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Abstract

This article investigates time-discrete approximations of Allen–Cahn type stochastic par-
tial differential equations (SPDEs) driven by space–time white noise near the sharp interface
limit ϵ → 0, where the small parameter ϵ is the diffuse interface thickness. We propose an
explicit and easily implementable exponential integrator with a modified nonlinearity for the
considered problem. Uniform-in-time and uniform-in-ϵ moment bounds of the scheme are es-
tablished and the convergence in total variation distance of order O

(
T ·Poly(ϵ−1)τγ

)
, γ < 1

2 ,
is established, between the law of the numerical scheme and that of the SPDE over [0, T ]. In
contrast to the exponential dependence due to standard arguments, the obtained error bound
depends on ϵ−1 and T polynomially. By incorporating carefully chosen method parameters,
we only require a mild and ϵ-independent restriction on the time step-size τ , getting rid of
the severe restriction τ = O(ϵσ), σ ≥ 1 in the literature. Also, a uniform-in-time error bound
of order O(τγ), γ < 1

2 , is obtained for a fixed ϵ (e.g., ϵ = 1), which improves the existing ones
in the literature and matches the classical weak convergence rate in the globally Lipschitz
setting. The error analysis is highly nontrivial due to the low regularity of the considered
problem, the super-linear growth of the non-globally Lipschitz drift, the non-smooth observ-
ables inherent in the total variation metric and the presence of the small interface parameter
ϵ → 0. These difficulties are addressed by introducing a new strategy of nonlinearity modifi-
cation and establishing refined regularity estimates for the associated Kolmogorov equation
to an auxiliary process in the context of non-smooth test functions. Numerical experiments
are included to demonstrate the theoretical convergence and the ability of interface-capturing
for the proposed scheme.

1 Introduction

Throughout this paper, we are interested in the following parabolic stochastic partial differen-
tial equations (SPDEs) in the Hilbert space H := L2(D;R) driven by space-time white noise:{

dX(t) = −AX(t) dt+ ϵ−1F (X(t)) dt+ dW (t), t > 0,
X(0) = X0.

(1.1)
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Here, D := (0, 1), the small parameter ϵ > 0 is the diffuse interface thickness, −A is the Laplacian
operator with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, F is a nonlinear Nemytskii operator
associated with a real-valued function f : R → R such that F (u)(x) := f(u(x)), x ∈ D, and
{W (t)}t≥0 is a cylindrical I-Wiener process (see Assumptions 2.1-2.3 below for details). The
considered equation includes a stochastic Allen–Cahn equation as a special case, which describes
random phase separation or interface motion under thermal fluctuations. As ϵ → 0, the solution
becomes nearly piecewise constant, taking values close to the stable equilibria ±1 in two bulk
regions separated by a diffusive interfacial layer of thickness O(ϵ) [36]. Such a limiting behavior
is commonly referred to as the sharp-interface limit, and the stochastic Allen–Cahn dynamics
formally converge to a stochastic mean curvature flow [23]. However, it is a challenge to numerically
resolve the O(ϵ)-thick transition layer and to accurately capture such thin interfaces. In particular,
extremely fine resolutions and high computational cost are required to effectively capture thin
interfacial layers (see, e.g., [11, 13,16–19,35] and references therein).

For a fixed ϵ > 0 (e.g. ϵ = 1), the numerical analysis of the underlying model has been
extensively examined in the literature (see e.g. [4, 7–9, 12, 16, 21, 25, 26, 29, 32–34], to just mention
a few). On the contrary, the numerical analysis in the sharp-interface limit ϵ → 0 is much less
studied. In this regime, standard convergence arguments yield error bounds with exponential
dependence on ϵ−1, which in turn would impose a severe restriction on the time-stepping step-size
as ϵ tends to zero. A natural and interesting question thus emerges:

(Q). Can one provide an error bound polynomially depending on ϵ−1 for a numerical approxi-
mation of SPDEs (1.1) near the sharp interface limit ϵ→ 0?

Recently, the authors of [13] and [14] gave a positive answer to this question. More accurately,
the authors of [13] proposed a splitting method for (1.1), where the phase flow of a parameterized
nonlinear ODE with the nonlinearity F should be exactly calculated. As the main focus of [13], the
authors established weak convergence rates of the splitting scheme in the context of smooth test
functions φ ∈ C2

b (H), with error bounds polynomially depending on ϵ−1 obtained under a severe
restriction τ = O(ϵ) on the step-size. For SPDEs with trace-class noise, which is smoother than the
space-time white one, the authors of [14] proposed a fully discrete tamed Euler scheme and derived
error bounds polynomially depending on ϵ−1, in a truncated L1-Wasserstein distance involving
Lipschitz continuous test functions, under a even more severe restriction τ = O(ϵσ), σ > 1.

In the present work we restrict ourselves to SPDEs (1.1) driven by space-time white noise and
aim to obtain error bounds of new explicit schemes under total variation distance, which only
polynomially depend on ϵ−1 and do not impose the severe restriction τ = O(ϵσ), σ ≥ 1 on the
step-size. More precisely, we introduce the following time-stepping scheme:

Xτ
tm+1

= E(τ)Xτ
tm + τE(τ)ϵ−1Fτ

(
Xτ

tm

)
+

∫ tm+1

tm

E(tm+1 − s) dW (s), Xτ
0 = X0, (1.2)

for m ∈ N0, where Fτ : L
4q−2(D) → H, q > 1, is defined by

Fτ (u)(x) := fτ (u(x)), x ∈ D, with fτ (v) :=
f(v)(

1+βτθ|v|
2q−2
α

)α , v ∈ R, (1.3)

where β, θ > 0, α ∈ (0, 1
θ
) are method parameters and 2q − 1 is the degree of polynomial growth

of f . To the best of our knowledge, the time-stepping scheme is new, even for deterministic Allen-
Cahn equations. Such a modification (1.3) results in a fully explicit and easily implementable
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scheme, which simultaneously preserves the dissipativity of f (see Proposition 3.2) and thus helps
us establish the uniform-in-time and uniform-in-ϵ moment bounds of the numerical solution, under

the restriction τ = O
(
β

α
1−θα ϵ

1
1−θα

)
on the time step-size (Theorem 4.2). The convergence in total

variation (TV) distance of order O
(
tm · Poly(β) · Poly(ϵ−1)τ γ

)
, γ < 1

2
, is established, between the

law of Xτ
tm and X(tm), which depends on ϵ−1 and T polynomially (Theorem 6.4). Also, a uniform-

in-time error bound of order O(τ γ), γ < 1
2
, is obtained for a fixed ϵ = 1 (Corollary 6.5). These

findings improve the existing TV convergence rate of order γ
2
in [13] and match the classical weak

convergence rate in the globally Lipschitz setting [3, 5]. Another interesting finding in numerical
experiments is that, decreasing the degree α in the scheme seemingly improves the computational
accuracy. In addition, numerical results indicate a good performance of the proposed scheme in
interface-capturing.

Different from the splitting scheme proposed by [13], the new scheme (1.2)-(1.3) is easy to
implement and more direct, as one does not need to exactly solve the phase flow of a nonlinear
ODE with the nonlinearity F . Also, we highlight that, the tamed scheme here is computational
cheaper than tamed schemes introduced in [14], where the Sobolev norm ∥·∥ϑ needs to be computed
per every time-step. Indeed, by incorporating a flexible degree α ∈ (0, 1

θ
) (instead of a fixed degree

1
2
or 1 in the literature) and a method parameter β in the taming factor, we introduce a different

taming strategy, which, through carefully choosing method parameters, can significantly relieve

the required restriction τ = O
(
β

α
1−θα ϵ

1
1−θα

)
. More precisely, by taking βα = ϵ−1, we get an ϵ-

independent restriction τ = O(1), while retaining an error bound with polynomial dependence on
ϵ−1 (see Theorem 6.4 for details). This essentially overcomes the severe restriction τ = O(ϵσ), σ ≥ 1
in the literature [13,14].

Distinct from weak convergence analysis with smooth test functions and other metrics like
L1-Wasserstein distance, the TV distance involves non-smoothness in nature, which makes the
corresponding analysis more challenging. In the globally Lipschitz setting, the author of [4] derived
the TV convergence of an accelerated exponential Euler scheme for SPDEs driven by space–time
white noise via the Kolmogorov equation. A crucial step for the analysis is to treat the TV
error between law(Xτ

tm) and law(X(tm)) as the weak error analysis in the setting of non-smooth
test functions. However, the presence of ϵ−1 and the non-globally Lipschitz nonlinearities pose
substantial difficulties for the construction of the scheme and its error analysis. To overcome them,
we introduce the auxiliary process Xδ defined by

Xδ(t) = E(t)Xδ
0 +

∫ t

0

E(t− s)ϵ−1Fδ(Xδ(s)) ds+

∫ t

0

E(t− s) dW (s), t ≥ 0, (1.4)

and decompose the weak error into the following two parts:

|E[φ(X(tm))]− E[φ(Xτ
tm)]| ≤ |E[φ(X(tm))]− E[φ(Xδ(tm))]|︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Error1

+ |E[φ(Xδ(tm))]− E[φ(Xτ
tm)]|︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Error2

, (1.5)

where the non-smooth test functions φ ∈ C0
b (H) with ∥φ∥0 ≤ 1, according to the definition of the

TV distance (2.3). Here the modification Fδ is defined analogously to (1.3) with particular choices
of parameters α, β, θ and τ therein replaced by δ. As the modification Fδ is globally Lipschitz
continuous (cf. Lemma 5.1), one can rely on the use of the Kolmogorov equation to estimate both
error terms in (1.5). A major technical obstacle stems from the regularization estimates of the
solution νδ to the associated Kolmogorov equations in the context of non-smooth test functions and
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the sharp interface limit. A direct use of the Bismut-Elworthy-Li formula ensures a rough bound

for Dνδ(t, x) being of order O
(

exp(ϵ−1t)

t1/2

)
(see Lemma 5.3). Despite the exponential dependence

on both t and ϵ−1, the rough bound is enough for the first error term in (1.5), by noting the error
Error1 =

∣∣E[νδ(0, X(tm)
)]

− E
[
νδ
(
tm, X0

)]∣∣ = O
(
exp(ϵ−1tm)

√
δ
)
vanishes as δ → 0. Using the

rough bound of Dνδ(t, x) and based on more careful estimates with the ergodicity of (1.4), one can
obtain improved regularization estimates of Dνδ with polynomial dependence on ϵ−1 (Proposition
5.5). The refined regularization estimates for Dνδ(t, x) thus leads us to good estimates of Error2
in (1.5) with order O(Poly(ϵ−1)τ γ∧θ) (see Theorem 6.4).

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

• A novel explicit and easily implementable time-stepping scheme is designed for SPDEs with
non-globally Lipschitz nonlinearity and space-time white noise. The scheme is new, even
for deterministic Allen-Cahn equations. Uniform-in-time and uniform-in-ϵ moment bounds
of the scheme are established. As clarified before, by carefully choosing proper method
parameters, the analysis of the newly proposed scheme relies on an ϵ-independent restriction
on the time step-size τ , instead of the severe restriction τ = O(ϵσ), σ ≥ 1 in the literature.

• Total variation error bounds are established near the sharp interface limit ϵ → 0 (Theorem
6.4) with a polynomial dependence on ϵ−1 and the time length tm:

dTV(law(X
τ
tm), law(X(tm))) = O

(
tm · Poly(ϵ−1)τ γ

)
, γ ∈ (0, 1

2
). (1.6)

This error bound admits a convergence rate of order γ for any γ < 1
2
, twice that of conver-

gence in TV distance in [13, Theorem 5.6].

• A uniform-in-time error bound is obtained for ϵ = 1 (Corollary 6.5):

dTV(law(X
τ
tm), law(X(tm))) = O

(
τ γ
)
, γ ∈ (0, 1

2
). (1.7)

Such a uniform-in-time error bound extends the existing ones in the globally Lipschitz regime
[3, 5] to a non-globally Lipschitz setting.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. The next section presents some preliminaries.
The explicit time-stepping scheme is introduced in Section 3 and the uniform-in-time moment
bound of the proposed scheme is proved in Section 4. In Section 5, an auxiliary process is in-
troduced and the regularity estimates of its Kolmogorov equation are established. Then we show
main convergence results in TV distance in Section 6. The numerical experiments are performed
in Section 7 to verify the theoretic findings.

2 Settings and the considered SPDEs

2.1 Notation

Let N be the set of all positive integers and denote N0 := N ∪ {0}. Define a ∧ b := min{a, b},
a∨ b := max{a, b} for a, b ∈ R. By Lr(D;R) (Lr(D) or simply Lr) we denote the Banach space of
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r-integrable functions, equipped with the norm ∥·∥Lr . In particular, let H := L2(D;R) be the real,
separable Hilbert space endowed with the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ and norm ∥ · ∥ := ⟨·, ·⟩1/2. Moreover,
we use L(H) to denote the Banach space of bounded linear operators on H, equipped with the
operator norm ∥ · ∥L(H). By L2(H) ⊂ L(H) (L2 for short), we denote the subspace consisting of
all Hilbert-Schmidt operators from H to H, which is also a separable Hilbert space, endowed with

the scalar product ⟨Γ1,Γ2⟩L2(H) :=
∑

n∈N⟨Γ1ηn,Γ2ηn⟩ and the norm ∥Γ∥L2(H) :=
(∑

n∈N ∥Γηn∥2
) 1

2 ,
independent of the choice of the orthogonal basis {ηn}n∈N of H. Also, we denote the Banach
space consisting of continuous functions by V := C(D,R), endowed with the usual norm ∥ · ∥V .
By 1S we denote the indicator function of the set S. We also clarify the notation for Fréchet
derivatives: for a mapping ϕ : H → R, its first derivative Dϕ(x) ∈ L(H,R) and second derivative
D2ϕ(x) ∈ L(H,L(H,R)) are defined by

Dϕ(x).h := ⟨Dϕ(x), h⟩ and D2ϕ(x).(h, k) := ⟨D2ϕ(x).h, k⟩, ∀h, k ∈ H.

Throughout the paper, we denote C as a generic positive constant, which may change from line to
line and whose dependence on parameters will be indicated in the notation C(·). Unless otherwise
stated, all such constants are independent of ϵ and the step-size τ .

Next we recall the TV distance between two Borel probability distributions µ1 and µ2 on H,
defined by

dTV(µ1, µ2) := sup
φ∈Bb(H),∥φ∥0≤1

∣∣∣∣∫ φ(x)µ1(dx)−
∫
φ(x)µ2(dx)

∣∣∣∣ , (2.1)

where we denote the set of all bounded and measurable mappings from H to R by Bb(H), and
∥φ∥0 := supx∈H |φ(x)| . By C0

b (H), we denote the set of bounded and continuous mappings from
H to R and by C1

b (H) the subspace of C0
b (H) consisting of all functions with bounded first order

derivatives. Since every bounded, measurable function φ ∈ Bb(H) can be approximated pointwise
by a sequence (φk)k∈N in C0

b (H), where supk∈N supx∈H |φk(x)| < ∞ and φk(x) → φ(x) as k → ∞
for all x ∈ H, the TV distance between two Borel probability distributions µ1 and µ2 can be
equivalently rewritten as (see, e.g., [4, 5]):

dTV(µ1, µ2) = sup
φ∈C0

b (H),∥φ∥0≤1

∣∣∣∣∫ φ(x)µ1(dx)−
∫
φ(x)µ2(dx)

∣∣∣∣ . (2.2)

Given an H-valued random variable X and a Borel probability measure µ on H, the TV distance
between the law of X, denoted by law(X), and µ is thus given by

dTV(law(X), µ) = sup
φ∈Bb(H),∥φ∥0≤1

∣∣∣∣E[φ(X)]−
∫
φ(x)µ(dx)

∣∣∣∣
= sup

φ∈C0
b (H),∥φ∥0≤1

∣∣∣∣E[φ(X)]−
∫
φ(x)µ(dx)

∣∣∣∣ . (2.3)

2.2 Main assumptions and the well-posedness of SPDEs

Throughout this paper, we focus on the following parabolic SPDEs in the Hilbert space H:{
dX(t) = −AX(t) dt+ ϵ−1F (X(t)) dt+ dW (t), t > 0,
X(0) = X0,

(2.4)
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where ϵ ∈ (0, 1] is the diffuse interface thickness, and A, F , W , and X0 are as specified below.
To ensure the well-posedness of (2.4) and to facilitate our subsequent analysis, we impose the
following assumptions.

Assumption 2.1 (Linear OperatorA). Let D := (0, 1) and let H := L2(D;R). Let −A : Dom(A) ⊂
H → H be the Laplacian on D with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions, i.e., −Au = ∆u,
u ∈ Dom(A) := H2(D) ∩H1

0 (D).

Under this assumption, the operator A admits an eigensystem {λj, ej}j∈N in H satisfying

Aej = λjej, with {λj}j∈N being an increasing sequence such that λj ∼ j2. Further, it holds∥∥A γ−1
2

∥∥
L2(H)

<∞, for any γ < 1
2
. (2.5)

In addition, −A generates an analytic and contractive semi-group, denoted by E(t) := e−At, t ≥ 0.
By means of the spectral decomposition, we define the fractional powers of A, i.e., Aϑ for ϑ ∈ R
[24, Appendix B.2]. Denote the interpolation spaces by Ḣϑ := Dom(A

ϑ
2 ), ϑ ∈ R, which are

separable Hilbert spaces equipped with the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ϑ := ⟨Aϑ
2 ·, Aϑ

2 ·⟩ and the norm

∥ · ∥ϑ := ∥Aϑ
2 · ∥ = ⟨·, ·⟩1/2ϑ . The following regularity properties are well-known (see e.g. [28]): for

any t > 0, ϑ ≥ 0, ς ∈ [0, 1],

∥E(t)∥L(H) ≤ e−λ1t,
∥∥AϑE(t)

∥∥
L(H)

≤ Ct−ϑ,
∥∥A−ς(I − E(t))

∥∥
L(H)

≤ Ctς . (2.6)

As indicated by [2, (2.4)] and [31, (6.2)], for any t > 0,

∥E(t)x∥V ≤ C(1 ∧ t)−
1
4 e−ct∥x∥, ∀x ∈ H, and ∥E(t)x∥V ≤ ∥x∥V , ∀x ∈ V. (2.7)

Assumption 2.2 (Noise Process). Let {W (t)}t≥0 be a cylindrical I-Wiener process with respect
to a filtered probability space (Ω,F , {Ft}t∈[0,∞) ,P), represented by a formal series

W (t) :=
∞∑
n=1

β̃n(t)en, t ≥ 0, (2.8)

where
{
β̃n(t)

}
n∈N, t ≥ 0, is the sequence of independent real-valued standard Brownian motions

adapted to the filtration {Ft}t≥0, and {en}n∈N is the complete orthonormal basis of H.

Assumption 2.3 (Nonlinearity). Let q > 1 be any integer and let F : L4q−2(D) → H be a
nonlinear Nemytskii operator given by

F (u)(x) := f(u(x)), x ∈ D, (2.9)

where f(v) = −cfv2q−1 + f0(v), v ∈ R with cf > 0 and f0 : R → R being twice differentiable. In
particular, there exist constants cf,0, cf,1 > 0 such that

|f0(v)| ≤ cf,0(1 + |v|2q−2), ∀v ∈ R, (2.10)

|f ′
0(v)|+ |f ′′

0 (v)| ≤ cf,1(1 + |v|2q−3), ∀v ∈ R. (2.11)

6



By Assumption 2.3, one can find constants Lf ∈ R and c0, c1, c2, c3, c4, c5 > 0 such that, for
any u, v ∈ R,

f ′(u) ≤ Lf , (2.12)

(u+ v)f(u) ≤ −c0|u|2q + c1|v|2q + c2, (2.13)

|f(u)| ≤ c3|u|2q−1 + c4|u|+ c5. (2.14)

A typical example fulfilling Assumption 2.3 is the cubic nonlinearity (i.e., the case q = 2) f(u) :=
a0 + a1u + a2u

2 + a3u
3 with a3 < 0, a0, a1, a2 ∈ R. Such SPDEs with cubic nonlinearity are

commonly termed as stochastic Allen–Cahn equations ( [7, 12,16,20]).

Assumption 2.4 (Initial value). Let the initial value X0 : Ω → H be an F0/B(H)-measurable
random variable. For any p ≥ 1 and for some ϱ > 1

2
, there exists a constant C(ϱ, p) > 0 depending

on ϱ, p such that
∥X0∥Lp(Ω;Ḣϱ) ≤ C(ϱ, p) <∞. (2.15)

The next lemma provides uniform-in-time regularity properties of the stochastic convolution
(see, e.g., the proof of [13, Lemma 2.2]).

Lemma 2.5. Let Assumptions 2.1, 2.2 be fulfilled. For any p ∈ [2,∞) and γ ∈
[
0, 1

2

)
, there exist

constants C(p) and C(p, γ) such that the stochastic convolution

Ot :=

∫ t

0

E(t− s) dW (s), t ≥ 0 (2.16)

obeys
sup
t≥0

∥∥Ot

∥∥
Lp(Ω;V )

≤ C(p) <∞, sup
t≥0

∥∥Ot

∥∥
Lp(Ω;Ḣγ)

≤ C(p, γ) <∞. (2.17)

As a consequence, we obtain the well-posedness of the mild solution to SPDEs (2.4) as follows
(see, e.g., [10, Chapter 6] and [13, Lemma 2.2]).

Theorem 2.6. Suppose Assumptions 2.1-2.4 are satisfied. Then, the model (2.4) admits a unique
mild solution {X(t)}t≥0 with continuous sample paths defined by

X(t) = E(t)X0 +

∫ t

0

E(t− s)ϵ−1F (X(s)) ds+Ot, t ≥ 0, P-a.s. (2.18)

Moreover, for any p ≥ 2, there exists a constant C(p, q) > 0 such that

sup
t≥0

∥X(t)∥Lp(Ω;V ) ≤ C(p, q)(1 + ∥X0∥V ). (2.19)

Owing to the non-degeneracy of the I-Wiener process, the SPDE (2.18) admits the exponential
convergence to the equilibrium (see, e.g., [13, Lemma 4.6]).

Proposition 2.7. Let Assumptions 2.1-2.3 hold. By X(t, x), t ≥ 0 we denote the unique solution
of (2.18) that initiates at x ∈ H. Then there exists a constant C > 0 independent of ϵ−1 such that
for any φ ∈ Bb(H), t ≥ 0, and x1, x2 ∈ V ∩ Ḣγ, it holds

|E [φ(X(t, x1))]− E [φ(X(t, x2))]| ≤ C∥φ∥0e−rt, (2.20)

where the rate r := −1
2
log(1− ϑ) with e−C̃ 1

ϵ2 ≤ ϑ ≤ e−c̃ 1
ϵ2 for some C̃ ≥ c̃ ≥ 0.
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3 The proposed explicit time-stepping scheme

In this section, we aim to design an explicit time-stepping scheme to approximate the under-
lying problem (2.4) temporally. For a uniform step-size τ > 0, we propose the following scheme:

Xτ
tm+1

= E(τ)Xτ
tm + τE(τ)ϵ−1Fτ

(
Xτ

tm

)
+

∫ tm+1

tm

E(tm+1 − s) dW (s), Xτ
0 = X(0), (3.1)

where we denote tm := mτ ,m ∈ N0. Here, Fτ : L
4q−2(D) → H is the Nemytskii operator associated

with the function fτ : R → R:

Fτ (u)(x) := fτ (u(x)), x ∈ D, fτ (v) :=
f(v)(

1 + βτ θ|v| 2q−2
α

)α , v ∈ R, (3.2)

where β, θ > 0, α ∈ (0, 1
θ
). On different choices of method parameters, the proposed modifications

fτ of the nonlinearity reduce to several existing ones for stochastic ordinary differential equations
(SODEs). For example, the modification fτ with α = 1/2 is similar to that in [27] and taking
α = 1 makes the modification fτ similar to the tamed Euler method considered in [1, 30].

Throughout the paper, we put an additional condition on the time step-size τ , the diffuse
interface thickness ϵ and the regularization parameters β, θ, α for fτ (3.2) as follows:

2c23τ
1−θα ≤ c0β

αϵ, (3.3)

where the parameters c0, c3 stem from (2.13)-(2.14). We mention that a similar condition like (3.3)
was also required in [13,14]. At first sight, such a restriction depending on the small parameter ϵ
is rather strict. However, by carefully choosing proper method parameters, the severe restriction
can be significantly relieved and only an ϵ-independent restriction is needed (see Remark 3.1 and
Theorem 6.4 below).

Remark 3.1. The restriction (3.3) illustrates how the step-size τ should be scaled with respect
to ϵ and the regularization parameters α, β and the convergence rate θ. In particular, for β and
θ fixed, the parameter α can be chosen flexibly to relax the constraint on τ in sharp-interface
simulations. Notably, as implied by Theorem 6.4, by taking βα = O(ϵ−1), we just need an ϵ-
independent restriction 2c23τ

1−θα ≤ c0 to promise error estimates still with a polynomial dependence
on ϵ−1.

Under the condition (3.3), we have several key properties of the modified function fτ .

Proposition 3.2. Let Assumption 2.3 and condition (3.3) hold. For τ > 0, the modified function
fτ (3.2) satisfies the following conditions: there exist constants c̃1, c̃2 > 0 independent of β, θ, τ
and ϵ−1, such that for any u, v ∈ R,

2(u+ v)fτ (u) + τϵ−1|fτ (u)|2 ≤ − c0
2(1+βτθ)2α

|u|2 + c̃1(1 + |v|2q) + c̃2β
ατ θα, (3.4)

|fτ (u)| ≤ |f(u)|, (3.5)

|fτ (u)− f(u)| ≤ αβτ θ|u|
2q−2
α |f(u)|, (3.6)

where c0 is given by (2.13) and β, θ > 0, α ∈ (0, 1
θ
) come from (3.2).
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Proof. By introducing
Θ(x) := (1 + βτ θx)−α, x ≥ 0, (3.7)

we rewrite fτ as

fτ (u) = f(u)Θ(|u|
2q−2
α ), u ∈ R. (3.8)

As |Θ(x)| ≤ 1 for all x ≥ 0, the assertion (3.5) follows immediately. Noting that Θ(0) = 1 and

|Θ′(x)| =
∣∣∣ αβτθ

(1+βτθx)α+1

∣∣∣ ≤ αβτ θ, x ≥ 0, (3.9)

we can infer

|fτ (u)− f(u)| = |f(u)| ·
∣∣Θ(|u|

2q−2
α )−Θ(0)

∣∣ ≤ αβτ θ|u|
2q−2
α |f(u)| (3.10)

and thus the assertion (3.6) is validated. Now it remains to verify (3.4), which requires more
efforts. Using (2.13)-(2.14) gives

2(u+ v)fτ (u) + τϵ−1|fτ (u)|2

=
2(u+ v)f(u)

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )α

+
τϵ−1|f(u)|2

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )2α

≤ 2(−c0|u|2q + c1|v|2q + c2)

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )α

+
τϵ−1(c3|u|2q−1 + c4|u|+ c5)

2

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )2α

≤ 2c1|v|2q + 2c2 +
−2c0|u|2q(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2

α )α + τϵ−1(c3|u|2q−1 + c4|u|+ c5)
2

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )2α

. (3.11)

Note that (1+x)α ≥ 2α−1(1+xα), x ≥ 0 for any α ∈ (0, 1] (see, e.g., [22, (3.16)]), while (1+x)α ≥
1 + xα, x ≥ 0 for α > 1. Accordingly, for α̃ := min{α, 1} it holds

(1 + x)α ≥ 2α̃−1(1 + xα), for any x ≥ 0, α > 0. (3.12)

This together with the Young inequality, namely, (c3|u|2q−1 + c4|u| + c5)
2 ≤ 2α̃c23|u|4q−2 + ĉ5 for

some constant ĉ5 > 0 depending on (2α̃ − 1)−1, further implies

2(u+ v)fτ (u) + τϵ−1|fτ (u)|2

≤ 2c1|v|2q + 2c2 +
−2α̃c0|u|2q(1 + βατ θα|u|2q−2) + 2α̃c23τϵ

−1|u|4q−2 + ĉ5τϵ
−1

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )2α

≤ 2c1|v|2q + 2c2 +
ĉ5c0βατθα

2c23
+

−2α̃c0|u|2q − 1
2
· 2α̃c0βατ θα|u|4q−2

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )2α

+
−1

2
· 2α̃c0βατ θα|u|4q−2 + 2α̃c23τϵ

−1|u|4q−2

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )2α

≤ 2c1|v|2q + 2c2 +
ĉ5c0βατθα

2c23
+

[−c0|u|2q−2 − 1
2
c0β

ατ θα|u|4q−4

(1 + βτ θ|u| 2q−2
α )2α

]
· |u|2, (3.13)

9



where the last inequality follows from the condition (3.3) for q > 1, i.e., 2c23τϵ
−1 ≤ c0β

ατ θα.
To proceed further, we consider two cases: |u| ≤ 1 and |u| > 1. For the former case |u| ≤ 1,

one easily derives from (3.13) that

2(u+ v)fτ (u) + τϵ−1|fτ (u)|2 ≤ 2c1|v|2q + 2c2 +
ĉ5c0βατθα

2c23

≤ − c0
2(1+βτθ)2α

|u|2 + 2c1|v|2q + 2c2 +
c0

2(1+βτθ)2α
+ ĉ5c0βατθα

2c23
, (3.14)

as required. For the other case |u| > 1, we introduce an auxiliary function defined by

Υ(x) :=
−c0x− 1

2
c0β

ατ θαx2

(1 + βτ θx
1
α )2α

, x ≥ 0, α > 0, (3.15)

and therefore, the equation (3.13) is recast as

2(u+ v)fτ (u) + τϵ−1|fτ (u)|2 ≤ 2c1|v|2q + 2c2 +
ĉ5c0βατθα

2c23
+Υ(|u|2q−2) · |u|2. (3.16)

Now it suffices to estimate the upper bound of Υ, for which we claim

sup
x≥1

Υ(x) ≤ −c0
2(1+βτθ)2α

. (3.17)

To validate the claim (3.17), one derives

Υ′(x) =
−c0 − c0β

ατ θαx+ c0βτ
θx

1
α

(1 + βτ θx
1
α )1+2α

. (3.18)

For α ≥ 1, one sees
c0βτ

θx
1
α ≤ c0

(
1 + (βτ θx

1
α )α

)
= c0 + c0β

ατ θαx, (3.19)

leading to Υ′(x) ≤ 0, and thus

sup
x≥1

Υ(x) ≤ Υ(1) =
−c0− 1

2
c0βατθα

(1+βτθ)2α
≤ −c0

(1+βτθ)2α
. (3.20)

For α ∈ (0, 1), following a same way as in [22, (3.23)-(3.25) of Proposition 3.3], there exists x∗ > 0
such that

Υ′(x) ≤ 0 for x ∈ [0, x∗], Υ′(x) ≥ 0 for x ≥ x∗. (3.21)

Hence, supx≥1 Υ(x) is bounded by Υ(1) ∨ limx→∞Υ(x), i.e.,

Υ(x) ≤ Υ(1) ∨ lim
x→∞

Υ(x) =
−c0− 1

2
c0βατθα

(1+βτθ)2α
∨ −c0

2βατθα
≤ −c0

2(1+βτθ)2α
, (3.22)

as claimed. Inserting this bound into (3.16) thus completes the proof.
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4 Uniform moment bounds of numerical approximations

The subsequent error analysis relies on uniform-in-time moment bounds for the proposed
scheme. To get started, we recast the time-stepping recursion (3.1) as follows:

Xτ
tm = Y τ

tm +Otm , with Y τ
tm := E(tm)X

τ
0 + τ

m−1∑
k=0

E(tm − tk)ϵ
−1Fτ

(
Xτ

tk

)
, (4.1)

for m ∈ N0 with Xτ
0 = X0. Clearly, it follows from Y τ

0 = X0 that, for m ∈ N0,

Y τ
tm+1

= E(τ)Y τ
tm + τE(τ)ϵ−1Fτ (Y

τ
tm +Otm). (4.2)

Before proceeding further, we introduce a modified version of [22, Lemma 4.3], tailored for our
analysis to refine the estimate (4.9) therein.

Lemma 4.1. Let ρ ≥ 1 be any integer. Then for any A,B ≥ 0 and r, υ > 0, it holds that

(A+ rB)ρ ≤ e(ρ−1)υrAρ + r
(
rρ−1 + (1 + ( 2

υ
)ρ−1)(1 + rρ−1)eρ−1

)
Bρ. (4.3)

Proof. In a similar manner as (4.6)-(4.8) in [22, Lemma 4.3], it holds

(A+ rB)ρ ≤ Aρ + rρBρ + (ρ−1)υr
2

e
(ρ−1)υr

2 Aρ +
( ρ−1∑

j=1

(ρ−1)!
(j−1)!(ρ−j)!

rj( 2
υ
)ρ−j

)
Bρ, (4.4)

where for the term
∑ρ−1

j=1
(ρ−1)!

(j−1)!(ρ−j)!
rj( 2

υ
)ρ−j we provide a slight modification of [22, (4.9)] such that

ρ−1∑
j=1

(ρ−1)!
(j−1)!(ρ−j)!

rj( 2
υ
)ρ−j ≤

ρ−1∑
j=1

(ρ−1)j−1

(j−1)!
rj( 2

υ
)ρ−j ≤ r(1 + ( 2

υ
)ρ−1)(1 + rρ−1)eρ−1. (4.5)

The desired result then follows immediately by further employing that(
1 + (ρ−1)υr

2
e

(ρ−1)υr
2

)
Aρ ≤

(
1 + (ρ−1)υr

2

)
e

(ρ−1)υr
2 Aρ ≤ e(ρ−1)υrAρ. (4.6)

The following theorem illustrates the uniform (in both time and ϵ) moment bounds of the
numerical approximation Xτ .

Theorem 4.2 (Uniform moment bounds of Xτ ). Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 and condition (3.3)
hold. For any p ≥ 1 and any integer ρ ≥ 1, there exists a constant C(p, ρ, q, α) > 0 such that the
numerical approximation Xτ

tm ,m ∈ N0 produced by (3.1) obeys

sup
m∈N0

∥∥Xτ
tm

∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ(D))

≤
∥∥X0

∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ(D))

+ C(p, ρ, q, α) ·
(
1 + (βτ θ)α(2−

1
2ρ

)
)
. (4.7)
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Proof. Thanks to (4.1) and Lemma 2.5, it suffices to derive a priori estimates for Y τ
tm ,m ∈ N0 in

L2ρ-norm. Recall that for any t ≥ 0 and integer ρ ≥ 1, the semi-group operator E(t) := e−At, t ≥ 0
satisfies a contractive property: ∥E(t)u∥L2ρ ≤ ∥u∥L2ρ , u ∈ L2ρ(D) (see, e.g., [22, Proposition 4.2]).
As a result, we deduce from (4.2) that∥∥Y τ

tm+1

∥∥
L2ρ =

∥∥E(τ)(Y τ
tm + τϵ−1Fτ (Y

τ
tm +Otm)

)∥∥
L2ρ ≤

∥∥Y τ
tm + τϵ−1Fτ (Y

τ
tm +Otm)

∥∥
L2ρ . (4.8)

Bearing (3.4) in mind and denoting c̃0 :=
c0

4(1+βτθ)2α
for short, one acquires∣∣Y τ

tm(·) + τϵ−1fτ (Y
τ
tm +Otm)(·)

∣∣2
=

∣∣Y τ
tm(·)

∣∣2 + 2τϵ−1Y τ
tm(·)fτ (Y

τ
tm(·) +Otm(·)) + τ 2ϵ−2

∣∣fτ(Y τ
tm(·) +Otm(·)

)∣∣2
≤

∣∣Y τ
tm(·)

∣∣2 + τϵ−1
(
− 2c̃0

∣∣Y τ
tm(·) +Otm(·)

∣∣2 + c̃1
(
1 +

∣∣Otm(·)
∣∣2q)+ c̃2β

ατ θα
)

≤
(
1− c̃0τϵ

−1
)∣∣Y τ

tm(·)
∣∣2 + 2c̃0τϵ

−1
∣∣Otm(·)

∣∣2 + τϵ−1
(
c̃1
(
1 +

∣∣Otm(·)
∣∣2q)+ c̃2β

ατ θα
)

≤ e−c̃0τϵ−1∣∣Y τ
tm(·)

∣∣2 + τϵ−1
(
(2c̃0 + c̃1)

(
1 +

∣∣Otm(·)
∣∣2q)+ c̃2β

ατ θα
)
, (4.9)

where we further used the Young inequality

−4c̃0Y
τ
tm(·)Otm(·) ≤ c̃0|Y τ

tm(·)|
2 + 4c̃0|Otm(·)|2, (4.10)

as well as the inequality 1−y ≤ e−y for y > 0 and the fact that |Otm(·)|2 ≤ 1+ |Otm(·)|2q for q > 1.
Therefore, by taking ρ-th power on both sides of (4.9) and applying Lemma 4.1 with r = τϵ−1,
υ = c̃0 and

A = e−c̃0τϵ−1|Y τ
tm(·)|

2, B = (2c̃0 + c̃1)(1 + |Otm(·)|2q) + c̃2β
ατ θα, (4.11)

one further gets∣∣Y τ
tm(·) + τϵ−1Fτ (Y

τ
tm +Otm)(·)

∣∣2ρ
≤ e(ρ−1)c̃0τϵ−1

(
e−c̃0τϵ−1∣∣Y τ

tm(·)
∣∣2)ρ

+ τ
ϵ

(
( τ
ϵ
)ρ−1 + (1 + ( 2

c̃0
)ρ−1)(1 + ( τ

ϵ
)ρ−1)eρ−1

)(
(2c̃0 + c̃1)

(
1 +

∣∣Otm(·)
∣∣2q)+ c̃2β

ατ θα
)ρ

≤ e−c̃0τϵ−1∣∣Y τ
tm(·)

∣∣2ρ + Cτϵ−1
(
1 + (βτ θ)α(4ρ−3)

)(
1 +

∣∣Otm(·)
∣∣2qρ),

(4.12)

where we used the condition (3.3) that τϵ−1 ≤ c0
2c23
βατ θα and recalled c̃0 =

c0
4(1+βτθ)2α

. By integrating

the above inequality over D and recalling (4.8), we thus obtain∥∥Y τ
tm+1

∥∥2ρ

L2ρ ≤ e−c̃0τϵ−1∥∥Y τ
tm

∥∥2ρ

L2ρ + Cτϵ−1
(
1 + (βτ θ)α(4ρ−3)

)(
1 +

∥∥Otm

∥∥2qρ

V

)
≤ e−(m+1)c̃0τϵ−1∥∥Y τ

0

∥∥2ρ

L2ρ + Cτϵ−1
(
1 + (βτ θ)α(4ρ−3)

) m∑
k=0

e−(m−k)c̃0τϵ−1
(
1 +

∥∥Otk

∥∥2qρ

V

)
.

(4.13)
Furthermore, one notes that

τϵ−1

m∑
k=0

e−(m−k)c̃0τϵ−1

=
τϵ−1(1− e−c̃0τϵ−1(m+1))

1− e−c̃0τϵ−1 ≤ τϵ−1

1− e−c̃0τϵ−1 ≤ 1
c̃0
+ τϵ−1 ≤ C

(
1 + (βτ θ)2α

)
,

(4.14)
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where we employed the inequality that y
1−e−y ≤ 1+y for all y > 0, and recalled again the condition

(3.3) together with c̃0 =
c0

4(1+βτθ)2α
. Using the fact Y τ

0 = X0 and Lemma 2.5 then ensures for any
p ≥ 1 and m ∈ N,∥∥Y τ

tm

∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ(D))

≤
∥∥X0

∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ(D))

+ C(p, ρ, q, α) ·
(
1 + (βτ θ)α(2−

1
2ρ

)
)
. (4.15)

This together with Lemma 2.5 implies

sup
m∈N0

∥∥Xτ
tm

∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ(D))

≤
∥∥X0

∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ(D))

+ C(p, ρ, q, α) ·
(
1 + (βτ θ)α(2−

1
2ρ

)
)
, (4.16)

as required.

5 Regularity estimates of the Kolmogorov equation

The subsequent weak convergence analysis relies on the Kolmogorov equation associated with
the stochastic dynamics. For the considered SPDEs (2.4), the drift grows superlinearly and thus
violates Lipschitz continuity, which prevents a direct use of the Kolmogorov equation. To resolve
this, we construct an auxiliary process whose drift is modified to be globally Lipschitz continuous,
for which the corresponding Kolmogorov equation is well posed. This enables us to establish
regularity estimates essential for the subsequent weak convergence analysis.

5.1 An auxiliary process and its uniform moment bound

Inspired by the proposed modification of F as described in (3.2), we introduce the following
auxiliary process:

Xδ(t) = E(t)Xδ
0 +

∫ t

0

E(t− s)ϵ−1Fδ(Xδ(s)) ds+

∫ t

0

E(t− s) dW (s), Xδ
0 ∈ H, t ≥ 0, (5.1)

where Fδ : L
4q−2(D) → H is a nonlinear Nemytskii operator such that Fδ(u)(x) := fδ(u(x)) with

fδ : R → R defined by
fδ(u) :=

f(u)

1+
√
δ|u|2q−2 , u ∈ R, (5.2)

where we let δ ∈ (0, 1] be sufficiently small. Moreover, for any υ, ψ ∈ L4q−2(D), we define(
F ′
δ(υ)(ψ)

)
(x) := f ′

δ(υ(x))ψ(x), x ∈ D. (5.3)

Note that the modification (5.2) is a special case of (3.3) with α = β = 1 and θ = 1
2
. In this

particular setting, the counterpart of condition (3.3) reduces to 2c23
√
δ ≤ c0ϵ, which can be always

satisfied as δ → 0 finally. Consequently, such a regularized nonlinearity fδ (5.2) inherits similar
properties to those established in Proposition 3.2 with fixed α = β = 1, θ = 1

2
and τ therein

replaced by δ.
The following lemma shows additional properties for the derivative f ′

δ.
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Lemma 5.1. Let Assumption 2.3 hold with q > 1 and let fδ be defined by (5.2). Then there exist

constants L̃f and l̃f independent of δ such that

sup
u∈R

f ′
δ(u) ≤ L̃f , (5.4)

|f ′
δ(u)| ≤ l̃f

(
1 + (|u|2q−2 ∧ δ−

1
2 )
)
. (5.5)

Proof. Denote sgn(u) := 1{u≥0} − 1{u<0} for u ∈ R. It is straightforward to deduce

f ′
δ(u) =

f ′(u)
(
1 +

√
δ|u|2q−2

)
− f(u)(2q − 2)

√
δ|u|2q−3sgn(u)

(1 +
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

. (5.6)

Owing to Assumption 2.3, we have

f ′(u) ≤ −cf (2q − 1)u2q−2 + cf,1(1 + |u|2q−3), |f(u)| ≤ cf |u|2q−1 + cf,0(1 + |u|2q−2), (5.7)

leading to

f ′
δ(u) ≤

(
− cf (2q − 1)|u|2q−2 + cf,1(1 + |u|2q−3)

)
(1 +

√
δ|u|2q−2)

(1 +
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

+

(
cf |u|2q−1 + cf,0(1 + |u|2q−2)

)
(2q − 2)

√
δ|u|2q−3

(1 +
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

=
−cf (2q − 1)|u|2q−2 + cf,1(1 + |u|2q−3)

(1 +
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

+
−cf

√
δ|u|4q−4 + cf,1

√
δ(1 + |u|2q−3)|u|2q−2 + cf,0

√
δ(1 + |u|2q−2)(2q − 2)|u|2q−3

(1 +
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

.

(5.8)

Before moving on, we know that for all u ∈ R, there exist constants C1, C2 > 0 independent of δ
while depending on cf,1, cf,0, q such that

−cf (2q − 1)|u|2q−2 + cf,1(1 + |u|2q−3) ≤ C1,

−cf |u|4q−4 + cf,1(1 + |u|2q−3)|u|2q−2 + cf,0(1 + |u|2q−2)(2q − 2)|u|2q−3 ≤ C2.
(5.9)

Thus, for any u ∈ R and δ > 0,

f ′
δ(u) ≤ C1

(1+
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

+ C2

√
δ

(1+
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

≤ C1 + C2, (5.10)

as asserted. Moreover, Assumption 2.3 ensures

|f ′(u)| ≤ cf (2q − 1)|u|2q−2 + cf,1(1 + |u|2q−3), (5.11)

which together with (5.6)-(5.7) implies for any u ∈ R,

|f ′
δ(u)| ≤

C(1+|u|2q−2+
√
δ|u|4q−4)

(1+
√
δ|u|2q−2)2

. (5.12)

14



Hence, it holds that for any u ∈ R,

|f ′
δ(u)| ≤ C(1 + |u|2q−2) + C

√
δ|u|4q−4

1+
√
δ|u|2q−2 ≤ C(1 + |u|2q−2), (5.13)

and
|f ′

δ(u)| ≤ C
(
1 + δ−

1
2 + |u|2q−2

1+
√
δ|u|2q−2

)
≤ C(1 + δ−

1
2 ). (5.14)

The desired result (5.5) then follows immediately. The proof is thus finished.

Since fδ in (5.2) is a particular case of the modification fτ in (3.2) with α = β = 1 and θ = 1
2
,

the coercivity-type property (3.4) still holds for fδ under the condition 2c23
√
δ ≤ c0ϵ. Consequently,

Xδ admits the following uniform moment bounds.

Lemma 5.2. Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold and let Xδ(t), t ≥ 0 be defined by (5.1). For any p ≥ 1
and any integer ρ ≥ 1, there exist constants C(p, q, ρ) and C(p, q) independent of δ such that

sup
t≥0

∥∥Xδ(t)
∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ)

≤ ∥Xδ
0∥Lp(Ω;L2ρ) + C(p, q, ρ), (5.15)

sup
t≥0

∥∥Xδ(t)
∥∥
Lp(Ω;V )

≤ ∥Xδ
0∥Lp(Ω;V ) + C(p, q)ϵ−1

(
1 + ∥Xδ

0∥
2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)

)
. (5.16)

Proof. Letting Yδ(t) := Xδ(t)−Ot, t ≥ 0, one shows

∂Yδ(t)

∂t
= −AYδ(t) + ϵ−1Fδ

(
Yδ(t) +Ot

)
, t > 0, Yδ(0) = Xδ

0. (5.17)

Applying integration by parts and Assumption 2.1, we deduce that, for all t > 0,

d∥Yδ(t)∥2ρL2ρ

dt
= 2ρ

∫
D

(
Yδ(t)(x)

)2ρ−1∂Yδ(t)(x)

∂t
dx

= 2ρ

∫
D
(Yδ(t)(x))2ρ−1 ·

(
− AYδ(t)(x) + ϵ−1fδ(Yδ(t)(x) +Ot(x))

)
dx

= −2ρ⟨(Yδ(t))2ρ−1, AYδ(t)⟩

+ 2ρ

∫
D
(Yδ(t)(x))2ρ−2 · ϵ−1(Yδ(t)(x))fδ(Yδ(t)(x) +Ot(x)) dx

≤ −2ρ(2ρ− 1)⟨(Yδ(t))2ρ−2∇(Yδ(t)),∇(Yδ(t))⟩

+ ρϵ−1

∫
D
(Yδ(t)(x))2ρ−2

(
− 2c̃0,δ|Yδ(t)(x) +Ot(x)|2 + c̃1(1 + |Ot(x)|2q) + c̃2

√
δ
)
dx,

(5.18)
where the last inequality follows from the coercivity estimate for fδ under condition 2c23

√
δ ≤ c0ϵ:

2(u+ v)fδ(u) ≤ −2c̃0,δ|u|2 + c̃1(1 + |v|2q) + c̃2
√
δ, for all u, v ∈ R, (5.19)

with c̃0,δ := c0
4(1+

√
δ)2

. Since ⟨(Yδ(t))2ρ−2∇(Yδ(t)),∇(Yδ(t))⟩ ≥ 0, one further utilizes the Young

inequality
−4c̃0,δYδ(t)(x)Ot(x) ≤ c̃0,δ|Yδ(t)(x)|2 + 4c̃0,δ|Ot(x)|2 (5.20)
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to obtain

d∥Yδ(t)∥2ρL2ρ

dt
≤ ρϵ−1

∫
D
(Yδ(t)(x))2ρ−2

(
− c̃0,δ|Yδ(t)(x)|2 + 2c̃0,δ|Ot(x)|2 + c̃1(1 + |Ot(x)|2q) + c̃2

√
δ
)
dx

≤
∫
D
−ρc̃0,δϵ

−1

2
(Yδ(t)(x))2ρ + Cϵ−1

(
1 + |Ot(x)|2qρ + δ

ρ
2

)
dx

= −ρc̃0,δϵ
−1

2
∥Yδ(t)∥2ρL2ρ + Cϵ−1

(
1 + ∥Ot∥2qρV + δ

ρ
2

)
,

(5.21)
where the Young inequality was also employed to get the second inequality. Multiplying both

sides of the above inequality by e
ρc̃0,δϵ

−1t

2 implies

d
(
e

ρc̃0,δϵ
−1t

2 ∥Yδ(t)∥2ρL2ρ

)
dt

≤ Ce
ρc̃0,δϵ

−1t

2 ϵ−1
(
1 + ∥Ot∥2qρV + δ

ρ
2

)
. (5.22)

The Gronwall inequality then leads to

e
ρc̃0,δϵ

−1t

2 ∥Yδ(t)∥2ρL2ρ ≤ ∥Yδ(0)∥2ρL2ρ + Cϵ−1

∫ t

0

e
ρc̃0,δϵ

−1s

2

(
1 + sup

s≥0
∥Os∥2qρV + δ

ρ
2

)
ds

= ∥Xδ
0∥

2ρ
L2ρ +

2C
ρc̃0,δ

(
e

ρc̃0,δϵ
−1t

2 − 1
)(

1 + sup
s≥0

∥Os∥2qρV + δ
ρ
2

)
.

(5.23)

Therefore, we get

∥Yδ(t)∥Lp(Ω;L2ρ) ≤ e
−c̃0,δϵ

−1t

4 ∥Xδ
0∥Lp(Ω;L2ρ) + C(1 +

√
δ)

1
ρ

(
1 + sup

s≥0
∥Os∥qLp(Ω;V ) + δ

1
4

)
≤ e

−c̃0,δϵ
−1t

4 ∥Xδ
0∥Lp(Ω;L2ρ) + C(p, q, ρ),

(5.24)

where we recalled c̃0,δ := c0
4(1+

√
δ)2

. This together with Lemma 2.5 immediately gives (5.15).

Moreover, one uses (2.7) to arrive at

sup
t≥0

∥Xδ(t)∥Lp(Ω;V ) ≤ sup
t≥0

[
∥E(t)Xδ

0∥Lp(Ω;V ) +

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

E(t− s)ϵ−1Fδ(Xδ(s)) ds

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;V )

+ ∥Ot∥Lp(Ω;V )

]
≤ ∥Xδ

0∥Lp(Ω;V ) + Cϵ−1 sup
t≥0

∫ t

0

e−
1
2
λ1(t−s)(t− s)−

1
4

(
1 + ∥Xδ(s)∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)

)
ds+ C(p)

≤ ∥Xδ
0∥Lp(Ω;V ) + C(p, q)ϵ−1

(
1 + ∥Xδ

0∥
2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)

)
,

(5.25)

where we used the fact that
∫ t

0
e−

1
2
λ1(t−s)(t − s)−

1
4 ds is uniform-in-time bounded. The proof is

thus finished.

5.2 The Kolmogorov equation and the regularity estimates

To carry out the weak error analysis, for all φ ∈ C0
b (H), let us introduce the functions νδ(t, x)

with t ≥ 0, x ∈ H, defined by
νδ(t, x) := E[φ(Xδ(t, x))], (5.26)
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where Xδ(t, x) solves (5.1) with initial value x. Since Fδ : H → H is globally Lipschitz continuous
with Lipschitz constant depending on δ, as indicated by (5.5), it then follows from [6, Section 2]
that νδ is the unique classical solution of the Kolmogorov equation satisfying{

∂tν
δ(t, x) = Dνδ(t, x).(−Ax+ ϵ−1Fδ(x)) +

1
2

∑
j∈ND

2νδ(t, x).(ej, ej),

νδ(0, ·) = φ(·), (5.27)

with t ≥ 0, x ∈ H. In what follows, we first begin with a rather rough estimate for the derivatives
of νδ, and later sharpen it to the desired estimate that reduces the dependence on ϵ−1 from
exponential to polynomial order (as shown in Proposition 5.5).

Lemma 5.3. Under Assumptions 2.1–2.4, let φ ∈ C0
b (H) and νδ(t, x) be given by (5.26). Then,

for all t > 0 and x, y ∈ H,

|Dνδ(t, x).y| ≤ eϵ
−1L̃f tt−

1
2∥φ∥0∥y∥. (5.28)

Proof. Recall that νδ(0, ·) = φ(·) with φ ∈ C0
b (H). Then the Bismut-Elworthy-Li formula (see [10]

for instance) yields

Dνδ(t, x).y = t−1E
[
φ(Xδ(t, x))

∫ t

0

⟨ξδy(s, x), dW (s)⟩
]
, (5.29)

with ξδy(t, x), t ≥ 0, given by{
dξδy(t, x) = −Aξδy(t, x) dt+ ϵ−1F ′

δ(Xδ(t, x))ξδy(t, x) dt, t > 0,
ξδy(0, x) = y.

(5.30)

In view of (5.3) and (5.4), we obtain

⟨F ′
δ(x)y, y⟩ ≤ L̃f∥y∥2, ∀x, y ∈ H. (5.31)

Then it follows from Assumption 2.1 that

d∥ξδy(t, x)∥2

dt
= 2

〈dξδy(t, x)
dt

, ξδy(t, x)
〉

= 2⟨−Aξδy(t, x), ξδy(t, x)⟩+ 2ϵ−1⟨F ′
δ(Xδ(t, x))ξδy(t, x), ξ

δ
y(t, x)⟩

≤ 2ϵ−1L̃f∥ξδy(t, x)∥2.

(5.32)

The Gronwall inequality further yields

∥ξδy(t, x)∥ ≤ eϵ
−1L̃f t∥y∥. (5.33)

Using the Hölder inequality, the Itô isometry and (5.33) shows

|Dνδ(t, x).y| ≤ t−1∥φ∥0E
[∣∣∣∣ ∫ t

0

⟨ξδy(s, x), dW (s)⟩
∣∣∣∣]

≤ t−1∥φ∥0
(∫ t

0

E[∥ξδy(s, x)∥2] ds
) 1

2

≤ eϵ
−1L̃f tt−

1
2∥φ∥0∥y∥,

(5.34)

for all t > 0 and all x, y ∈ H. The proof is thus completed.
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Bearing the above lemma in mind, one obtains the following result that demonstrates the error
between the original problem X and the auxiliary process Xδ.

Proposition 5.4. Under Assumptions 2.1-2.4, let X(t,X0), t ≥ 0 be the mild solution of the
model (2.18) and Xδ(t,X0), t ≥ 0 be the auxiliary process defined by (5.1) with the initial value
Xδ

0 = X0. Then for all φ ∈ Bb(H),∣∣∣E[φ(X(t,X0)
)]

− E
[
φ(Xδ(t,X0))

]∣∣∣ ≤ Cϵ−1eϵ
−1L̃f tt

1
2∥φ∥0

(
1 + ∥X0∥4q−3

V

)√
δ. (5.35)

Proof. For brevity, we denote X(s) := X(s,X0), s ∈ [0, t]. Recalling νδ(t, x) = E[φ(Xδ(t, x))] and
using Itô’s formula, together with the associated Kolmogorov equation (5.27), we get∣∣∣E[φ(X(t,X0)

)]
− E

[
φ(Xδ(t,X0))

]∣∣∣
=

∣∣E[νδ(0, X(t)
)]

− E
[
νδ
(
t,X0

)]∣∣
= E

[ ∫ t

0

−
(
Dνδ

(
t− s,X(s)

)
.
(
− AX(s) + ϵ−1Fδ

(
X(s)

))
+

1

2

∑
j∈N

D2νδ
(
t− s,X(s)

)
.(ej, ej)

)
ds

+

∫ t

0

(
Dνδ

(
t− s,X(s)

)
.
(
− AX(s) + ϵ−1F (X(s))

)
+

1

2

∑
j∈N

D2νδ
(
t− s,X(s)

)
.(ej, ej)

)
ds

]
= E

[ ∫ t

0

Dνδ
(
t− s,X(s)

)
.
(
ϵ−1F (X(s))− ϵ−1Fδ

(
X(s)

))
ds

]
.

(5.36)

Using Lemma 5.3 and the property |fδ(u) − f(u)| ≤
√
δ|u|2q−2|f(u)| acquired similarly as in

Proposition 3.2, one further deduces∣∣∣E[φ(X(t,X0)
)]

− E
[
φ(Xδ(t,X0))

]∣∣∣
≤ ϵ−1∥φ∥0E

[ ∫ t

0

eϵ
−1L̃f (t−s)(t− s)−

1
2∥F (X(s))− Fδ(X(s))∥ ds

]
≤

√
δϵ−1∥φ∥0E

[ ∫ t

0

eϵ
−1L̃f (t−s)(t− s)−

1
2∥X(s)∥2q−2

V ∥F (X(s))∥ ds
]

≤ Cϵ−1eϵ
−1L̃f tt

1
2∥φ∥0

(
1 + ∥X0∥4q−3

V

)√
δ,

(5.37)

where Assumption 2.3 and the bound (2.19) were utilized. The proof is completed.

Despite an exponential dependence on both t and ϵ−1, such a rough estimate forDνδ established
in Lemma 5.3 is invoked only in the estimate for the error between X and Xδ, which is O(

√
δ)

and thus vanishes as δ → 0. In the next proposition, we derive a refined bound of Dνδ with a
polynomial dependence on ϵ−1.

Proposition 5.5. Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 hold. Then for all φ ∈ C0
b (H), x, y ∈ H, with t > 0,

there exist positive constants C(ϑ, q), C(L̃f , t, ϵ
−1) with ϑ ∈ [0, 3

4
), such that
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|Dνδ(t, x).y| ≤ C(ϑ, q)∥φ∥0e−rt(1 + (t ∧ ϵ)−
1
2
−ϑ)

(
1 + ∥x∥2q−2

L4q−4

)
∥A−ϑy∥

+ C(L̃f , t, ϵ
−1)∥φ∥0∥y∥

(
1 + sup

s≥0
∥Xδ(s, x)∥4q−3

L8q−6(Ω;V )

)√
δ,

(5.38)

where r > 0 comes from Proposition 2.7.

Proof. Below, we divide the proof into two parts: t ∈ (0, 2ϵ] and t > 2ϵ.

• Part 1: t ∈ (0, 2ϵ].

Let (P δ
t )t≥0 be the Markov semigroup associated with Xδ in (5.1), so that P δ

t φ(x) = νδ(t, x).
Denote ∥φ∥1 := supx∈H suph∈H,∥h∥≤1 |Dφ(x).h| for any φ ∈ C1

b (H). As a direct consequence of

Lemma 5.3, for any t > 0 and φ ∈ C0
b (H), one knows P δ

t φ ∈ C1
b (H) ⊂ C0

b (H) and

∥P δ
t φ∥1 ≤ eϵ

−1L̃f tt−
1
2∥φ∥0. (5.39)

Furthermore, the Markov property of Xδ (5.1) implies, for all t > 0 and x ∈ H,

νδ(t, x) = E
[
νδ

(
t
2
,Xδ( t

2
, x)

)]
= P δ

t
2
νδ

(
t
2
, ·
) (

Xδ( t
2
, x)

)
, (5.40)

By (5.39) and Lemma 5.3, one notes that both functions νδ(t, ·) and Xδ(t, ·) are continuously
differentiable for t > 0, implying that νδ

(
t
2
,Xδ( t

2
, x)

)
is also continuously differentiable. As a

result, using the chain rule to (5.40) gives

D
(
νδ( t

2
,Xδ( t

2
, x))

)
y = Dνδ( t

2
,Xδ( t

2
, x)) ξδy(

t
2
, x), ∀x, y ∈ H, (5.41)

where ξδy solves the variational equation (5.30), leading to

|Dνδ(t, x).y| ≤ ∥P δ
t
2
φ∥1E[∥ξδy( t2 , x)∥] ≤

√
2eϵ

−1L̃f tt−
1
2∥φ∥0E[∥ξδy( t2 , x)∥]. (5.42)

By denoting
ξ̃δy(t, x) := ξδy(t, x)− E(t)y, t ≥ 0, (5.43)

and utilizing (5.30), one has

dξ̃δy(t, x) = (−A+ ϵ−1F ′
δ(Xδ(t, x)))ξ̃δy(t, x) dt+ ϵ−1F ′

δ(Xδ(t, x))E(t)y dt. (5.44)

As a result,

ξ̃δy(t, x) =

∫ t

0

Γ(t, s)ϵ−1F ′
δ(Xδ(s, x))E(s)y ds, (5.45)

where Γ(t, s) is the evolution operator associated with the linear equation

∂Γ(t, s)u

∂t
= (−A+ ϵ−1F ′

δ(Xδ(t, x)))Γ(t, s)u, Γ(s, s)u = u ∈ H. (5.46)

Clearly, following a similar way as in (5.32)-(5.33), one can deduce

∥Γ(t, s)y∥ ≤ eϵ
−1L̃f (t−s)∥y∥. (5.47)
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Therefore, one then shows that for any ϑ ∈ [0, 3
4
),∥∥ξ̃δy(t, x)∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

Γ(t, s)ϵ−1F ′
δ(Xδ(s, x))E(s)y ds

∥∥∥∥
≤ ϵ−1

∫ t

0

eϵ
−1L̃f (t−s)∥F ′

δ(Xδ(s, x))∥∥E(s)y∥V ds

≤ Cϵ−1

∫ t

0

(1 + ∥Xδ(s, x)∥2q−2
L4q−4)e

ϵ−1L̃f (t−s)(s ∧ 1)−
1
4
−ϑe−cs ds∥A−ϑy∥,

(5.48)

where we also used (2.6), (2.7) and (5.5). Combining (5.43) and (5.48) yields, for t ≤ 2ϵ and p ≥ 1,

∥ξδy(t, x)∥Lp(Ω;H) ≤ ∥E(t)y∥+ ∥ξ̃δy(t, x)∥Lp(Ω;H)

≤ C(ϑ)e2L̃f (1 + t−ϑ)
(
1 + sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Xδ(s, x)∥2q−2

Lp(2q−2)(Ω;L4q−4)

)
∥A−ϑy∥. (5.49)

Hence it follows from (5.42) and (5.49) that for t ≤ 2ϵ,

|Dνδ(t, x).y| ≤ C(ϑ)(1 + t−
1
2
−ϑ)∥φ∥0

(
1 + sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Xδ(s, x)∥2q−2

L2q−2(Ω;L4q−4)

)
∥A−ϑy∥

≤ C(ϑ)e2rϵe−rt(1 + t−
1
2
−ϑ)∥φ∥0

(
1 + sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Xδ(s, x)∥2q−2

L2q−2(Ω;L4q−4)

)
∥A−ϑy∥,

(5.50)

as asserted.

• Part 2: t > 2ϵ.

Denote ν(t, x) := E[φ(X(t, x))], t ≥ 0, x ∈ H, for all φ ∈ C0
b (H). The Markov property (see,

e.g., [10]) ensures that ν(t, x) = E[ν(t − ϵ,X(ϵ, x))] for t > ϵ. By Proposition 2.7, there exists a
unique invariant measure µX for (2.18) (see, e.g., [15]), and it holds that∣∣∣ν(t− ϵ, x)−

∫
φ dµX

∣∣∣ ≤ Ce−r(t−ϵ)∥φ∥0. (5.51)

Denote ϕ(x) := νδ(t − ϵ, x) −
∫
φ dµX , and ν

δ
ϕ(t, x) := E[ϕ(Xδ(t, x))]. Using Proposition 2.7 and

Proposition 5.4 leads to

|ϕ(x)| ≤ |νδ(t− ϵ, x)− ν(t− ϵ, x)|+
∣∣∣ν(t− ϵ, x)−

∫
φ dµX

∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣E[φ(Xδ(t− ϵ, x))
]
− E

[
φ(X(t− ϵ, x))

]∣∣∣+ Ce−r(t−ϵ)∥φ∥0

≤ Cϵ−1eϵ
−1L̃f (t−ϵ)(t− ϵ)

1
2∥φ∥0

(
1 + ∥x∥4q−3

V

)√
δ + Ce−r(t−ϵ)∥φ∥0.

(5.52)

Note that νδ(t, x) = E[ϕ(Xδ(ϵ, x))]+
∫
φ dµX . Combining (5.29) with (5.33), (5.52), and following

a similar argument as used in Lemma 5.3 shows

|Dνδ(t, x).y| = |Dνδϕ(ϵ, x).y|

=

∣∣∣∣ϵ−1E
[
ϕ(Xδ(ϵ, x))

∫ ϵ

0

⟨ξδy(s, x), dW (s)⟩
] ∣∣∣∣

≤ ϵ−1
(
E[|ϕ(Xδ(ϵ, x))|2]

) 1
2

(∫ ϵ

0

E[|ξδy(s, x)|2] ds
) 1

2

≤ Cϵ−
1
2 eL̃f∥y∥

(
ϵ−1eϵ

−1L̃f (t−ϵ)(t− ϵ)
1
2∥φ∥0

(
1 + ∥Xδ(ϵ, x)∥4q−3

L8q−6(Ω;V )

)√
δ + Ce−r(t−ϵ)∥φ∥0

)
(5.53)
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for t > ϵ. Consequently, for all t > ϵ,

∥Dνδ(t, x)∥ ≤ Ce−rt∥φ∥0ϵ−
1
2 + C(L̃f , t, ϵ

−1)∥φ∥0
(
1 + ∥Xδ(ϵ, x)∥4q−3

L8q−6(Ω;V )

)√
δ. (5.54)

In view of (5.33), (5.41) and (5.49), one obtains for all t > 2ϵ, i.e., t− ϵ > ϵ,

|Dνδ(t, x).y|
≤ ∥Dνδ(t− ϵ,Xδ(ϵ, x))∥L2(Ω;H)∥ξδy(ϵ, x)∥L2(Ω;H)

≤
(
Ce−rt∥φ∥0ϵ−

1
2 + C(L̃f , t, ϵ

−1)∥φ∥0
(
1 + sup

s≥0
∥Xδ(s, x)∥4q−3

L8q−6(Ω;V )

)√
δ
)
∥ξδy(ϵ, x)∥L2(Ω;H)

≤ C(ϑ)e−rt∥φ∥0ϵ−
1
2
−ϑ

(
1 + sup

s∈[0,ϵ]
∥Xδ(s, x)∥2q−2

L4q−4(Ω;L4q−4)

)
∥A−ϑy∥

+ C(L̃f , t, ϵ
−1)∥φ∥0

(
1 + sup

s≥0
∥Xδ(s, x)∥4q−3

L8q−6(Ω;V )

)
∥y∥

√
δ.

(5.55)

Combining (5.50) and (5.55) together, one employs Lemma 5.2 and obtains the desired result.

6 Convergence analysis

This section is devoted to the error analysis of the proposed explicit discretization scheme.
Error bounds measured under the TV distance are established for a near sharp interface limit
ϵ → 0, with only polynomial dependence on the interface parameter ϵ (see Theorem 6.4). The
uniform-in-time error bound is also provided in Corollary 6.5 for ϵ = 1 fixed.

For the purpose of the convergence analysis, we introduce a continuous version of the time-
stepping schemes (3.1), defined by

Xτ (t) = E(t)Xτ
0 +

∫ t

0

E(t− ⌊s⌋τ )ϵ−1Fτ (X
τ (⌊s⌋τ )) ds+Ot, Xτ

0 = X(0), (6.1)

where t ≥ 0, and ⌊s⌋τ := tk for s ∈ [tk, tk+1), k ∈ N0 and Ot is given in Lemma 2.5. Moreover, we
note the process (6.1) satisfies Xτ (t) = Xτ

tk
for t = tk, k ∈ N0 and

dXτ (t) = −AXτ (t) dt+ E(t− ⌊t⌋τ )ϵ−1Fτ (X
τ
⌊t⌋τ ) dt+ dW (t), t > 0. (6.2)

We now present uniform-in-time moment bounds for the process (6.1) in L2ρ(D), V , and Ḣγ

norms, which will be used in the subsequent convergence analysis.

Proposition 6.1. Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 and condition (3.3) hold. Let Xτ (t), t ≥ 0 be defined
by (6.1). For any p ≥ 1, γ < 1

2
and any integer ρ ≥ 1, there exist positive constants C(p, ρ, q, α),

C(p, q, α) and C(p, q, α, γ) independent of τ, β such that∥∥Xτ (t)
∥∥
Lp(Ω;L2ρ)

≤ C(βτ θ)α∥X0∥2q−1

Lp(2q−1)(Ω;L2ρ(2q−1))
+ C(p, ρ, q, α) ·

(
1 + (βτ θ)α(4q−1− 1

2ρ
)
)
, (6.3)∥∥Xτ (t)

∥∥
Lp(Ω;V )

≤ e−ϵ−1t∥X0∥Lp(Ω;V ) + C(p, q, α)ϵ−
1
4

(
1 + (βτ θ)α∥X0∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)
+ (βτ θ)(4q−

3
2
)α
)
,

(6.4)∥∥Xτ (t)
∥∥
Lp(Ω;Ḣγ)

≤ e−ϵ−1t∥X0∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ) + C(p, q, α, γ)ϵ−
γ
2

(
1 + (βτ θ)α∥X0∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)
+ (βτ θ)(4q−

3
2
)α
)
.

(6.5)
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Proof. We split the proof into three steps.
Step 1: L2ρ-estimate.

Note that for any t ≥ 0,

Xτ (t) = E(t−⌊t⌋τ )Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )+ (t−⌊t⌋τ )E(t−⌊t⌋τ )ϵ−1Fτ (X
τ (⌊t⌋τ ))+

∫ t

⌊t⌋τ
E(t− s) dW (s). (6.6)

By the contractivity ∥E(t)u∥L2ρ ≤ ∥u∥L2ρ , u ∈ L2ρ(D), t ≥ 0, it follows from Lemma 2.5, Theorem
4.2 and condition (3.3) that

∥Xτ (t)∥Lp(Ω;L2ρ) ≤ ∥Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )∥Lp(Ω;L2ρ) + τϵ−1∥Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )∥2q−1

Lp(2q−1)(Ω;L2ρ(2q−1))
+ C(p)

≤ Cβατ θα∥X0∥2q−1

Lp(2q−1)(Ω;L2ρ(2q−1))
+ C(p, ρ, q, α) ·

(
1 + (βτ θ)(4q−1− 1

2ρ
)α
)
.

(6.7)

Step 2: V -estimate.
First, one rewrites (6.2) as: for t > 0,

dXτ (t) = −
(
A+ ϵ−1I

)
Xτ (t) dt+ ϵ−1

[
E
(
t− ⌊t⌋τ

)
Fτ

(
Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )

)
+Xτ (t)

]
dt+ dW (t). (6.8)

In view of the property (2.7), we then arrive at

∥Xτ (t)∥Lp(Ω;V ) ≤ e−ϵ−1t∥E(t)Xτ
0 ∥Lp(Ω;V ) +

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)ϵ−1E(t− ⌊s⌋τ )Fτ (X
τ (⌊s⌋τ )) ds

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;V )

+

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)E(t− s)ϵ−1Xτ (s) ds

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;V )

+

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)E(t− s) dW (s)

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;V )

≤ e−ϵ−1t∥Xτ
0 ∥Lp(Ω;V ) + Cϵ−1

∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)(t− s)−
1
4

(
1 + sup

r∈[0,t]
∥Xτ (⌊r⌋τ )∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)

)
ds

+ Cϵ−1

∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)(t− s)−
1
4

(
1 + sup

r∈[0,t]
∥Xτ (r)∥Lp(Ω;H)

)
ds+ C sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Os∥Lp(Ω;V )

≤ e−ϵ−1t∥Xτ
0 ∥Lp(Ω;V ) + C(p)

+ C(p, q, α)ϵ−1

∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)(t− s)−
1
4

(
1 + (βτ θ)α∥Xτ

0 ∥
2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)
+ (βτ θ)(4q−

3
2
)α
)
ds

≤ e−ϵ−1t∥X0∥Lp(Ω;V ) + C(p, q, α)ϵ−
1
4

(
1 + (βτ θ)α∥X0∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)
+ (βτ θ)(4q−

3
2
)α
)
+ C(p),

(6.9)

where we also used the fact ϵ−1
∫ t

0
e−ϵ−1(t−s)(1 ∧ (t− s))−

1
4 ds ≤ Cϵ−

1
4 .

Step 3: Ḣγ-estimate.
The argument is similar to Step 2, except that we use ∥E(t)x∥Ḣγ ≤ C t−γ/2e−ct∥x∥, t > 0, x ∈
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H, which follows from (2.6), to obtain

∥Xτ (t)∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ) ≤ e−ϵ−1t∥E(t)Xτ
0 ∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ) +

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)ϵ−1E(t− ⌊s⌋τ )Fτ (X
τ (⌊s⌋τ )) ds

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;Ḣγ)

+

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)E(t− s)ϵ−1Xτ (s) ds

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;Ḣγ)

+

∥∥∥∥∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)E(t− s) dW (s)

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;Ḣγ)

≤ e−ϵ−1t∥Xτ
0 ∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ) + Cϵ−1

∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)(t− s)−
γ
2

(
1 + sup

r∈[0,t]
∥Xτ (⌊r⌋τ )∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)

)
ds

+ Cϵ−1

∫ t

0

e−ϵ−1(t−s)(t− s)−
γ
2

(
1 + sup

r∈[0,t]
∥Xτ (r)∥Lp(Ω;H)

)
ds+ C sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Os∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ)

≤ e−ϵ−1t∥X0∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ) + C(p, q, α, γ)ϵ−
γ
2

(
1 + (βτ θ)α∥X0∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)
+ (βτ θ)(4q−

3
2
)α
)
+ C(p, γ),

(6.10)
The proof is thus completed.

Next we present its Hölder regularity property in negative Sobolev spaces as follows.

Lemma 6.2. Let Assumptions 2.1-2.4 and the condition (3.3) hold. Let Xτ (t), t ≥ 0 be de-
fined by (6.1). Then for any p ∈ [2,∞), η ∈ [0, 1

2
], γ < 1

2
and t > 0 there exists a constant

C(X0, α, p, q, η, γ) > 0 independent of τ and β such that

∥Xτ (t)−Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )∥Lp(Ω;Ḣ−η) ≤ C(X0, α, p, q, η, γ)ϵ
− γ+η

2 τ
γ+η
2

(
1 + (βτ θ)(4q−

3
2
)α
)
. (6.11)

Proof. Note that for any t ≥ 0,

Xτ (t)−Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )

= (E(t− ⌊t⌋τ )− I)Xτ (⌊t⌋τ ) + (t− ⌊t⌋τ )E(t− ⌊t⌋τ )ϵ−1Fτ (X
τ (⌊t⌋τ )) +

∫ t

⌊t⌋τ
E(t− s) dW (s).

(6.12)

It is clear from [32, (4.57)] that∥∥∥∥∫ t

⌊t⌋τ
E(t− s) dW (s)

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;Ḣ−η)

≤ Cτ
γ+η
2 . (6.13)

Moreover, using the property (2.6) and Proposition 6.1 ensures

∥(E(t− ⌊t⌋τ )− I)Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )∥Lp(Ω;Ḣ−η)

≤ ∥A− γ+η
2 (E(t− ⌊t⌋τ )− I)∥L(H) ∥Xτ (⌊t⌋τ )∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ)

≤ Cϵ−
γ
2 τ

γ+η
2

(
1 + ∥X0∥Lp(Ω;Ḣγ) + (βτ θ)α∥X0∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)
+ (βτ θ)α(4q−

3
2
)
)
.

(6.14)

Armed with condition (3.3), one further employs Proposition 3.2 and Theorem 4.2 to show∥∥(t− ⌊t⌋τ )E(t− ⌊t⌋τ )ϵ−1Fτ (X
τ (⌊t⌋τ ))

∥∥
Lp(Ω;Ḣ−η)

≤
∥∥∥τ γ+η

2 (τϵ−1)1−
γ+η
2 ϵ−

γ+η
2 Fτ (X

τ (⌊t⌋τ ))
∥∥∥
Lp(Ω;H)

≤ Cτ
γ+η
2 ϵ−

γ+η
2

(
1 + (βτ θ)α(1−

γ+η
2

)∥X0∥2q−1

L(2q−1)p(Ω;L4q−2)
+ (βτ θ)α(4q−

3
2
− γ+η

2
)
)
.

(6.15)

The desired result then follows immediately from Assumption 2.4.
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The subsequent lemma reveals the commutativity properties of the nonlinearity, which is a
straightforward extension of [32, Lemma 4.9] for q = 2.

Lemma 6.3. Let the nonlinear operator F : L4q−2(D) → H, q > 1 satisfy Assumption 2.3. Then
for any ς ∈ (0, 1

2
), η > 1

2
, and u, v ∈ V ∩ Ḣς , there exists a constant C(ς, η, q) > 0 depending on

ς, η, q, such that

∥F ′(u)v∥−η ≤ C(ς, η, q)
(
1 + max{∥u∥V , ∥u∥ς}2q−2

)
∥v∥−ς . (6.16)

Equipped with the above preparations, we are now in a position to establish the convergence
rate of the proposed time-stepping scheme in TV distance.

Theorem 6.4 (Convergence rate of the time-stepping scheme). Under Assumptions 2.1-2.4, let
X(t), t ≥ 0 be the mild solution of (2.18) and Xτ

tm ,m ∈ N be the time-stepping scheme defined by
(3.1) with condition (3.3) fulfilled. Then for any γ < 1

2
, m ∈ N, there exists a positive constant

C(X0, q, γ, α) independent of τ, ϵ and β such that

dTV(law(X
τ
tm), law(X(tm))) ≤ C(X0, q, γ, α)β

(
1 + (βτ θ)κ0

)
min

{
exp(ϵ−2), 1 + tm

}
ϵ−

q+3+2γ
2 τ γ∧θ,

(6.17)
where κ0 := max{(4q−4)+α(8q2−6q−1), α(16q2−17q+3)}. In particular, by taking βα = ϵ−1 and
θ = 1

2
and thus replacing the strict condition (3.3) with the ϵ-independent restriction 2c23τ

1−θα ≤ c0,
one obtains

dTV(law(X
τ
tm), law(X(tm))) ≤ C(X0, q, γ, α)(1 + tm)ϵ

− q+3+2γ
2

− 1+κ0
α τ γ. (6.18)

Proof. From (2.2), the convergence in TV distance is equivalent to establishing the following weak
error bound: for all φ ∈ C0

b (H) and any m ∈ N,

dTV(law(X
τ
tm), law(X(tm))) = sup

φ∈C0
b (H),∥φ∥0≤1

∣∣E[φ(Xτ
tm

)]
− E

[
φ(X(tm))

]∣∣. (6.19)

To begin with, we introduce an auxiliary process Xδ with parameter δ > 0 defined by (5.1) and
make a decomposition:∣∣E[φ(Xτ

tm

)]
− E

[
φ(X(tm))

]∣∣
≤

∣∣E[φ(Xτ
tm

)]
− E

[
φ(Xδ(tm))

]∣∣+ ∣∣E[φ(Xδ(tm))
]
− E

[
φ(X(tm))

]∣∣
=: I

(δ)
1 + I

(δ)
2 .

(6.20)

Since Xδ serves as an approximation of X, we have I
(δ)
2 → 0 as δ → 0 owing to Proposition 5.4.

Therefore, it remains to estimate I
(δ)
1 uniformly in δ. By the telescoping argument, we rewrite the

term I
(δ)
1 as follows:

I
(δ)
1 =

∣∣E[νδ(0, Xτ
tm

)]
− E

[
νδ
(
tm, X0

)]∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣m−1∑
k=0

E
[
νδ
(
tm − tk+1, X

τ (tk+1)
)]

− E
[
νδ
(
tm − tk, X

τ (tk)
)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:I
(δ,k)
1

∣∣∣∣. (6.21)
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Recalling νδ(t, x) = E[φ(Xδ(t, x))] and the associated Kolmogorov equation and using the Itô

formula yield, for I
(δ,k)
1 , k = 0, 1, ...,m− 1,

I
(δ,k)
1 = E

[ ∫ tk+1

tk

−
(
Dνδ

(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.
(
− AXτ (t) + ϵ−1Fδ

(
Xτ (t)

))
+

1

2

∑
j∈N

D2νδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.(ej, ej)

)
dt

+

∫ tk+1

tk

Dνδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.

(
− AXτ (t) + E(t− tk)ϵ

−1Fτ (X
τ (tk))

)
dt

+

∫ tk+1

tk

1

2

∑
j∈N

D2νδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.(ej, ej) dt

]
= E

[ ∫ tk+1

tk

Dνδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.

(
E(t− tk)ϵ

−1Fτ (X
τ (tk))− ϵ−1Fδ

(
Xτ (t)

))
dt

]
.

(6.22)

Next we decompose the term I
(δ,k)
1 into four parts as

I
(δ,k)
1 = I

(δ,k)
1,1 + I

(δ,k)
1,2 + I

(δ,k)
1,3 + I

(δ,k)
1,4 ,

where we denote

I
(δ,k)
1,1 := E

[ ∫ tk+1

tk

Dνδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.

(
E(t− tk)ϵ

−1Fτ (X
τ (tk))− ϵ−1Fτ (X

τ (tk))

)
dt

]
, (6.23)

I
(δ,k)
1,2 := E

[ ∫ tk+1

tk

Dνδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.

(
ϵ−1Fτ (X

τ (tk))− ϵ−1F (Xτ (tk))

)
dt

]
, (6.24)

I
(δ,k)
1,3 := E

[ ∫ tk+1

tk

Dνδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.

(
ϵ−1F (Xτ (tk))− ϵ−1F (Xτ (t))

)
dt

]
, (6.25)

I
(δ,k)
1,4 := E

[ ∫ tk+1

tk

Dνδ
(
tm − t,Xτ (t)

)
.

(
ϵ−1F (Xτ (t))− ϵ−1Fδ(X

τ (t))

)
dt

]
. (6.26)

We first estimate the term I
(δ,k)
1,1 . Using Proposition 5.5 together with Proposition 6.1 leads to

lim sup
δ→0

∣∣I(δ,k)1,1

∣∣ ≤ C(q, γ)ϵ−1∥φ∥0
∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

1
2
−γ
)
e−r(tm−t)

· E

[(
1 +

∥∥Xτ (t)
∥∥2q−2

L4q−4

)∥∥A−γ(E(t− tk)− I)Fτ

(
Xτ

tk

)∥∥] dt

≤ C(q, γ)τ γϵ−1∥φ∥0
∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

1
2
−γ
)
e−r(tm−t)

·
(
1 + ∥Xτ (t)∥2q−2

L4q−4(Ω;L4q−4)

)∥∥Fτ

(
Xτ

tk

)∥∥
L2(Ω;H)

dt

≤ C(X0, q, α, γ)τ
γϵ−1

(
1 + (βτ θ)α(8q

2−6q−1)
)
∥φ∥0

∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

1
2
−γ
)
e−r(tm−t) dt,

(6.27)
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where the property (2.6), Proposition 3.2 and Assumption 2.3 were also utilized. In a similar

manner, we derive for the term I
(δ,k)
1,2 that

lim sup
δ→0

∣∣I(δ,k)1,2

∣∣ ≤ C(q)ϵ−1∥φ∥0
∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

1
2

)
e−r(tm−t)

· E

[(
1 +

∥∥Xτ (t)
∥∥2q−2

L4q−4

)∥∥Fτ

(
Xτ

tk

)
− F

(
Xτ

tk

)∥∥] dt
≤ C(X0, q)ϵ

−1∥φ∥0
∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

1
2

)
e−r(tm−t)

·
(
1 + ∥Xτ (t)∥2q−2

L4q−4(Ω;L4q−4)

)∥∥Fτ

(
Xτ

tk

)
− F

(
Xτ

tk

)∥∥
L2(Ω;H)

dt

≤ C(X0, q, α)βτ
θϵ−1

(
1 + (βτ θ)(4q−4)+α(8q2−6q−1)

)
∥φ∥0

∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

1
2

)
e−r(tm−t) dt.

(6.28)

Similarly, for the term I
(δ,k)
1,3 , one further utilizes the property (6.16) and the Taylor formula,

together with Lemma 6.2, to deduce

lim sup
δ→0

∣∣I(δ,k)1,3

∣∣ ≤ C(q)ϵ−1∥φ∥0
∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

1
2
− 3

8

)
e−r(tm−t)

·
(
1 +

∥∥Xτ (t)
∥∥2q−2

L4q−4(Ω;L4q−4)

)(
E
[∥∥F (Xτ

tk
)− F (Xτ (t))

∥∥2

− 3
4

])1/2

dt

≤ C(X0, q, γ)ϵ
−1
(
1 + (βτ θ)α(8q

2−10q+ 3
2
)
)
∥φ∥0

∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

7
8

)
e−r(tm−t) dt

·
(
E
[(

1 +
∥∥Xτ

tk

∥∥4q−4

V
+
∥∥Xτ

tk

∥∥4q−4

γ
+
∥∥Xτ (t)

∥∥4q−4

V
+
∥∥Xτ (t)

∥∥4q−4

γ

)∥∥Xτ
tk
−Xτ (t)

∥∥2

−γ

])1/2

dt

≤ C(X0, q, α)ϵ
−1− q−1

2

(
1 + (βτ θ)α(16q

2−21q+ 9
2
)
)
∥φ∥0

·
∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

7
8

)
e−r(tm−t)

∥∥Xτ
tk
−Xτ (t)

∥∥
L4(Ω;Ḣ−γ)

dt

≤ C(X0, q, α)τ
γϵ−

q+1+2γ
2

(
1 + (βτ θ)α(16q

2−17q+3)
)
∥φ∥0

∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t) ∧ ϵ)−

7
8

)
e−r(tm−t) dt.

(6.29)

For the term I
(δ,k)
1,4 , following same steps as (6.28) and noting Fδ satisfies a similar property as

(3.6), one gets I
(δ,k)
1,4 → 0 as δ → 0. As a result, one gathers the above estimates to get

lim sup
δ→0

|I(δ,k)1 | ≤ C(X0, q, γ, α)ϵ
− q+1+2γ

2 β
(
1+(βτ θ)κ0

)
∥φ∥0τ γ∧θ

∫ tk+1

tk

(
1 + ((tm − t)∧ϵ)−κ1

)
e−r(tm−t) dt,

(6.30)
where κ0 = max{(4q−4)+α(8q2−6q−1), α(16q2−17q+3)} and κ1 = max{7

8
, 1
2
+γ}. Summing over

k and noting the fact that r−1 = O(exp(ϵ−2)) (see Proposition 2.7) lead to the desired result.

In the typical case q = 2, Theorem 6.4 shows that the proposed explicit scheme achieves a
polynomial dependence of order at most three on ϵ−1, which coincides with the cubic scaling with
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ϵ−1 identified in [13] for the weak convergence analysis with smooth test functions. Moreover, the
error bound has a linear dependence with respect to the terminal time tm, which can be regarded
as a trade-off between the interface singularity and temporal accumulation.

As a direct consequence of Theorem 6.4, we get a uniform-in-time TV convergence rate for
fixed ϵ = 1, extending the existing ones in the globally Lipschitz regime [3, 5] to a non-globally
Lipschitz setting.

Corollary 6.5 (Uniform-in-time convergence rate for fixed ϵ = 1). Let all assumptions in Theorem
6.4 hold and let ϵ = 1 be fixed. let X(t), t ≥ 0 be the mild solution of (2.18) and Xτ

tm ,m ∈ N be
the time-stepping scheme defined by (3.1) with θ ≥ 1

2
. Then for any γ < 1

2
, there exists a positive

constant C(X0, q, γ, α) independent of τ, β and tm, such that for all m ∈ N,

dTV(law(X
τ
tm), law(X(tm))) ≤ C(X0, q, γ, α)β

(
1 + (βτ θ)κ0

)
τ γ, (6.31)

where κ0 = max{(4q − 4) + α(8q2 − 6q − 1), α(16q2 − 17q + 3)}.

7 Numerical experiments

In this section, we perform some numerical experiments to verify the theoretical results in the
previous sections. Consider the following one-dimensional stochastic Allen-Cahn equation driven
by the space-time white noise:

∂u
∂t
(t, x) = ∂2u

∂x2 (t, x) + ϵ−1u(t, x)− ϵ−1u3(t, x) + Ẇ (t), t ∈ (0, 1], x ∈ (0, 1),
u(0, x) = sin(πx), x ∈ (0, 1),
u(t, 0) = u(t, 1) = 0, t ∈ (0, 1],

(7.1)

where we set ϵ = 0.01 and {W (t)}t≥0 is the cylindrical Wiener process as defined in Assumption
2.2. To perform numerical experiments on a computer, we do the spatial discretization using
the spectral Galerkin method (N = 26) and the temporal discretization using the proposed time-
stepping scheme (3.1).

In what follows, we simulate the weak convergence at the endpoint T = 1, where we choose
a typical scheme with parameters θ = 1

2
, α = 1, β = 5. The test function φ is chosen as a step

function as follows:

φ(X) =


sin(a), if ∥X∥ ∈ [a, a+ 0.1),

sin(a+ 0.1), if ∥X∥ ∈ [a+ 0.1, a+ 0.2),
...

...

sin(a+ 0.9), if ∥X∥ ∈ [a+ 0.9, a+ 1),

(7.2)

where a ∈ N0 are any integers. Meanwhile, we approximate the expectations appearing in weak
errors by computing the average of over 1000 samples and identify the “exact” solution with the
numerical one produced by the implicit Euler method with sufficiently small step-size (Mexact =
214). Using five different step-sizes with M = Tτ−1 = 2i, i = 8, ..., 12, we plot weak errors in
Fig.1(a) on a log-log scale. A comparison with the other three reference lines indicates that the
convergence rate is close to 1

2
, matching well the theoretical result. We also list errors in Table 1
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for schemes with different choices of α. An interesting observation is that, decreasing the degree α
seemingly improves the computational accuracy for the same step-size. Additionally, we test the
parameter choice with βα = ϵ−1, where we take α = 1 and thus β = 100. We compute the errors
with various step-sizes (M = Tτ−1 = 2i, i = 5, . . . , 9). As shown in Fig.1(b), the convergence rate
also agrees with the theoretical one.

(a) β = 5 (b) β = 100

Figure 1: Weak convergence rates of explicit time-stepping schemes

Table 1: Errors of numerical schemes with different α

α = 1 α = 1
2 α = 1

3 α = 1
4

τ = 2−8 0.5982 0.4184 0.3791 0.3626
τ = 2−9 0.3533 0.2347 0.2030 0.1896
τ = 2−10 0.2131 0.1283 0.1080 0.0993
τ = 2−11 0.1319 0.0765 0.0622 0.0567
τ = 2−12 0.0853 0.0477 0.0364 0.0340

Finally, we conduct numerical experiments to illustrate the interface-capturing performance of
the proposed time-stepping scheme. Setting α = 1, β = 5, θ = 1

2
and using a fixed time step-size

τ = 2−10, we investigate profiles of interface for the model (7.1) with two different values of the
interface width, i.e., ϵ = 0.01 and ϵ = 0.001. Via approximating the expectation with the average
of 1000 samples, the expected values of numerical solutions at various time are depicted in Fig.2
(ϵ = 0.01 for the left picture and ϵ = 0.001 for the right one). We observe that the profiles of
interface can be well captured.
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