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ADAPTIVE EULER METHODS FOR STOCHASTIC SYSTEMS WITH
NON-GLOBALLY LIPSCHITZ COEFFICIENTS

CONALL KELLY AND GABRIEL LORD

ABSTRACT. We present strongly convergent explicit and semi-implicit adaptive numerical
schemes for systems of semi-linear stochastic differential equations (SDEs) where both the
drift and diffusion are not globally Lipschitz continuous. Numerical instability may arise ei-
ther from the stiffness of the linear operator or from the perturbation of the nonlinear drift
under discretization, or both. Typical applications arise from the space discretisation of an
SPDE, stochastic volatility models in finance, or certain ecological models. Under conditions
that include montonicity, we prove that a timestepping strategy which adapts the stepsize
based on the drift alone is sufficient to control growth and to obtain strong convergence with
polynomial order. The order of strong convergence of our scheme is (1 — ¢€)/2, for € € (0, 1),
where € becomes arbitrarily small as the number of finite moments available for solutions of
the SDE increases. Numerically, we compare the adaptive semi-implicit method to a fully
drift-implicit method and to three other explicit methods. Our numerical results show that
overall the adaptive semi-implicit method is robust, efficient, and well suited as a general
purpose solver.

1. INTRODUCTION

Consider the d-dimensional semi-linear stochastic differential equation (SDE) of 1t6 type
(1) dX (1) = [AX (1) + f(X (@)t + (X (t))aW (t), te[0,T]; X(0)€ R,

where T' > 0, A € R4 f:R? —» R4 ¢g: RY — R¥>™ and W is an m-dimensional Wiener
process. We suppose that the drift coeflicient f and the diffusion coefficient g together satisfy
polynomial bounds and a monotone condition permitting g to grow superlinearly as long as that
growth is countered sufficiently strongly by f. Global Lipschitz bounds are not required. For
example, consider f(z) = —z? with g(z) = 2%/2 or f(x) = —2° with g(z) = 2. Such applications
arise in finance: for example the Lewis stochastic volatility model [I7] which has a polynomial
diffusion coefficient of order 3/2. It was shown in [II] that the explicit Euler-Maruyama method
with constant stepsize fails to converge in the strong sense to solutions of () if either the drift
or the diffusion coefficients grow superlinearly. Also, as noted in [4], fixed stepsize schemes may
need to use very small stepsizes when the SDE being solved is stiff. We address these issues here
by a semi-implicit scheme with adaptive timestepping.

In [14] a class of timestepping strategies, referred to as admissible, was motivated for the
numerical discretisation of SDEs where the drift satisfies a one-sided Lipschitz coefficient and
the diffusion satisfies a global Lipschitz bound. An admissible strategy uses the present value
of the numerical trajectory to select the next timestep to avoid spuriously large drift responses.
This is distinct from the error control approach in (for example) [4L[5L13].

Timesteps selected by an admissible strategy are subject to upper and lower limits hy,,x and
hmin in a fixed ratio p, with hy.x serving as a convergence parameter and hy,;, serving to ensure
that the simulation completes in a reasonable time. If the strategy attempts to select a timestep
smaller than hni,, then a backstop method is applied instead over a single step of length Apiy.
It was proved in [T4] that the explicit Euler-Maruyama method over a random mesh generated
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by an admissible timestepping strategy is strongly convergent in hpyax with order 1/2. The proof
relied upon p*"-moment bounds on the supremum of solutions of the underlying SDE. Note also
the adaptive approach in [6] which is consistent with the admissibility condition of [I4].

Here, we examine more general SDEs and consider simultaneously both explicit and semi-
implicit Euler-Maruyama schemes. Due to the monotone condition on the drift and diffusion
terms, our analysis must contend with only a finite number of available bounded SDE moments
(see for example the estimates provided by parts (i) and (ii) of Lemma [3). Unlike in [14],
we characterize precisely the backstop scheme and integrate it into the analysis in a way that
is compatible with taking a random number of timesteps. In this way we show that a class of
admissible timestepping strategies depending only on the drift response can be used to ensure that
both the explicit and semi-implicit adaptive Euler-Maruyama schemes are strongly convergent
to solutions of () with order (1 —¢)/2, in the sense that for any e € (0,1), there exists Ce > 0,
independent of hpyax such that

E [1X (1) - Yu ] < Cohyzs

max?

where Yy is value of the numerical scheme at time 7', and | - || is the {2 norm. The reduction in
the order of strong convergence in our main result (when compared to that in [I4]) is a direct
consequence of the loss of global Lipschitz continuity in the diffusion coefficient. If we reimpose
global Lipschitz continuity on the diffusion, we recover a strong convergence order of 1/2, and if
we decompose the drift of () so that A = 0, we recover the main result of [14]: see Remark
for more details of this.

The nature of the monotone condition is such that a timestepping scheme which is admissible,
and which can therefore successfully control the drift response, will also be sufficient to control
the diffusion response. It is well documented that the structure of the drift function (both
linear and nonlinear) under discretisation may have local dynamics that render the stability of
equilibria vulnerable to the effects of perturbation, either stochastic or numerical [1L[3L[7L8L1T].

Our method handles stiffness leading to potential instability in the discretisation in two distinct
ways. Where there is a classic (deterministic) stiff linear system we are able to treat this term
implicitly without sacrificing numerical efficiency. Adaptive timestepping then treats nonlinear
stability under stochastic perturbation. Thus, we deal with each source of potential instability
separately, as would a stochastic IMEX-type method. The use of an implicit approach to deal
with the linear part of the drift avoids any consideration of potential interactions between it and
the diffusion or between it and the nonlinear part of the drift. Note that the decomposition of
the drift into the form AX(¢t) + f(X(¢)) is determined by the modeller, and when A = 0 the
convergence analysis in this article applies equally to a fully explicit method if desired.

The literature already contains numerical schemes with fixed stepsizes that converge strongly
to solutions of SDEs with coefficients that satisfy local Lipschitz and monotone conditions. Sev-
eral of these extend the idea of taming as introduced in [12], which rescales the functional response
of the drift coefficient in the scheme; they do so by allowing the entire stochastic Euler map to
be rescaled by some combination of drift and diffusion responses. For example, see the balanced
method introduced in [30] and the variant presented in [25], which are both strongly convergent
in this setting. The projected Euler method of [2] handles runaway trajectories by projecting
them back onto a ball of radius inversely proportional to the step size; hence the authors control
moments of the numerical solution. It was shown in [24] that a drift-implicit discretisation could
also ensure strong convergence in our setting. Finally we highlight [I0], which treats SDEs and
SPDEs with non-globally monotone coefficients.

In Section [l we compare the numerical performance of a selection of these methods to that
of the adaptive scheme presented in this article. We note this selection cannot be exhaustive
and there are a growing number of variations; see for example [91[2223]26]2931]. However our
examples illustrate some of the drawbacks of fixed-step explicit schemes (when linear stability
is an issue) and where for fixed, relatively large h, the taming perturbation which imposes
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convergence may change the dynamics of the solution. Compared to the fixed-step explicit
methods, our numerical results show that the semi-implicit adaptive method gives consistently
reliable numerical convergence results. It is also more efficient than the drift-implicit scheme for
SODESs, though this comparison is less clear for the SPDE example.

The structure of the article is as follows. In Section [2] we describe the monotone condition
and polynomial bounds that must be satisfied by f and g, and provide the p*"-moment bounds
satisfied by the solutions of (Il) within that framework. In Section Bl we introduce the semi-
implicit Euler-Maruyama method that, applied stepwise over a random mesh and combined with
an appropriate backstop method, is the focus of the article. A mathematical definition for meshes
produced by admissible timestepping strategies is provided, and conditional moment bounds for
the SDE solution associated with these meshes are derived. In Section 4l we present our main
convergence result and state several technical lemmas, with proofs provided in Section In
Section [B] we carry out a comparative numerical investigation of strongly convergent schemes
from the selection discussed above.

2. SETTING

Throughout the paper, N denotes the set {0,1,2,...}, || - || denotes the [? norm of a d-
dimensional vector, || - || the Frobenius norm of a d x m-dimensional matrix, and for any z € R?
and i = 1,...,m, gi(z) denotes the i*" column of the diffusion coefficient matrix g(x). For
a,b € R let a V b denote max{a,b}. For any A € R¥™9 we let AY/? € C?*? denote the matrix
such that (A'/2)2 = A. Let (F;)¢>0 be the natural filtration of W. To ensure the existence of
a unique strong solution for () (in the sense of |21 Definition 2.2.1]) over the interval [0, T, it
suffices to place local Lipschitz and monotone conditions on f and g:

Assumption 1. For each R > 1 there exists Lr > 0 such that

1/ () = F@I + lg(=) — 9l F < Lrllz - yll,
for x,y € RY with ||z|| V ||y|| < R, and there exists ¢ > 0 such that for some p >0

©) (&~ . @) — 1) + Lt lo() — g} < ellle — ), 2y € B

We also require a set of polynomial bounds on the derivatives of f and g, and hence on f and
g themselves. The minimum value of p in (@) required to prove our main strong convergence
result depends on the order of these bounds.

Assumption 2. Suppose f : R? — R? and g : R — R¥>*™ qare continuously differentiable with
derivatives bounded as follows: for some cj,vo,71 > 0; 7 =1,...,4, we have

3) IDf(@)lr < i1+ [lz]™),  [Dgi(@)l|r < 2T+ |l2[™), i=1,...m,

where D f(x) € R¥? js the matriz of partial derivatives of f, and Dg;(x) € R¥*? is the matriz
of partial derivatives of the i™ column of g, and

(4) 1F @) < ea(l+ 270, llg@)llr < ea(l+ 2.

We require that some of the moments of the solutions of ({l) are bounded over the interval
[0,7]. Further, @) in Assumption [ implies (see, for example, Tretyakov & Zhang [30]) that
there exists ¢ > 0 such that

) (@ £(@) + Lol < 1+ ), = € R

This is a special case of Khasminskii’s condition using the Lyapunov-type function V(x) =
1 + ||z||?, and it guarantees the existence of a unique strong solution of () over [0, 7] for any
T < oo (see [21, Theorem 2.3.5]), while also ensuring p**-moment bounds as follows:
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Lemma 3. Let (X(t))icpo,r) be the unique solution of (d). Suppose that (B) holds for some
p > 2 and @) in Assumption[2 holds, then there exists My < oo such that

(6) E| sup [[X(8)[[P7*"| < My .
0<t<T

Proof. The proof of (@) follows from [23] Lemma 4.2], since the bound on ¢ provided by @)
implies Eq. (4.2) in that article, which we reproduce here as
lg(@) % < K(1+||z]|"), forall zeRY,
with r = 2v; + 2. g
To ensure sufficiently many bounded moments of the form (@) for our analysis to work, we
now impose a lower bound on the value of p in (2) that depends on the order of the polynomial

bounds on f and g. This bound is associated with a tolerance parameter & which then appears
in the the rate of strong convergence in Theorem

Assumption 4. Suppose that @) in Assumption[dl holds with
(7) p > max {4vo,6v1} +4 + 29,
where o and y1 are as required in Assumption[d, and N\ {0} 3 ¢ > 1 —log, e, where e € (0,1)

is a fized tolerance parameter.

Finally, note that the analysis in this article is also valid if the initial vector is random,
Fo-measurable, and E|| X (0)||? < oco.

3. AN ADAPTIVE SEMI-IMPLICIT EULER SCHEME WITH BACKSTOP

The adaptive timestepping scheme under investigation in this article is based upon the semi-
implicit Euler-Maruyama scheme over a random mesh {t, } ey on the interval [0, 7] given by

(8) Yn+1 = Yn + hnAYn-i-l + hnf(yn) + g(Yn)AWn-i-la ne N,

where AW, 11 := W(tny1) — W(tn), and {hy}nen is a sequence of positive random timesteps
and {t, := >, hi—1}nen (o} With to = 0. For the setting described in Section B we show
that, in order to ensure strong convergence with order (1 — €)/2 of the method (®) for any
e € (0,1), it is sufficient to construct the stepsize sequence {hy, }nen in the same way as in [14],
demonstrating the applicability of this strategy to a significantly broader class of SDEs. We
review the construction now.

Definition 5. Suppose that each member of {t, == > ., hi—1}nen{oy, with to =0, is an Fi-

stopping time: i.e. {t, <t} € Fy for allt > 0, where (Fy)i>o0 is the natural filtration of W. The

filtration (Fi)i>0 can be extended (see [21]) to any Fi-stopping time T by
Fr={BeF:Bn{r<t}eF}

In particular this allows us to condition on F, at any point on the random time-set {t, }nen.

Remark 6. Throughout the article, the index of a random sequence reflects its Fi, -measurability.

For example, consider the timestep sequence {h,}nen: each h, is Fi, -measurable. The only
exception to this is {tn}nen, since each ty, is Fi, ,-measurable.

Assumption 7. Suppose that each h,, is Fy,-measurable, and that there are constant minimum
and maximum stepsizes hmin and hmax imposed in a fixed ratio p so that

(9) 0< hmin < hn < hmax < 17 hmaa: = phmzn
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Definition 8. For each t € [0,T), define the random integer N® such that
N® .= max{n € N\ {0} : t,_1 < t}.
Set N:= N and ty :=T, so that T is always the last point on the mesh.

We note that N® is a.e. the index of the right endpoint of the step that contains ¢, i.e.
t € [tyw_1,tym] a.s. Both tye and tye_; are Fy-stopping times, and N® ig supported on
the finite set {N(t) ..,NI(][QX}7 where

min’ *

(10) N = t/hax] and N = [t/hmin].

min

Remark 9. In [), note that each AW, 11 = W (tni1) — W (ty,) is taken over a random step of
length h,, = hy(Yy) and which depends on {W(s), s € [0,t,]} through Y,,. Therefore AWy,11 is
a function of values of the Wiener process up to time t,, is not independent of Fz,, and there
is mo reason to expect that AWyi1 ~ N (0, hnlgxa), where Igxq is the identity matriz. However
since tpy1 15 a bounded Fy, -stopping time then, by Doob’s optional sampling theorem (see, for
example, [27]),

(11) E[AWnia|Fr,] =0, E[[|AWii|?[Fe,] = by acs.

In our main analysis, we use the following lemma on the boundedness of the moments of
solutions of (Il conditioned at points on our adaptive mesh. The proof is a modification of that
of [21, Theorem 2.4.1].

Lemma 10. Let (X (t))ie[o,r) be a unique solution of (d), and suppose that ([Bl) holds for some
p > 2. Then there exist constants v1 and ve such that

EIX@OIPIFe] <o+l X(E)IP, ¢ >t a.s.

We are now in a position to define the scheme which is the subject of this article, and which
combines a semi-implicit Euler scheme over an adaptive mesh, generated according to an admis-
sible timestepping strategy, with a backstop method.

Definition 11. Define the map 6 : R x R x R™ x Rt — R? such that
O(x,y,z,h) :=x+ hAy + hf(z) + g(x)z,

so that, if {Y, tnen is defined by the semi-implicit scheme (8), then
Yot1 =0(Y,, Y41, AWyi1, hy), neN.

Then we define a semi-implicit Euler scheme with backstop as the sequence {i}n}nGN by

(12) ffnJrl = 9(?71’ }7n+17 AVVnJrlv hn) ’ I{hmm<hn§hmm}
+ 4%7(5}713 }777,4»17 AVVnJrlv hmzn) : I{hn:hmm}v

where {hy}nen satisfies the conditions of Assumption[ The map ¢ : RY x R4 x R™ x Rt — R4
characterises the form a user-selected backstop method. We require that

~ ~ 2 ~
(13) E [HsowmynH,AWnﬂ,hmm) — X(tas)| mj ¥ = X ()l

2
< C1h2E + Cohnin , neN, a.s.,

min

Y, — X (tn)

for some positive constants C1 and Ca, and e € (0,1) the fized parameter from Assumption [§)
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Remark 12. Note that ¢ will satisfy (I3) if the backstop method is subject to a mean-square
consistency requirement that bounds the propagation of discretisation error over a single step. In
practice, rather than checking [[3) directly, we use as our backstop a method that is known to
be strongly convergent of order 1/2 in this setting: for the numerical experiments in Section [3
we use the balanced method introduced by Tretyakov & Zhang [30], which satisfies a similar local
accuracy bound (see [30, Eq. (2.9)]) and corresponds to the map

f(@)h + Vhg(x)z '
L+ Al f @)+ VR i)zl

Ezamples of hmin, hmax, and p for the scheme [{2) with backstop characterised by ([dl) are given
in Section 5.

(14) @y, 2, h) = o +

Finally, we define the admissible timestepping strategy (see also [I4]).

Definition 13. Let {}N/n}neN be a solution of ([IZ) where f and g satisfy the conditions of
Assumptions[], [2, and[f] We say that {hn}nen is an admissible timestepping strategy for (I2])
if Assumption[7is satisfied and there exist real non-negative constants Ri, Ry < 0o, independent
of hmax, such that whenever hpyin < hyp < hmag,

(15) 1F(V)? < Ri+ Ra||Ya|?, n=0,...,N—1.

For example (see [14]) the timestepping rule given by

hn—hmaxxmin{max{ }V , ”}EH ,p},l}
IF Il (1 (X))l

is admissible for ([Z). Choosing the larger of 1/ f(Yy)| and ||V, ||/]lf(Yy)|| helps maximize the
stepsize while maintaining its admissibility. The backstop is needed since it may not always be
possible to control Y;, via timestep so that (IH) holds. See Section[7lfor a more detailed comment.

4. STRONG CONVERGENCE OF THE ADAPTIVE SCHEME

4.1. Preliminary lemmas. These lemmas provide a regularity bound in time and an estimate
on remainder terms from Taylor expansions of f and g. Proofs are given in Section

Lemma 14. Let (X(t)):cjo,) be a solution of (@) with coefficients f and g satisfying the con-
ditions of Assumptions[ll [3, and[f] and suppose that the sequence of random times {t,}nen is
as in Definition [J and satisfies the conditions of Assumption[7 Then for alln € N and p > 2,
there exists an a.s. finite and Fy, -measurable random variable Ly, , so that

(16) E [HX(S) - X(tn)||p|ftn] < Lynls— tn|p/2, S € [tn,tnt1], a.s.
Now consider the Taylor expansions of f and g;, ¢t =1,...,m:
f(X(s) = f(X(tn)) + Ry(s,tn, X(tn));
9:i(X(s)) = gi(X(tn)) + Ry, (s, tn, X(tn)),

where the remainders Ry and Ry, are given in integral form by

Ra(s,tn, X (82)) ;:/O DX (t) + (X () — X(t:)))(X(5) — X (t))dr,

and z can be taken to read either f or g;. Furthermore let
Ra(8,tn, X(tn)) = A[X (tns1) — X ()]

We now give F;, -conditional mean-square bounds on the integrals of these remainder terms.
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Lemma 15. Let (X (t))ic(o,1) be a solution of [I) with coefficients f and g satisfying the condi-
tions of Assumptions[l, [3, and[4) Let {t,}nen be as in Definition[d, satisfying the conditions of
Assumption 4

Then for any € € (0,1) there is an a.s. finite and F, -measurable random variable A, > 0,

and a constant A. < oo, the latter independent of {hy}nen and oz, such that
F s 9
() E / Ry (5, tn X (t))ds
t

n

[ tnt1 2 B
(ii) E / Ry, (8,tn, X(t2))dW ()| |Fi | < Acnh?75,  a.s;
tn
i tnt1 2 B
(iii) R / Ra(s,tn, X(t))AW ()| |Fi, | < AcnhP75,  aus;
tn

(iv) E[Acn] < Ae.
Remark 16. The notational convention used in Part (iv) of Lemmalll is extended throughout
the paper to Fi, -adapted sequences for which there exists a finite uniform upper bound on the
expectation of each term.

4.2. Main results. In this section, we provide a lemma giving a bound on the one-step error for
the combined scheme, followed by our main theorem which uses discrete Gronwall inequalities
to produce an order of strong convergence.

Lemma 17. Let (X(t)):cjo,1) be a solution of [l) with drift and diffusion coefficients f and g
satisfying the conditions of Assumptions[d, [2, and[j] Let {?n}neN be a solution of ([I2) with
inatial value SN/O = Xo and admissible timestepping strateqy {hn}nen satisfying the conditions of
Assumption[7 and Definition [13. _

Define the error sequence {Ep}nen by B, :=Y,, — X (t,,). Then there exist a.s. finite and Fy, -

—(m

measurable random variables /_X&n,f‘z,n,l"g’n with finite expectations independent of n, denoted

A, Ty, and Fgm) respectively, such that

(17) E [||En+1||2|]:tn] - ||En||2 < hmazQE [”En-l-l”zl]:tn} + ]”mea:l—‘IHEnH2

02 Do+ TR2 2 +126A, 0h% 5, neN,
where € € (0,1) is the fized parameter from Assumption[4] and constants Q,T'1 are given by
3
(18) Q = [lAV2F + SlAlE
(19) Iy = (2¢+20Ry+2)VC(Cy,

where ¢, Ra, Co satisfy @) in Assumption [, (I3]) in Definition [[1l, and [IT) in Definition [13
respectively.

Proof. For h,, selected at time ¢, for some n € N, by an admissible timestepping strategy, there
are two possible cases (denoted (I) and (II)), first, hmin < hpn < hmax and second, h, = Amin.
We consider each in turn.

(I) In this case we rely on the bound (3] provided by the admissibility of the timestepping
scheme. When hpin < An < Amax, }7n+1 is derived from }7" using (8), and we have

Buir = Y- X(ta) + / " AT - X(s))ds + / ") - (X (s)))ds

23 [l - g Xl

=1 n
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Expand f and g as Taylor series around X (¢,,) over the interval of integration, and write

A[?n-kl = X(s)] = AlYapr — X(tn)] + AX (tngr) — X (s)]
= AE, 11+ Ra(s, tn, X(tn))-

Therefore

B =Byt [ ABuads+ [ 1(T) - (X))

n n

m t
+ Z/
i=1Y1ln

U 0Ta) — ga(X (B AW () + / " Ra(s, b, X (1)) ds

n

._PRA
'_Rn+1

n+1

tni1 m t
+ / Ry(s,tn, X (t))ds +Z/ Ry, (5, tn, X (t))dW;(s),
¢ i=1Z1tn

n

—pf —RYi
'7Rn+1 '_Rnl+1

which is

En+1 =FE, + hnAEnJrl + hn[f(f/n) - f(X(tn))]

+[9(Ya) = g(X G AWy + Rty + Ry + Y RIL

i=1
Let @ be as defined in (I8). Then, using that hpax < 1 and the inequality 2(z,y) < ||lz|* + ||y||%
we find
1En41? < | Enll® + 7n Q|| Enga ||
+ 20 (f(Yn) = f(X(tn), Bn) + 5[l[9(Yn) = g(X ()] AWn 4|2

=Ana

+ 521 (Vo) = (X ()]
=B,

2

m
5 A A Pgi
Rt + R+ Z Ry
i=1

+2(En, RA + RV +T

=Chrt1
23 (B, R ) + ko (F(Va) = FX (80)), [9(V2) = (X (5)| AW )

+2 (B lg(Va) = (X (t)) AW )

We develop bounds on E [A,,11|F;, ], E[By|F, ], E[Cpt1]Fr,] in turn. The terms after Cpqq
on the RHS of the inequality have zero conditional expectation, by (1) in Remark @ and the
fact that E,, and each Rgi are conditionally independent with respect to F; , with the latter an
It6 integral with zero conditional expectation.

By (@) in Assumption []

< 2chy||Enl?,  a.s.
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By (@) in Definition I:E{L and (@) in Assumption [2 we have
E[Bn|F,] =
= 5hz||f( ) = (X ()

1002 (|| £ (Vo) |12 + [ £ (X (£)]I%)
10R% (Ry + 2R (|| Enl® + | X (t0)[1?) + 43 (1 + | X () [*7°72))
202 Ry || B,

+10h2(Ry + 2Ra || X (tn)||” + 4¢3 (1 + [| X (£0)[177°12)),  a.s.

Next, by Jensen’s inequality and part (i) of Lemma [T5]

IN N

B (B, R 017 < 1B 1AL 17] < 150 B (1AL 1,

SN Eallyf AenhF =72 < Sha| Ball? + Aanh2 5

1
2
We also have from part (iii) of Lemma [I5 E [(En,Rn+1>|ftn} < Shol|Enl? + $A.,027° as
Applying parts (i)-(iii) of Lemma [T5] then gives

2

E[Cni1|Fi,] = E|2Ea, R+ RI)+7 RA+Rf+1+ZRq+1

o

IN

2hn||Enll® + (2 + 63m?)A. ,h2 ¢ +126A. ,h27°,  a.s.
Therefore we have
E [|| Epsal*[Fe, ] = 1En]®
< h,QE [||En+l||2|]:tn} + hy (2¢ + 20hmax Ro + 2) ||En||2
+10h3 (Ry + 2Ro || X () [|* + 4c3 (1 + | X () [I77°F2))
+(2 4+ 63m?)Ac ,h27° +126A. k2%, a.s.
(IT) Suppose that h, = hpi,. Here )N/HH is generated from }7" via an application of the
backstop method over a single step of length hpi,. This corresponds to a single application of
the map ¢ and therefore the relation ([3) is satisfied a.s.

To combine the two cases (I) and (II), define the a.s. finite and F;, -measurable random
variables

(20) Top = 10(Ry+2Re|| X (tn)]* + 4c5(1 + | X () [P0 1)),
21) LYY = (@4 63mY)Ae, v O,

where C; and Oy are as given in ([3)). Since Q,A.,, > 0 (the latter in the a.s. sense), we have
for any h,, selected by an admissible adaptive timestepping strategy,

(22) E[Ent1]*Fe.] = 1Bnll? < hnQE [[| B |2 F2, ] + R Tl Bn )
+ 02T, + T h27 4 126A. ,h3 ¢,  a.s.

3,n''n

Note that since (a Vb) < a+ b when a,b > 0, by (I9) we may apply (@) to [20) to show that,
under Assumption [4]

E [f‘z)n] <10 (Rl + 2R2M2+271)T + 40% (1 + MQ(,YOJF,YI)JFZT)) =:T% < o0,

where Mayo,, 7 and My(y 4, )42,7 are finite constants satisfying (@) for p = 2,270 + 2 respec-
tively. It can be similarly shown under Assumption [ that there exist finite constants Fgm), A
such that E {fg"rﬂ < Fgm) and E [A. ] < A.. O
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The bound (22) characterises the propagation of error in mean-square over a single step of the
combined semi-implicit Euler scheme with backstop ([I2)), and holds regardless of whether or not
the timestepping strategy requires an application of the semi-implicit scheme or the backstop
scheme.

Assumption 18. Finally, hpmax is chosen so that there exists a constant 6 € [0, 1] that does not
depend on hmax, such that

. ) 1—-946
(23) hmax<mm{2p(Q+Fl)7 9 },

where Q is defined in (A8) and T'y is defined in [I9). It follows that there exists v < oo such that

1
1- hmaxzp(Q + Fl)/5

(24) <.

Although these conditions are required in the proof of Theorem we have observed no
practical implications in our numerical experiments.

Definition 19. Define an a.s. continuous process (E2(t))iejo, 1) pathwise as the a.e. linear

interpolant of ||E,||? and ||En1||? on each interval [ty ty41]) forn=0,...,N —1:
tht1 — S s—1tn
25 e2(s) = BB 4 B 2, s € st as

The accumulation of error in mean-square for (IZ)), and hence the order of strong convergence,
can now be estimated.

Theorem 20. Let (X(t))iejo,r) be a solution of ([@l) with drift and diffusion coefficients f and
g satisfying the conditions of Assumptions[d [3, and [} Let {}N/n}neN be a solution of ([2) in
Definition[Id], with initial value }70 = Xo and admissible timestepping strateqy {hp }nen satisfying
the conditions of Definition and Assumption [I8 Then, if ¢ € (0,1) is the fized parameter
from Assumption[]], there exists Cem pr > 0, independent of humqeq such that

E[E2(t)] < Cemprhl 5,
tre%i:)ii“] [ c( )} = Yem,p, Tmax

where E2(t) is as defined in Definition[Id, and in particular

(E[1x() - ?NHQDW <2

g,m,p,

Sh(=9)/2

max ?
where N is as given in Definition[8.

Remark 21. By setting A = 0 in ({0l) we obtain strong convergence of identical order of a
backstopped fully explicit Euler-Maruyama adaptive method.

Theorem [Z0. . Fix t € [0,T], and let N be as in Definition 8 Multiply both sides of (22) by
the indicator variable Ty y ) >y, 41y to get

E (|1 Ent1ll?1Fe, ] Tinorsntay — 1BnllPZin® >ni1y
< QB (| En a7, ] Tinor sngay + L1l EnlPZin o sni1y
+ hn2f2,nI{N(f)2n+1} + Féﬁ)hnzisz{N(f)ZnJrl}
+126A nhe”® I nwsnt1y, 0.5
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Since ¢y is a Fi-stopping time, the event { N < n} € F, and therefore the indicator variable
Tyn®>nt1y 18 Fi,-measurable. Thus we have

E [ Eni1llPZino sni1y 1 Fen] = 1B PZin® sni1y
< W QE [|Enia [IPZinw >0t 131 Fe0] + b D1l EnlPZivw 1y
+ hn2f2,nI{N(t)Zn+l} + fgrrll)hnz_az{]v(t)zn_;’_l}
+126Ac nhn® TN spi1y, s

Since {N® >n +1} ¢ {N® > n}, we have Zinosni1} (W) S Tiyw sy (w) for all w € Q. Take
expectations on both sides, and since h,, < hyax we have
(26) E[Eat1l*PZinosniy] = E N EZine sniy]

S hmaxQE [”EnJrl”QI{N(t)Zn.kl}} + hmaxrlE [”En”QI{N(f)Znﬂ

+ 02, Ty + T R20S £ 126A055,  as.
Now sum both sides of [26]) over n =0,..., N,gf;x — 1, where N,gf;x is the deterministic index
in (), to get (using the bound t < T')
27) E[|ExyoI’] =E[IExo P Iy sno]
N —1
< hmax@ Z E [”En-l-l”zI{N(t)ZnJrlﬂ
n=0
N —1
thmaxln Y EEulPTinw sy
n=0

+ himaxpT Ty + b1 pTT™ +126A 052 pT.

max max

Bringing the sum inside the expectation on the RHS of (27) yields

N®_1 N®_1
(28) E[|Exol’] <E|hma®@ D [Eniil® +hmals Y [Eal®
n=0 n=0
+ himaxpT Ty + L€ pTT™ +126A.hL2 pT.

By a change in index in the second sum on the RHS of 8] (and since ||Eg||? = 0 a.e.) we can
write

N®_1
(29) E[Exo I?] < E [PnaxQI Exo [I)] + E | hmax(Q +T1) Y [ Enll?
n=0
+ himaxpTTs + L2 pTT™ + 126015 pT.

Subtracting from both sides the first term on the RHS of (29)), and dividing through by 1 —
hmax®@ > 0 (which holds by (23)) in Assumption [7)), we get

N®_1
hnax(Q +TOE | > [ Eall® | + higsTem,

n=0

1
(30) E [I1Enoll?] < 5

max

It follows from (28) in Definition [[9 that a.s.,
(tnt1 = S| Enll? < hn€2(s), 5 € [tns tnia],

where T ,, 1= £F (Fg + Fgm) + 126A5), using k¢, < 1 by Assumption [1
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and therefore by integration

tnt1
(31) Pomin| B ||* < 2/ E2(s)ds, a.s.
¢

n

The a.s. continuity of (£2(t))se(o,7] implies the continuity and therefore boundedness over [0, T']
of E [£2(t)]. Combining @0) and [B1]), and using that hmax = phmin, we get

E [||EN<t> %]

t tN(t)
2 2 1—¢
< 5 P(Q+T))E UO & (s)ds+/t E2(s )ds} +hlET

< ?(Q +T1)E Uot 53(s)ds]

(32) +?(Q +TE [ / e £2(s)d ] FRIED
Similarly t
BliEvol?) < 2Q+ros|[ e
—2—%2 +T)E [/t EX(s )ds} + BipaxLesm
N® -1
(33) < Zigerie| / (65| + M T,
By @3) for all s € [tym_1,tywm] ae.,
(34) £2(s) < max{||[Exw_1[%, |1Exo|*} < 1Exo 1] + | Exo |1

Sum both sides of ([B2) and (B3)) and then use ([B4) to get

E [|Exo_1l?] +E | Exo II7]
t

< YoirE { Sf(s)ds] {(Q+r1) [/tw £2(s )ds} +2RleT,
t

(Q +T1)hmax (E [|Excw—11?] +E[|Exw|?]) + 2hL05T e m

We can write, by (24)),
E[Exo 1’ +E[|Exeo |?]

20(Q+T1)/6 [/ 9 ] 1— 1
E:(s)d 2h o ile m
N 1 - hmax2p Q + F1 /5 i + e 1 - max (Q + Fl)/5

Therefore since t € [ty _1,tnw] and by the lower bound in ([B4),

4p(Q+T ¢
(39) (2] < 2L g | [ eas] + mipiatom 1e 0.7
where v is given by (24]) in Assumption

Since ([B3) holds for all ¢ € [0, 7], an application of the integral form of Gronwall’s inequality
(e.g. 21, Theorem 8.1]) gives, for each ¢ € [0, T7,

E [E2(t)] < hax (29T m) exp (@W) :
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The statement of the Theorem follows with

Cem,p,m = (29T e 1m) exp (

4P(Q5+ F1)7T> .

5. A COMPARATIVE NUMERICAL REVIEW OF SOME AVAILABLE SCHEMES

Given the semi-linear SDE
(36) du = [Au + f(u)] dt + G(u)dW,

with solution u : [0, T] x Q — R¢, we compare our semi-implicit adaptive numerical method to a
number of different fixed-step schemes (with time step h) that we outline below. Some numerical
examples for an explicit adaptive scheme are given in [14]. The majority of recent developments
concentrate on a perturbation of the flow (or solution) of order h'/? or higher, however the first
method we present is the classic implicit approach. We do not consider an exhaustive list of
taming-type schemes and there are other variants available, see for example [9,221[23126,29][3T].
Our examples illustrate some of the drawbacks of explicit schemes, for example where linear
stability is an issue.

1. Drift implicit scheme [24] This is given for (36) by
Yn+1 = Yn + At(AYnJrl + f(YnJrl)) + Q(YH)AWnJrl-

Although strong convergence has been proved (see [24]), at each step a nonlinear system of the
form

(37) 0= Yn-l-l - At(AYn-i-l + f(Yn-i-l)) +b

needs to be solved for Y, 11 for some vector b. Even for the deterministic case there is no
guarantee the nonlinear solver will converge to the correct root (see [28, Chapter 4]). We observe
in our numerical experiments that both a standard Newton method and the MATLAB nonlinear
solver fsolve (or fzero in one-dimension) may fail to converge. In the event of a step where
this occurs we use as a backstop an alternative explicit method, in this article taken to be the
balanced method (see below). The drift implicit scheme with this backstop method is denoted
by Drift Implicit in the figures of this Section. Finally, note that for several examples in this
section the implicit solver may be made more efficient by exploiting a known closed-form solution
for the nonlinear system (B7). Such solutions are not in general available and so we do not make
use of them in our comparative analysis here.

2. Tamed [25] A tamed version which may be used when the solutions of ([36) have a limited
number of finite moments [31]

vy ALAY, + f(Yo) + 2200, 9;(Ya) AW
T T L A AY, + F)] + o g (Ya)[[AEE

Strong convergence of order 1/2 is achieved by setting 5 = 1/2. We denote this method Tamed.
3. Balanced Method [30] is given for (36l by

Yoir = Y + AL(AY,, + f(Yn)) + Z:lzl Gr(Yn) AW, 11
" 14 At[|AY, + f(Ya)| + 27;1 HQT(YH)AWT,HJAH

This was proved to be strongly convergent with order 1/2 (including for additive noise) and is
denoted in the figures of this Section as BM.

4. Projected EM [2] uses the standard EM method when Y, is inside a ball of radius inversely
proportional to the step step size. However, outside of the ball, the numerical solution is projected
onto the ball. We have for Z := min(1, Y, /vVh|Y,|)

Vo1 =Z+h(AZ+ [(2)+ ) 9:(Z) AW, 1.
r=1
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FIGURE 1. Error |u(t,) — Y,|? plotted against ¢,, € [0,10] in two sample paths
for geometric Brownian motion (B8]) with (&) hmax = 0.25 and (b) hmax = 0.5.

This is denoted below as Projected EM.

We provide a comparative illustration of the combined effect of semi-implicitness and adap-
tivity using five examples ranging from geometric Brownian motion to a system of SDEs arising
from the spatial discretisation of an SPDE. Recall that our use of a semi-implicit method controls
instabilities from a linear operator and the adaptive timestepping controls the discretisation of
the nonlinear structure. Stiffness is manifested in the structure of each of these equations in
different ways: ranging from the linearity only (in geometric Brownian motion) to both in the
linear operator and nonlinearities for a discretisation of an SPDE.

To examine strong convergence in hpa.x for the SDE examples below we solve with M =
1000 samples to estimate the root mean square error (RMSE) at a final time T = Nh = 1,
VE[X(T) — Xn|]?] and we estimate the standard deviation from 20 groups of 50 samples
included on the error plots. Reference solutions are computed with 10¢ uniform steps on [0, 7.
For efficiency we compare the RMSE against the average computing time over the 1000 samples
(denoted cputime). Unless otherwise stated we take p = 10 throughout.

5.1. Geometric Brownian Motion. The classic example to illustrate linear mean square sta-
bility is geometric Brownian motion

(38) du(t) = ru(t)dt + ou(t)dW(t), w(0)=wug, t>0.

If 7+ 02/2 < 0 it is straightforward to see that E [(u(t)?] — 0 as ¢ — oo and that the (fixed
step) explicit Euler method is only stable if 0 < At < —2(r + 02/2)/r%. The drift and diffusion
are both linear functions, so there is no need for either taming or adaptivity to control growth
from a nonlinear term; indeed in this example the semi-implicit adaptive and fully drift implicit
schemes co-coincide if A =r and f(u) = 0.

However it is instructive to compare the explicit schemes to the implicit schemes (Adaptive
IEM and Drift Implicit). We take r = —8 and o = 3 so that the explicit Euler method is
unstable for At = 0.25 and At = 0.5. In Fig. [l we plot the error squared, |u(t,) — Yx|?, of two
sample paths one with hyax = 0.25 (a) and hmax = 0.5 (b). Although the tamed and projected
schemes control growth from the linear instability, we observe that this control can come at a
price of bounded oscillations.

5.2. 1D stochastic Ginzburg-Landau. The 1D stochastic Ginzburg-Landau SDE is a classic
example with a cubic nonlinearity in the drift and linear diffusion

(39) dX (t) = aX (t)[b— X (t)]dt + cX(t)dW (t), t>0.
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(a) (b)
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FiGURE 2. Convergence and efficiency of methods applied to the stochastic
Ginzburg Landau equation ([BY). We compare RMSE at T = 1 against hpax in
(a) and efficiency (RMSE vs cputime) in (b).

(a) (b)
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hmax cputime

F1GURE 3. Convergence of methods applied to the stochastic volatility system
@0). We compare RMSE at T' = 1 against hyay in (a) and efficiency (RMSE vs
cputime) in (b).

We take here parameter values as in [22] Example 4.7], a = 0.1, b =1 and ¢ = 0.2, z(0) = 2,
and solve to T' = 1. We see in Fig. 2 that all the methods demonstrate convergence and that
Adaptive IEM and Projected EM are similar in convergence and efficiency. Neither the adaptive
nor drift-implicit schemes used the backstop method.

5.3. Stochastic volatility system. We consider an extension of the 3/2-volatility model to
two dimensions as in [26]

(40) dX(t) = AX (#)[ — | X (8) |t + S| X (8) 2w (), ¢ >0,
with A =25, p =1, X(0) = a[2,2]7, a = 1,10, 100, and

o

ﬁ"éﬁ‘m
ol ©
ﬁ‘mﬁ‘h‘
ol ©
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T T T T T
rho = 100 rho = 100
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; ol ;
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. . . . . . . .
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
Time Time

FIGURE 4. Selected time steps h,, with hpa.x = 0.01 and for p = 10,100. In (a)
X (0) = [20,20]T and in (b) X(0) = [200, 200]%.

We see in Fig. Bl that all the methods demonstrate convergence but that BM and Tamed have
a larger error constant and the adaptive method Adaptive IEM is the most efficient. The initial
data taken was X (0) = [2,2]7 and the backstop method was not used for either drift implicit or
adaptive methods (as for (89))). In Fig. [l we examine the time steps h,, for a single noise path
with the same value of Ayayx = 0.01 but with p = 10 and p = 100 corresponding to Ami, = 1073
and hpin = 1074, In (a) we have initial data X (0) = [20,20]7 and in (b) X (0) = [200,200]. In
(a) we observe that with p = 100 the backstop method is not used at all (but it is required for
p = 10) whereas in (b), to deal with the larger initial data, the backstop is used in both cases.
As time progresses the time-step taken increases until it reaches hyax.

These observations suggest that practitioners who apply a standard explicit or semi-implicit
Euler-Maruyama scheme over a uniform mesh with a step size sufficiently small (e.g. close to
hmin With large p) may rarely encounter the spurious coefficient responses that underlie the lack
of strong convergence for the scheme.

5.4. Finite difference approximation of an SPDE. Consider the SPDE

(41) du = [euge + nu+u® — M) dt + oudW

with ¢ > 0, € [0,1] and zero Dirichlet boundary conditions. We take initial data ug(x) =
2sin(rx), 0 = 0.2, n =11, A = 2 and trace class noise W

W(z,t) = > 7 sin(jma)W;(t), t>0, z€]0,1],
j=1

for some m € N\ {0} and where W;(¢) are mutually independent standard Brownian motions.
We introduce a grid of d 4+ 2 uniformly spaced points x = kAz on [0,1] for k=1,...,d + 2.
Then the finite difference approximation in space leads to a system of d SDEs:

(42) dii(t) = [eAd(t) + ni(t) + @(t)> — Xd(t)®] dt + ot(t)>dW (t), t >0,
where we denote i := (u1, ug, ..., uq)", ux(t) ~ u(xy,t) and the noise process is

— — — —

W= (W(x1,t), W(2a,t),..., W(xq,t))T.



ADAPTIVE METHODS FOR STOCHASTIC SYSTEMS 17
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FiGURE 5. Convergence and efficiency for the methods applied to the finite
difference approximation of the SPDE given by [@2]) with d = 10 (a) RMSE vs
hmax (with reference line of slope 0.5) and (b) the efficiency (RMSE vs cputime).

The tri-diagonal matrix A is the standard finite difference approximation to the Laplacian with
zero Dirichlet boundary conditions given by

T e

=7 € R4,
X

A
-1 2

For further details on the finite difference approximation of SPDEs see [20]. To be able to
compare different system sizes d we scaled the Euclidean norm in the standard way (see for
example [20]) to approximate the function space norm L?([0, 1]). This system of SDEs displays
linear stiffness (similar to the geometric Brownian motion) and nonlinear stiffness arising from
the drift and diffusion coefficients. The parameter € then determines the degree of linear stiffness.
To examine convergence to the SDE system ([@2]) we take e = 0.1, T =1 for d = m = 10 (Fig. B)
and d =m = 100 (Fig. [6).

For the smaller system size (d = 10) in Fig. [ (a) we see all methods converging for hmax
sufficiently small, although Projected EM initially diverges. We see in (b) that Adaptive IEM is
more efficient than Drift Implicit and is similar to the other explicit schemes. When m = 100
Projected EM is no longer seen to converge on this range of h and so is not plotted in Fig.

In (a) we now see that the Drift Implicit is more accurate for a given hpyax and from (b) that
it is comparable in efficiency with Adaptive IEM.

6. PROOFS OF TECHNICAL RESULTS

In this section we frequently use the inequality |a + b||P < 2P(||a||” + ||b||?), where a,b € R?,
and p € R, which follows from [la +b[|” < (|lal| + [[6])P < 2([la]l v [[6]))? = 2P ([[al/” v [[b]]7) <
22(|lal|” + [[o[[?)-

Lemma[T4) Fix n € N and suppose that ¢, < s <t,41. Then

X(s) — X(t) = / AX() + F(X()]dr + / (X (r))dw ().
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FiGURE 6. Convergence and efficiency for the methods applied to the finite
difference approximation of the SPDE given by [#2) with d = 100 (a) RMSE vs
hmax (with reference line of slope 0.5) and (b) the efficiency (RMSE vs cputime).

By the triangle inequality and [21I, Theorem 1.7.1] (with conditioning on F3,),
E{1X(s) = X () 171 F2,]

[ 1axe) + sxeyjer

tn

p p

IN

7E|

‘Ftn:| + 2PE H

/t (X (r))dW (r)

ftn]

IN

2|5 — toP7 /t E[AX (r) + f(X ()" |2, ] dr

2P = 1p2s — 1,02 B (X (DR dr e,

n

Next, we apply ), Lemma [I0, and the fact that ||A||}% < oo, to get a.s.
E[llX(s) = X (ta)[I”|F2,.]

< 275 — P / E [[IAEIX (M7 + 3+ [1X () [0 )| R, | dr

n

+2P/2pp/2(p _ 1)p/2|8 _ tn|p/2_1/ E [04’7(1 + ||X(7')||p’h+p)|]:tn] dr
tn

IN

225~ a7~ [ (AL + w2l X (0)])] dr
tn
4275 = 7 [ [+ (4wl X 0P )] dr
tn
+2P/2pp/2(p _ 1)p/2|8 _ tn|p/2_1 / (ci(l + (1 + u2||X(tn)||ml+p))) dr.
t’Vl

Therefore, since |s —t,| < 1, we can define an a.s. finite and F3, -measurable random variable
(43) L, 1= 22| Ao + el X (1) + (1 + (0 + vl X (8)]770)))
£ 20212 — 1P + 0+ X () 7)),

so that (6] holds. O
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Lemma[Id Part (i): Set v := 9 V v1, where 79,71 are as in Assumptions 2] and H and for
qg=1,2,... define

Agls,tn) = (1422 X (t) |2 + 227 X (5) = X (8)]27)*" 1 X (5) = X (8]
which satisfies the relation
Aq(svtn)2 :Aq-‘rl(svtn)HX(s)_X(tn)Hv q€N,
and, by Lemma [I0 the a.s. finite bound,
(44) E[Aq(s,tn)[[ X (s) = X (tn)l[F2,]
< (2(2q71+2)(1 I 2(67+2q)1/1)||X(tn)||4 i 2(27”"’1*3)||X(tn)||47+2q+4

_ _ 1/2
PRV D (42T g2 2 (g 2 4)

the right-hand-side of which we denote (T, ,,)/2, where T, is an a.s. finite and F;, -measurable
random variable. Let ¢ € N\ {0} satisfy ¢ > 1 —1log, e. Then by (B and ¢ successive applications
of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (I6) with p = 2 in the statement of Lemma [Tl we get

tni1
< h / E [\ Ry (5.t X (ta))|12| 72, ] ds
t

n

tnt1
/ Ry(s,tn, X(tn))ds
t

n

< 2c3h, /tul E[A1(s, 1) | X (s) — X (tn)||[F2,.] ds
tn
< 2 tnt1 .
< 22hy, /tn (E[Ay (5, ta) | X (5) — X (t) | F2.])
X (La,n|s — tn|)Z;’:2 (2 g
< 2RTYEN[Eim /@2, /e

< /_Xg Wh3TE as.,

where A, := 2c 2T LZZ 21/ depends on ¢ through gq.
Part (ii): By the condltlonal form of the It6 isometry, for i = 1,...,m,

| |

and the proof follows as in Part (i), with a reduction of one in the order of h,,.
Part (iii) holds as a special case of Part (i). Part (iv) follows by an application of the Cauchy-

tnt1
Fol = / E [ Ry (5, tns X (1)) |21 F ] ds
t’Vl

tnt1
[ B tu X))
t’Vl

Schwarz inequality, followed by Jensen’s inequality for the functions (-)'/ 2" and () 121/
(both of which are concave over RT, by the second derivative test), to get

E [As,n] = 20E [T1/(2q)izgz2 1/(21»,1)}
S 2q 1) \/ (2 1))2:|
< 20%( Y \/[E L2 q L 1/(2i- 1)}
< 2 (E [Tqmbl/( 9 (E [L;n})zl ,1/(2Y) 7

which is finite under the conditions of Assumption @t p satisfies (@), and therefore by (@) the
finiteness of E [Ty ] is ensured by (@) and that of E [L2] is ensured by (@3). O
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Remark 22. By making q successive applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in the proof
of Lemma [I1 we separate the expectation of dependent random factors in Ry and Ry in such a
way that the highest possible order of hy is achieved in the estimate, given the available finite
moment bounds. This is necessary to ensure a polynomial order of strong convergence in the
statement of Theorem [20 If the diffusion coefficient g is globally Lipschitz continuous then the
resulting uniform bound on each | Dg;(x)|| F, along with stronger moment bounds of the form (6,
sidesteps that requirement. In this case the statement of Lemmalld, and hence the statement of
Theorem [20, would hold with e = 0 (and order constant independent of q, and therefore €), giving
an order of strong convergence of 1/2 for the semi-implicit method with backstop (I2), using an
admissible timestepping strategy. If we then set A =0 in (), our method becomes explicit and
we recover the main result of [T7)].

7. CONCLUSION

The discretisation of SDEs with non-Lipschitz drift and diffusion coefficients is a challenging
numerical problem. We have proved strong convergence for both adaptive semi-implicit and
explicit Euler schemes, and presented numerical results that indicate the semi-implicit variant
is well suited as a general purpose solver, being more robust than several competing explicit
fixed-step methods and more efficient than the drift implicit method.

Both the drift implicit and the adaptive scheme make use of a backstop method which is
triggered when the adaptive timestepping strategy attempts to select a timestep at the minimum
stepsize hpyin. Our numerical experiments indicate that, for an appropriate choice of p, hyi, may
be achieved only rarely (if at all). It may be possible to characterise the probability of this
occurrence and, if it can be bounded appropriately, a strong convergence result may be possible
for a numerical method of the form (§]) that does not rely on a backstop method (provided T is
reached in a finite number of steps). A step in this direction may be found in [15].

SDEs where the drift coefficient is both positive and non-globally Lipschitz continuous are
not covered by the analysis in this article, though adaptive meshes have been used to reproduce
positivity of solutions with high probability and a.s. stability and instability of equilibria in [16]
(informed by the approach of Liu & Mao [I8]). We are unaware of any strong convergence results
for such equations.

Finally, since our analysis relies upon the boundedness of || A||r, and since the error constant
in the strong convergence estimate increases without bound with the number of independent
noise terms m, the results of the article do not automatically extend to SPDEs. This setting is
now considered in [19].
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