗ U) × (Pp(Γ)⊗G) ⊂ LU × LG as the finite element space,

the fully-discrete counterpart of (4.6) consists in finding (up,U, gp,G) ∈ (Pp(Γ)⊗ U) ×
(Pp(Γ)⊗G) such that

(4.22)
〈
∇up,U − gp,G,∇φ−ψ

〉
ρ,D +

〈
∇× gp,G,∇×ψ

〉
ρ,D

+
∑

F∈Fb

(
1 + h−1

K,F

)〈(
gp,G

)
t
,ψt

〉
ρ,F

+
〈
A : Dgp,G,A : Dψ

〉
ρ,D

= ⟨f,A : Dψ⟩ρ,D ∀(φ,ψ) ∈ (Pp(Γ)⊗ U)× (Pp(Γ)⊗G) .

In general, problem (4.22) results in a fully coupled system of linear equations with di-
mension Nh,k × Np, where parallel computation can not be effectively employed and
highly efficient strategies are lacking for its numerical solution. In contrast, the colloca-
tion method only requires solving Np uncoupled linear systems, each of dimension Nh,k,
making it fully parallelizable. To benefit from the computational advantages of decou-
pled systems for equations with more general data, we adopt the collocation method to
estimate the solution within the stochastic domain.

By selecting a set
{
y1, · · · ,yNp

}
as collocation points in Γ, the fully discrete ap-

proximation is expressed as

(4.23) up,U(y,x) :=

Np∑
m=1

uU(ym,x)ℓm(y), gp,G(y,x) :=

Np∑
m=1

gG(ym,x)ℓm(y),

where ℓm are multivariate Lagrange basis functions associated with the interpolation
points ym, and (uU(ym, ·), gG(ym, ·)) is the solution of (4.7) with y = ym. For conve-
nience, we introduce the Lagrange interpolation operator Ip : C0(Γ;V ) → Pp(Γ) ⊗ V
defined for any v ∈ C0(Γ;V ) as

(4.24) Ipv(y) :=
Np∑
m=1

v(ym)ℓm(y).

Consequently, we have up,U = IpuU and gp,G = IpgG.
To determine how the collocation points are set, we first introduce an auxiliary prob-

ability density function ρ̂ : Γ → R+, defined as

ρ̂(y) :=

N∏
n=1

ρ̂n(yn), ∀y ∈ Γ,
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such that

(4.25)

∥∥∥∥ρρ̂
∥∥∥∥
L∞(Γ)

<∞.

This ρ̂ represents the joint probability density of N independent random variables. When
the random variables {yn}Nn=1 are non-independent, ρ(y) and ρ̂(y) are distinct functions.
However, in the case of independent random variables, these two functions may be equal.

We will select the collocation points as the zeros of suitable orthogonal polynomials.
Specifically, for each dimension n = 1, · · · , N , let yn,mn

, 1 ≤ mn ≤ pn + 1, represent the
the pn + 1 roots of the orthogonal polynomial qpn+1 with respect to the weight ρ̂n. This
polynomial satisfies the condition∫

Γn

qpn+1(y)v(y)ρ̂n(y)dy = 0 ∀v ∈ Ppn
(Γn).

We also introduce the Lagrange basis {ℓn,mn}
pn+1
mn=1 ⊂ Ppn(Γn) as

ℓn,mn(yn) :=

pn+1∏
j=1

j ̸=mn

(yn − yn,j)

(yn,mn
− yn,j)

,

and the weights of the Gaussian quadrature formula wn,mn
as

wn,mn :=

∫
Γn

ℓn,mn(y)ρ̂n(y)dy.

Remark 4.12. For each n = 1, . . . , N , the property
∑pn+1

j=1 ℓn,j(y) = 1, implies that

wn,mn
=

∫
Γn

ℓn,mn
(y)ρ̂n(y)dy =

∫
Γn

ℓn,mn
(y)

pn+1∑
j=1

ℓn,j(y)

 ρ̂n(y)dy.

Using the orthogonality condition,
∫
Γn
ℓn,mn

(y)ℓn,j(y)ρ̂n(y)dy = 0 ∀j ̸= mn we obtain

(4.26) wn,mn
=

∫
Γn

ℓn,mn
(y)ρ̂n(y)dy =

∫
Γn

ℓ2n,mn
(y)ρ̂n(y)dy.

Standard choices for ρ̂n, such as constant or Gaussian distributions, lead to well-
known roots of the polynomial qpn+1 and corresponding weights wn,mn , which are tabu-
lated with full accuracy and do not require computation.

For any index vector (m1, · · · ,mN ) we associate a global index m defined as

m = m1 +

N−1∑
i=1

(mi+1 − 1)

i∏
j=1

(pj + 1).

We then denote the corresponding collocation point by

ym = (y1,m1
, y2,m2

, · · · , yN,mN
) ∈ Γ,
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and set

ℓm(y) :=

N∏
n=1

ℓn,mn
(yn), wm :=

N∏
n=1

wn,mn
.

For any continuous function ϕ : Γ → Rk, k ∈ N, the mean value is defined as ϕ̄ :=

Eρ̂

[
ρ
ρ̂ϕ
]
. When ρ/ρ̂ is a smooth function, the Gauss quadrature formula can be used to

approximate the integral, resulting in the following expressions:

(4.27) ūp,U(x) ≈
Np∑
k=1

ρ(yk)

ρ̂(yk)
uU(yk,x)wk, ḡp,G(x) ≈

Np∑
k=1

ρ(yk)

ρ̂(yk)
gG(yk,x)wk.

However, if ρ/ρ̂ exhibits discontinuities or singularities, the Gauss quadrature formula
may no longer suffice. In such cases, a more appropriate quadrature formula must be
employed to accurately compute ūp,U and ḡp,G, ensuring the effective handling of these
irregularities.

5. A PRIORI ERROR ESTIMATE AND CONVERGENCE

To establish an a priori estimate for the approximation error, the total error is di-
vided into two components: the error of finite element approximation in the deterministic
domain, which can be estimated by (4.19), and the error related to the approximation
in the stochastic domain. The latter is an interpolation error, which is the main focus
of discussion in this section. In this context, we demonstrate the quasi-optimality of the
interpolant approximation in the polynomial space Pp(Γ) in Lemma 5.8. To achieve this,
we impose certain restrictions on the growth of ρ at infinity, as presented in Assump-
tion 3 (a). Specifically, we assume that ρ behaves like a Gaussian probability density at
infinity. Additionally, to apply the upper bounds provided by Lemmas 5.9 and 5.10 for
the interpolant approximation, it is necessary to ensure two conditions:

1. For unbounded Γ, the growth of the solution u at infinity is at most exponential.
2. The solution u admits an analytic extension with respect to each variable yn, for
n = 1, · · · , N .

To control the growth of u at infinity by regulating the growth of f , we rely on Assump-
tion 3 (b), and to guarantee the analytic extension of u, we rely on Assumption 3 (c).

For the remainder of this work, we assume that V is a Hilbert functional space.

Definition 5.1 ([2, (3.1)]). We introduce a weight σ(y) =
∏N

n=1 σn(yn) ≤ 1 where

(5.1) σn(yn) :=

{
1 if Γn is bounded,

e−αn|yn| if Γn is unbounded,

for some αn > 0 and then define the functional space
(5.2)

C0
σ(Γ;V ) :=

{
v : Γ → V

∣∣ v is continuous in y, ∥v∥C0
σ(Γ;V ) := max

y∈Γ
σ(y)∥v(y)∥V <∞

}
.
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For any M : Γ×D → Rd×d with

(5.3) M(y,x) =

m1,1(y,x) · · · m1,d(y,x)
...

. . .
...

md,1(y,x) · · · md,d(y,x)

 ,
we define the k-order partial derivative of M with respect to the yn, for each k ∈ N as

(5.4) ∂kyn
M :=

∂
k
yn
(m1,1) · · · ∂kyn

(m1,d)
...

. . .
...

∂kyn
(md,1) · · · ∂kyn

(md,d)

 .
In the following, we denote •n as a quantity related to direction yn and •∗n as the

analogous quantity related to all other directions yj where j ̸= n.

Assumption 3 ( [2, Assumption 2 and Lemma 3.2]). The joint probability density ρ
and the random data f and A satisfy the following conditions:

(a) There exists a constant C5.5 > 0 such that

(5.5) ρ(y) ≤ C5.5e
−

∑N
n=1(δnyn)

2

, ∀y ∈ Γ,

where δn > 0 if Γn is unbounded, and δn = 0 otherwise.
(b) f ∈ C0

σ

(
Γ;L2(D)

)
.

(c) There exist constants ηn <∞ such that for every y = (yn,y
∗
n) ∈ Γ and k ∈ N,

(5.6)

∥∥∂kyn
f(y)

∥∥
L2(D)

1 + ∥f(y)∥L2(D)

≤ ηknk!, and
∥∥(∂kyn

A(y)
)
A−1(y)

∥∥
L∞(D)

≤ ηknk!.

Remark 5.2 (setting auxiliary density function [2, (3.3)]). Based on Assumption 3 (a),

we choose a suitable auxiliary density function ρ̂(y) =
∏N

n=1 ρ̂(yn) such that for each
n = 1, . . . , N there exist Cm

n , C
M
n > 0 satisfying

(5.7) Cm
n e

−(δnyn)
2

≤ ρ̂n(yn) ≤ CM
n e−(δnyn)

2

, ∀yn ∈ Γn.

This choice satisfies the requirement (4.25); indeed,

(5.8)

∥∥∥∥ρρ̂
∥∥∥∥
L∞(Γ)

≤ C5.5∏N
n=1 C

m
n

.

Remark 5.3 (regularity of strong solution [2, Lemma 3.1]). Assumption 3 (b), together
with A ∈ C0

loc

(
Γ;L∞(D,Rd×d)

)
, immediately implies that the strong solution of (2.7)

satisfies u ∈ C0
σ(Γ;H

2).

Definition 5.4. We define the functional space C0
ς (Γ, V ) as same as C0

σ(Γ;V ), except

that the wight σ(y) =
∏N

n=1 σn(yn) is replaces by ς(y) =
∏N

n=1 ςn(yn), where

(5.9) ςn(yn) :=

{
1 if Γn is bounded,

e−
(δnyn)2

4 if Γn is unbounded,

and δn are specified from (5.5).
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The motivation for defining the additional weight (5.9) and, consequently, the space
C0

ς (Γ, V ) is that the upper bound in Lemma 5.10 is expressed in terms of this weight.

Lemma 5.5 (continuously embedding). Under Assumption 3 (a), the following contin-
uous embedding holds

(5.10) C0
σ(Γ;V ) ⊆ C0

ς (Γ;V ) ⊆ L2
ρ̂(Γ;V ) ⊆ L2

ρ(Γ;V ).

This inclusion is a more complete form of what is presented in [2, Section 3], as it
incorporates the intermediate space C0

ς (Γ;V ), which was not included there.

Proof. We will demonstrate the inclusions in (5.10) step by step, starting from the last
inclusion L2

ρ̂(Γ;V ) ⊆ L2
ρ(Γ;V ) and proceeding to the first inclusion C0

σ(Γ;V ) ⊆ C0
ς (Γ;V ).

From (5.8), we have

∥v∥2L2
ρ(Γ;V ) ≤

∥∥∥∥ρρ̂
∥∥∥∥
L∞(Γ)

∥v∥2L2
ρ̂(Γ;V ) ≤

C5.5∏N
n=1 C

m
n

∥v∥2L2
ρ̂(Γ;V ) .

We now, aim to demonstrate the inclusion C0
ς (Γ;V ) ⊆ L2

ρ̂(Γ;V ).

∥v∥2L2
ρ̂(Γ;V ) =

∫
Γ

∥v(y)∥2V ρ̂(y)dy ≤ ∥v∥2C0
ς (Γ;V )

∫
Γ

ρ̂(y)

ς2(y)
dy ≤

N∏
n=1

Cn ∥v∥2C0
ς (Γ;V ) ,

where for bounded Γn, Cn := CM
n |Γn| and for unbounded Γn, Cn := CM

n

√
2π
δn

, because∫
Γn

ρ̂n(yn)

ς2n(yn)
dyn =

∫
Γn

ρ̂n(yn)

e−(δnyn)2/2
dyn ≤ CM

n

∫
Γn

e−
(δnyn)2

2 dyn ≤ CM
n

√
2π

δn
.

Finally, we show that C0
σ(Γ;V ) ⊆ C0

ς (Γ;V ).

∥v∥C0
ς (Γ;V ) = max

y∈Γ
ς(y) ∥v(y)∥V ≤ max

y∈Γ

ς(y)

σ(y)
∥v∥C0

σ(Γ;V ) ≤
N∏

n=1

C̃n ∥v∥C0
σ(Γ;V ) ,

where for bounded Γn, since σn(yn) = ςn(yn) = 1, thus C̃n = 1 and for unbounded Γn,

C̃n = e(
αn
δn

)
2

because

max
yn∈Γn

e−
(δnyn)2

4 +αn|yn| = max
yn∈Γn

e−(
δn|yn|

2 −αn
δn

)
2
+(αn

δn
)
2

≤ e(
αn
δn

)
2

.

Lemma 5.6 (analytic extension). Under Assumption 3 (c), the solution u(yn,y
∗
n,x) as

a function of yn, u : Γn → Cσ∗
n

(
Γ∗
n;H

2
)
admits an analytic extension u(z,y∗

n,x), z ∈ C,
in the region of the complex plane

Σ(Γn; τn) := {z ∈ C, dist(z,Γn) ≤ τn} , 0 < τn <
1

2ηn
.

Moreover, ∀z ∈ Σ(Γn; τn),

(5.11) ∥σn(Re z)u(z)∥C0
σ∗
n
(Γ∗

n;H
2(D)) ≤

eαnτn

√
C3.7(1− 2τnηn)

(
2 ∥f∥C0

σ(Γ;L2(D)) + 1
)
.
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This lemma is an adaptation of [2, Lemma 3.2] to equation (2.7).

Proof. For any k ∈ N, taking the k-the derivative with respect to yn of both sides of
equation (2.7) results in the following equality

A(y) : D2
(
∂kyn

u(y)
)
= −

k∑
j=1

(
k

j

)
∂jyn
A(y) : D2

(
∂k−j
yn

u(y)
)
+ ∂kyn

f(y).

Hence, this implies that

∥∥A(y) : D2
(
∂kyn

u(y)
)∥∥

L2(D)

≤
k∑

j=1

(
k

j

)∥∥(∂jyn
A(y)

)
A−1(y)

∥∥
L∞(D)

∥∥A(y) : D2
(
∂k−j
yn

u(y)
)∥∥

L2(D)
+
∥∥∂kyn

f(y)
∥∥
L2(D)

.

Setting Rk(y) =
∥∥A(y) : D2

(
∂kyn

u(y)
)∥∥

L2(D)
/k! and using the upper bounds (5.6), we

get the recursive inequality

Rk(y) ≤
k∑

j=1

ηjnRk−j(y) + ηkn

(
1 + ∥f(y)∥L2(D)

)
.

This leads to

Rk(y) ≤ (2ηn)
k
R0(y) +

(
1 + ∥f(y)∥L2(D)

)
ηkn

k∑
j=1

2j−1.

Since R0(y) =
∥∥A(y) : D2u(y)

∥∥
L2(D)

= ∥f(y)∥L2(D), it follows that∥∥A(y) : D2
(
∂kyn

u(y)
)∥∥

L2(D)

k!
≤ (2ηn)

k
(
2 ∥f(y)∥L2(D) + 1

)
.

Thanks to Lemma 3.2, there exists some constant C3.7 > 0 such for every v ∈ H2,
C3.7 ∥v∥H2(D) ≤

∥∥A(y) : D2v
∥∥
L2(D)

,∥∥∂kyn
u(y)

∥∥
H2(D)

k!
≤ (2ηn)

k

(
2 ∥f(y)∥L2(D) + 1

)
√
C3.7

.

We now define, for every yn ∈ Γn the power series u : C → C0
σ∗
n

(
Γ∗
n, H

2(D)
)
as

u (z,y∗
n,x) =

∞∑
k=0

(z − yn)
k

k!
∂kyn

(yn,y
∗
n,x) .
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Therefore,

σn(yn) ∥u(z)∥C0
σ∗
n
(Γ∗

n;H
2(D)) ≤

∞∑
k=0

|z − yn|k

k!
σn(yn)

∥∥∂kyn
u(yn)

∥∥
C0

σ∗
n
(Γ∗

n;H
2(D))

≤ (C3.7)
−1/2 max

y∈Γn

σn(y)

(
2 ∥f(y)∥C0

σ∗
n
(Γ∗

n;L
2(D)) + 1

) ∞∑
k=0

(2ηn |z − yn|)k

≤ (C3.7)
−1/2

(
2 ∥f∥C0

σ(Γ;L2(D)) + 1
) ∞∑

k=0

(2ηn |z − yn|)k .

The series converges for all z ∈ C such that |z − yn| ≤ τn < 1/(2ηn). Within the ball
|z − yn| ≤ τn, we have σn(Re z) ≤ eαnτnσn(yn). Therefore, we have

σn(Re z) ∥u(z)∥C0
σ∗
n
(Γ∗

n;H
2(D)) ≤

eαnτn

√
C3.7(1− 2τnηn)

(
2 ∥f∥C0

σ(Γ;L2(D)) + 1
)
.

As the power series converges for every yn ∈ Γn, by a continuation argument, the function
u can be extended analytically on the whole region Σ(Γn; τn) and estimate (5.11) follows.

The N -dimensional interpolation operator can be viewed as a composition of N one-
dimensional interpolants. Consequently, we proceed by discussing the error bound for the
one-dimensional interpolation operator. In Lemmas 5.7–5.10, we recall some established
results from approximation theory for functions defined on a one-dimensional domain with
values in a Hilbert space V . To this end, we use the notations introduced earlier for the
one-dimensional domain Γ. Let ρ : Γ → R+∪{0} be a weight satisfying ρ(y) ≤ CMe−(δy)2

for all y ∈ Γ, where CM > 0 and δ > 0 if Γ is unbounded, and δ = 0 otherwise.
Corresponding to this δ, we define a weight function ς(y) = e−(δy)2/4. Additionally,
we introduce another weight function σ defined as σ(y) = e−α|y|, where α > 0 if Γ
is unbounded, and α = 0 otherwise. The space C0

σ (Γ;V ) is then defined similarly to
(5.2), but in the one-dimensional case where N = 1. The space C0

ς (Γ;V ) is defined
analogously, with σ replaced by ς. We let yj ∈ Γ for j = 1, . . . , p + 1, denote the zeros
of a polynomial of degree p+ 1 orthogonal to the space Pp(Γ) with respect to the weight
ρ. For a continuous function v : Γ ⊂ R → V , the Lagrange interpolation Ip is defined as

Ipv(y) :=
∑p+1

j=1 v(yj)ℓj(y), where ℓj(y) are the Lagrange basis polynomials. The weights

of the Gaussian quadrature formula are defined as wj :=
∫
Γ
ℓj(y)ρ(y) dy =

∫
Γ
ℓ2j (y)ρ(y) dy.

Using these notations and arguments similar to the proof of Lemma 5.5, in the case N = 1
the following inclusions hold

(5.12) C0
σ (Γ;V ) ⊆ C0

ς (Γ;V ) ⊆ L2
ρ (Γ;V ) .

Lemma 5.7 (continuity of interpolation). The operator Ip : C0
ς (Γ;V ) → L2

ρ (Γ;V ) is
continuous; i.e., the exists a constant C5.13 > 0 such that for any v ∈ C0

ς (Γ;V ) the
following holds

(5.13) ∥Ipv∥L2
ρ(Γ;V ) ≤ C5.13 ∥v∥C0

ς (Γ;V ) .

This lemma is a variation of Lemma 4.2 from [2], where the functional space V is
considered a Hilbert space instead of a Banach space, and the weight function is ς instead
of σ.
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Proof. For any v ∈ C0
ς (Γ;V ), where V is a Hilbert space equipped with the inner product

(·, ·)V , we have

∥Ipv∥2L2
ρ(Γ;V ) =

∫
Γ

∥∥∥∥∥∥
p+1∑
j=1

v(yj)ℓj(y)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

V

ρ(y)dy

=

∫
Γ

p+1∑
j=1

v(yj)ℓj(y),

p+1∑
j=1

v(yj)ℓj(y)


V

ρ(y)dy.

Thanks to the orthogonality property
∫
Γ
ℓi(y)ℓj(y)ρ(y) dy = 0, ∀i ̸= j, we have

∥Ipv∥2L2
ρ(Γ;V ) =

∫
Γ

p+1∑
j=1

∥v(yj)∥2V ℓ
2
j (y)ρ(y)dy

≤ max
y∈{y1,...,yp+1}

∥v(y)∥2V ς
2(y)

p+1∑
j=1

∫
Γ

ℓ2j (y)ρ(y)

ς2(yj)
dy.

Then, Remark 4.12 implies that

∥Ipv∥2L2
ρ(Γ;V ) ≤ ∥v∥C0

ς (Γ;V )

p+1∑
j=1

wj

ς2(yj)
.

For the case of bounded Γ, since ς(y) = 1 and
∑p+1

k=1 wk = 1, the result follows. For

unbounded Γ, sine ρ(y) ≤ CMe−(δy)2 and all the even moments c2m =
∫
Γ
y2mρ(y)dy are

uniformly bounded, using a result from [24] leads to

p+1∑
j=1

wj

ς2(yj)

p→∞−−−→
∫
Γ

ρ(y)

ς2(y)
dy ≤ CM

∫
Γ

e−(δy)2/2dy ≤ CM

√
2π

δ
,

and we can conclude that (5.13) holds.

Lemma 5.8 (quasi-optimality [2, Lemma 4.3]). There exists a constant C5.14 > 0 such
that for every v ∈ C0

σ (Γ;V ), the following holds

(5.14) ∥v − Ipv∥L2
ρ(Γ;V ) ≤ C5.14 inf

w∈Pp(Γ)⊗V
∥v − w∥C0

ς (Γ;V ) .

Proof. For every w ∈ Pp(Γ)⊗ V , since Ipw = w, from (5.12) and Lemma 5.7 we have

∥v − Ipv∥L2
ρ(Γ;V ) ≤ ∥v − w∥L2

ρ(Γ;V ) + ∥Ip(w − v)∥L2
ρ(Γ;V ) ≤ C5.14 ∥v − w∥C0

ς (Γ;V ) .

Lemma 5.9 (interpolation error bound in a bounded domain [2, Lemma 4.4]). A func-
tion v ∈ C0(Γ;V ) which admits an analytic extension in the complex region Σ(Γ; τ) =
{z ∈ C, dist(z,Γ) ≤ τ} for some τ > 0, satisfies

(5.15) min
ϕ∈Pp(Γ)⊗V

∥v − ϕ∥C0(Γ;V ) ≤
2

ϱ− 1
e−p log(ϱ) max

z∈Σ(Γ;τ)
∥v(z)∥V ,

where 1 < ϱ := 2τ/|Γ|+
√

1 + 4τ2/|Γ|2.
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Proof. Refer to Lemma 4.4 of [2].

Lemma 5.10 (interpolation error bound in an unbounded domain [2, Lemma 4.6]).
Let v ∈ C0

σ(R;V ) be a function which admits an analytic extension in the complex strip
Σ (Γ; τ) = {z ∈ C, dist(z,Γ) ≤ τ} for some τ > 0. Moreover, for each z = (y + iw) ∈
Σ(R; τ), it satisfies

σ(y) ∥v(z)∥V ≤ Cv(τ),

where i denotes the imaginary unit. Then, for any δ > 0, there exists a constant C5.16 > 0,
independent of p, such that

(5.16) min
ϕ∈Pp⊗V

max
y∈R

∥v(y)− ϕ(y)∥V e
− (δy)2

4 ≤ C5.16O(
√
p)e−τδ

√
p.

Proof. Refer to Lemma 4.5, 4.6 of [2].

Remark 5.11 (analytic extension and operator independence). We note that if the
solution of a general-form SBVP is analytically extendable in the stochastic variables,
then the stochastic collocation scheme and its error analysis remain independent of the
operator acting in the physical domain.

With the essential tools in place, we are now prepared to present an a priori error
estimate, which also serves as a convergence result, for the discrete solution (up,U, gp,G),
as described in (4.23). This result is formalized in the following theorem.

Theorem 5.12 (a poriori error bound). Assume that the strong solution u of (2.7) sat-
isfies u(y, ·) ∈ Hϱ+2(D) for a.e. y ∈ Γ, with some real ϱ > 0. Under Assumption 3, there
exist constants C5.17 > 0 and rn > 0 for n = 1, · · · , N , independent of the discretization
parameters h, k, and p, such that

(5.17)
∥∥(u, g)− (up,U, gp,G)

∥∥
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D)

≤ C5.17

(
hmin{k,ϱ} +

N∑
n=1

βn exp
(
−rnpθnn

))
,

where

• if Γn is bounded

{
θn = βn = 1

rn = log
[
2τn
|Γn|

(
1 +

√
1 + |Γn|2

4τ2
n

)]
• if Γn is unbounded

θn =
1

2
, βn = O(

√
pn)

rn = τnδn,

where τn ∈ (0, 1/(2ηn)) and δn is as considered in (5.5) .

Proof. Let(Ipu, Ipg) denote the stochastic discretization alone; indeed (Ipu, Ipg) repre-
sents the interpolation of (u, g) as described in (4.24). The triangle inequality implies
that

(5.18)
∥∥(u, g)− (up,U, gp,G)

∥∥
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D)

≤ ∥(u, g)− (Ipu, Ipg)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) +
∥∥(Ipu, Ipg)− (up,U, gp,G)

∥∥
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D)

.
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For the second term of the right-hand side, we recall that up,U = (Ipu)U, gp,G = (Ipg)G
and moreover, that Ipu has the same regularity as the exact solution u with respect to
the spatial variable x. Hence, Theorem 4.11 implies that there exist a constant C4.19 > 0
such that

(5.19)
∥∥(Ipu, Ipg)− (up,U, gp,G)

∥∥
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D)

≤ C4.19h
min{k,ϱ} ∥Ipu∥L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H2+ϱ(D) .

From Lemma 5.7, we obtain

(5.20)
∥∥(Ipu, Ipg)− (up,U, gp,G)

∥∥
L2

ρ(Γ)⊗H1
h(D)

≤ C4.19C5.13 ∥u∥C0
ς (Γ;H2+ϱ(D)) h

min{k,ϱ}.

The first term on the right hand side of (5.18) is an interpolation error where the synonyms
g = ∇u, Ipg = Ip∇u lead to

∥(u, g)− (Ipu, Ipg)∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H1

h(D) ∼ ∥u− Ipu∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H2(D) .

To analyze this term, we use the inclusion (5.10), which ensures the existence of a constant
C > 0 such that

∥u− Ipu∥L2
ρ(Γ)⊗H2(D) ≤ C ∥u− Ipu∥L2

ρ̂(Γ)⊗H2(D) .

As before, we indicate •n as a quantity related to direction yn and •∗n the analogous
quantity relative to all other directions yj , j ̸= n. First, we are going to employ a one
dimensional argument and focus on the direction y1. We define an interpolation operator

I1 : C0
σ1

(
Γ1;L

2
ρ̂∗
1
(Γ∗

1)⊗H2
)
→ L2

ρ̂1

(
Γ1;L

2
ρ̂∗
1
(Γ∗

1)⊗H2
)
as

I1v (y1,y∗
1,x) =

p1+1∑
j=1

v (y1,j ,y
∗
1,x) ℓ1,j(y1).

We consider u as a function of y1 with values in the Hilbert space V := L2
ρ̂∗
1
(Γ∗

1) ⊗H2;

namely u ∈ L2
ρ̂1

(Γ1;V ). We aim to provide an upper bound for ∥u− I1u∥L2
ρ̂1

(Γ1;V ). From

Remark 5.3 we know that u ∈ C0
σ1
(Γ1;V ) and then, Lemma 5.8 implies that

∥u− I1u∥L2
ρ̂1

(Γ1;V ) ≤ C5.14 inf
w∈Pp1

(Γ1)⊗V
∥u− w∥C0

ς1
(Γ1,V ) .

In the case of bounded Γ1 we employ Lemma 5.9 and in the case of unbounded Γ1, we
employ Lemma 5.10, for the analytic solution u comes from Lemma 5.6. Hence, we obtain

(5.21) ∥u− I1u∥L2
ρ̂1

(Γ1;V ) ≤

{
Ce−r1p1 if Γ1 is bounded,

C5.16O
(√
p1
)
e−r1

√
p1 if Γ1 is unbounded,

where r1, C and C5.16 being specified from Lemma 5.9 and Lemma 5.10. Now, let us
return to the general interpolation operator Ip, which is considered as the composition
of two interpolants: Ip = I1 ◦ I∗

1 , where I∗
1 is the interpolation operator in all directions

y2, y3, . . . , yN except y1; namely I∗
1 : C0

σ∗
1

(
Γ∗
1;H

2
)
→ L2

ρ̂∗
1

(
Γ∗
1;H

2
)
. Thus, we have

∥u− Ipu∥L2
ρ̂(Γ)⊗H2(D) ≤ ∥u− I1u∥L2

ρ̂(Γ)⊗H2(D) + ∥I1 (u− I∗
1u)∥L2

ρ̂(Γ)⊗H2(D) .
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The first term on the right-hand side is bounded by (5.21). To bound the second term,
from Lemma 5.7, we have

∥I1 (u− I∗
1u)∥L2

ρ̂(Γ)⊗H2(D) ≤ C5.13 ∥u− I∗
1u∥C0

ς1
(Γ1;V ) .

This is again an interpolation error. To bound this error, we proceed iteratively by defining
an interpolation operator I2 for the next direction y2, and then bound the resulting error
in the direction y2, and so on for all the remaining directions y3, · · · , yN . Thus, we can
iteratively bound the interpolation error in each direction to ultimately estimate the total
interpolation error across all dimensions.

6. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENT

In this test problem, let D = (−1, 1) × (−1, 1). For x = (x1, x2) and a random
vector y = (y1, y2), where y1 and y2 are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d),
the random diffusion coefficient matrix and the right-hand side are defined as

A(x,y) =

 5
2 + e−

y2
1

100 (cos(πx1) + sin(πx2)) 0

0 5
2 + e−

y2
2

100 (sin(πx1) + cos(πx2))

 ,
f(x,y) =

1

8
(2− x21 − x22).

Since the exact solution of (2.7) is unknown for the given data, the error is computed
using a reference solution. The pair (uref, gref) represents a reference solution obtained
by solving (4.23) with p = (8, 8) (Np = 81) and polynomial degree of k = 4, with a mesh
size of h = 1/128. We test two different types of distributions for the random variable y:
Gaussian and Uniform, which have unbounded and bounded domains, respectively. The
collocation points corresponding to these distributions are determined by the Cartesian
products of the roots of Hermite polynomials for the Gaussian case, and Legendre polyno-
mials for the Uniform case. To demonstrate the performance of the discretization scheme
proposed in Section 4, we test its effectiveness separately in both the stochastic and
physical domains. In Figure 1, we present the logarithm of the discretization error in the
stochastic domain, while keeping the polynomial degree of the finite element space defined
in (4.1) fixed at k = 4, and the mesh size in the physical domain fixed at h = 1/128. The
focus here is on varying the number of collocation points and, consequently, the degree of
the Lagrange polynomials with respect to one random variable, while keeping the number
of collocation points fixed, equal to 9, for the other random variable. This approach aims
to assess how the approximation accuracy changes as the number of collocation points
for one random variable increases. We observe an exponential rate of convergence with
respect to the polynomial degree used for the approximation. In Figure 2, we report
the (log–log) error of the discretization in the physical domain, keeping the number of
collocation points for both random variables fixed at p = (8, 8), for both Gaussian and
Uniform distributions.
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