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WEAK ERROR ESTIMATES OF GALERKIN APPROXIMATIONS FOR THE

STOCHASTIC BURGERS EQUATION DRIVEN BY ADDITIVE TRACE-CLASS

NOISE

CHARLES-EDOUARD BRÉHIER, SONJA COX, AND ANNIE MILLET

Abstract. We establish weak convergence rates for spectral Galerkin approximations of the sto-
chastic viscous Burgers equation driven by additive trace-class noise. Our results complement the
known results regarding strong convergence; we obtain essential weak convergence rate 2. As ex-
pected, this is twice the known strong rate. The main ingredients of the proof are novel regularity
results on the solutions of the associated Kolmogorov equations.

1. Introduction

Stochastic partial differential equations (SPDEs) have become a popular tool in modelling many
complex phenomena. The design and analysis of numerical methods for SPDEs has thus become an
important field of research. This is a challenging task which has been performed by many authors
in the last decades. A general theory has been developed for abstract and general semilinear
SPDEs of parabolic type, when the nonlinearities are assumed to be globally Lipschitz continuous.
However, for more complicated models depending on nonlinearities with polynomial growth, such
as the stochastic Burgers and Navier–Stokes equations, and the stochastic Allen–Cahn or Cahn–
Hilliard equations, more care is needed in the construction and in the analysis of the schemes.
Many questions regarding the rates of convergence of temporal and spatial discretization schemes
for these types of problems remain open. The objective of this work is to fill a gap in the literature:
we establish weak convergence rates for a spatial discretization of the stochastic Burgers equation
driven by additive trace-class noise, performed using the spectral Galerkin method.

We consider the one-dimensional stochastic viscous Burgers equation with homogeneous Dirichlet
boundary conditions and additive trace class noise, i.e., the equation formally given by:

(1.1)











∂tX(t, z) = ∆X(t, z) +∇(X(t, z)2) + ẆQ(t, z), t > 0, z ∈ (0, 1),

X(t, 0) = X(t, 1) = 0, t > 0,

X(0, z) = X0(z), z ∈ (0, 1),

where ∇ and ∆ denote the first and second order derivatives with respect to z, and where the
random initial value X0 is assumed to be given. The evolution is driven by Gaussian noise which is
white in time and colored in space; more precisely, we let

(

WQ(t)
)

t≥0
be a L2(0, 1)-valued Wiener

process given by

(1.2) WQ(t) =
∑

k∈N

√
qkW

(k)(t)ek, ∀ t ∈ R
+,

where
(

ek
)

k∈N is a complete orthonormal system of the Hilbert space L2(0, 1),
(

W (k)(·)
)

k∈N is a

sequence of independent standard real-valued Wiener processes independent of X0, and
(

qk
)

k∈N is

a sequence of nonnegative real numbers such that
∑

k∈N qk <∞.
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For rigorous statements and analysis, it is convenient to interpret the stochastic partial differential
equation (1.1) as a stochastic evolution equation in the framework developed in [14], i.e., we now
consider

(1.3)

{

dX(t) = AX(t) dt +B(X(t)) dt+ dWQ(t), ∀t ≥ 0,

X(0) = X0,

where the unknown
(

X(t)
)

t≥0
is a L2(0, 1)-valued stochastic process. Here A is the Dirichlet Laplace

operator and B(X) = ∇(X2), for details see Section 2.3. Well-posedness, moment and exponential
moment bounds on the solutions are standard results; they are recalled in Sections 2 and 3 for the
readers’ convenience.

In this work, we consider the spectral Galerkin approximation

(1.4)

{

dXM (t) = AXM (t) dt+ PMB(XM (t)) dt+ PM dWQ(t), ∀ t ≥ 0,

XM (0) = PMX0,

where PM (M ∈ {1, 2, . . .}) denotes the orthogonal projection operator in L2(0, 1) onto the span
of the first M eigenfunctions of A. The strong convergence rate of XM against X was established
in [22]; it follows from [22, Section 3.2.3] that if X0 ≡ x0 ∈ W 1,2, then for all p ∈ [1,∞) and all
α ∈ [0, 1) one has

(1.5) sup
M∈N, t∈[0,T ]

Mα
E
[

‖X(t)−XM (t)‖p
L2

]
1
p <∞.

The above means that the spectral Galerkin approximation of the stochastic Burgers equation driven
by additive trace-class noise converges with essential strong rate 1.

The objective of this work is to establish weak error estimates, which are concerned with the rate
of convergence of

∣

∣E[ϕ(X(T ))] − E[ϕ(XM (T ))]
∣

∣

where ϕ : L2(0, 1) → R is an arbitrary sufficiently smooth function, i.e., twice continuously differen-
tiable with bounded first and second order derivatives. Since such functions are globally Lipschitz
continuous, the rate of convergence of the weak error is at least equal to the strong order. However,
in many situations, as will be reviewed below, the weak rate of convergence is twice the strong rate.

The primary goal of this work is to prove that the weak convergence rate for the spectral Galerkin
approximation (1.4) applied to the stochastic Burgers equation (1.3) is indeed twice the strong rate,
which, to the best of our knowledge, is a new result. More specifically, we prove that if there exist
γ0 ∈ (0,∞) and p ∈ (32,∞) such that E[exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)] < ∞ and E

[

‖∇X0‖pL2

]

< ∞ (clearly

this holds if X0 ≡ x0 ∈ W 1,2 is non-random), and if ϕ ∈ C2(H,R) has bounded first and second
derivatives, then for all α ∈ [0, 1) one has

(1.6) sup
M∈N

M2α
∣

∣E[ϕ(X(T ))] − E[ϕ(XM (T ))]
∣

∣ <∞.

See Theorem 5.1 for a precise and slightly more general statement. Consequently, the spectral
Galerkin approximation of the stochastic Burgers equation driven by additive trace-class noise
converges with essential weak rate 2, which is twice the strong rate. There are strong indications
that the strong rate 1 and weak rate 2 are optimal, for details see Remark 3.4.

Aside from aforementioned work [22], strong convergence rates for approximations of the Burgers’
equation (1.1) can also be found in [23], where space-time discretizations are considered. Strong
convergence rates (with rate 1/2 in time and rate 1 in space, for an error measured in Lp(Ω, L2))
of a fully discrete scheme for the stochastic Burgers equation driven by multiplicative noise can be
found in the recent work [24]. We refer for instance to [4, 21] for further results on approximations
for the stochastic Burgers equation. Let us also mention that convergence results for the stochastic
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Burgers equation driven by space-time white noise (which is not covered in this work) have been
obtained, for instance in [1, 3, 27, 33].

In order to obtain weak convergence rates, we need to establish appropriate regularity properties
for solutions to the Kolmogorov equations associated with the stochastic evolution equation (1.3).
We refer to Theorem 4.1 for a precise statement of this result, which is one of the main contribu-
tions of this work and may be useful in other contexts. Instead of considering infinite-dimensional
problems, it is convenient to consider the Galerkin approximation (1.4) with arbitrary M , however,
notice that the upper bounds below are independent of dimension M . Set uM (t, x) = E[ϕ(Xx

M (t)],
where Xx

M denotes the solution of (1.4) with initial value XM (0) = PMx. The mapping uM is then
a solution to the Kolmogorov equation, see (4.2). Theorem 4.1 provides upper bounds for the first
and second order derivatives of uM (t, .), which can be described as follows. For all α ∈ [0, 1), one
has upper bounds of the following type for the first order derivative:

|DuM (t, x).h| ≤ Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ)t
−αeǫ‖x‖

2
L2
(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖6L2

)

‖(−A)−αh‖L2 .

Moreover, for all α, β ∈ [0, 1) such that α+ β < 1, one has upper bounds of the following type for
the second order derivative:

|D2uM (t, x).(g, h)| ≤ Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ)t
−(α+β)eǫ‖x‖

2
L2
(

1+‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖16L2

)

‖(−A)−αg‖L2‖(−A)−βh‖L2 .

In the above, δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞) denote arbitrarily small auxiliary parameters, and Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) and
Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) are positive real numbers, which are independent of t ∈ (0, T ] and of x, g, h. To
the best of our knowledge, the regularity properties above on solutions to Kolmogorov equations
associated with the stochastic Burgers equation driven by additive trace-class noise are new.

Regularity results for Kolmogorov equations associated with SPDEs have been considered first in
the context of numerical analysis for SPDEs in [17], for parabolic semilinear SPDEs with globally
Lipschitz nonlinearities. Similar results have been obtained in [2, Theorem 1.1]. Both [17] and [2]
deal with multiplicative (space-time) white noise, which requires stronger conditions on α and β:
one needs α < 1/2 and α+β < 1/2, respectively. Using a novel expression for the derivatives of the
solution to a Kolmogorov equation and Malliavin calculus techniques, these conditions on α and β
were weakened in [6]. Note that [6] deals with SPDEs where the term ‘+∇(X(t, z)2)’ in (1.1) is
replaced by ‘+∇(b(X(t, z))’ for a smooth and globally Lipschitz mapping b (and the additive trace-
class noise in (1.1) is replaced by multiplicative space-time white noise). Despite the fact that [6]
does not allow quadratic growth in b (as is the case in our setting), it turns out to be possible to
adapt the strategy from [6] to deal with the quadratic growth of the nonlinearity of the Burgers
equation, the details are given in Section 4 (with no need of Malliavin calculus techniques).

The strategy introduced in [6] has also been employed in [7] to prove similar regularity properties
for the solutions to Kolmogorov equations associated to the stochastic Allen–Cahn equation, and
in [12] for a more general class of equations with monotone nonlinearities. Recently, this strategy
has also been applied in [5] for the solutions to Kolmogorov equations associated to the stochastic
Cahn–Hilliard equations. Compared with the works cited above, note that we have some exponential
dependence with respect to ‖x‖2L2 (with arbitrarily small ǫ ∈ (0,∞)), which is a specific feature
of the stochastic Burgers equation, and which explains the need to deal with exponential moment
bounds for the solutions of (1.3) and its Galerkin approximation (1.4).

Other types of regularity properties for solutions to Kolmogorov equations associated with the
stochastic Burgers equation have been obtained in the literature. In [13, Section 4] it is shown that
when Q = A−β with β ∈ (12 , 1), for M ∈ N, t ∈ [0, T ], x, h ∈ HM and a smooth function ϕ, there
exists Cǫ,T,ϕ ∈ (0,∞) such that

DuM (t, x).(h) ≤ Cǫ,T,ϕ t
− 1

2
−β

2 eǫ‖x‖
2
L2 ‖h‖L2 .
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Note that in our setting the operators A andQ need not commute. Moreover, the condition Q = A−β

with β ∈ (12 , 1) provides a non-degeneracy condition on the noise, that is not considered in this work.
Moreover, [38, Theorem 2.2 (iv)] relates certain weighted norms of u(t, ·) to such norms of ϕ.

We are aware that a weak error analysis for a full discretization of the Burgers equation is desirable
(i.e., one should consider both temporal and spatial discretizations, as well as finite-dimensional
approximations of the noise). However, obtaining an error analysis for a temporal discretization
still requires a substantial amount of work. It would also be interesting to establish weak error
estimates for approximations of the stochastic Burgers equation driven by space-time white noise.
However, this would require more advanced techniques. We therefore leave those open questions for
future investigations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the model, recall some basic prop-
erties of the operators A, of the bilinear term B, and some classical inequalities. Section 3 de-
scribes Lpmoments of the Galerkin approximation XM in various functional spaces, among which
L∞([0, T ] × [0, 1]) and Cγ([0, T ];W λ,2) in terms of moments of the initial condition, as well as ex-
ponential moments of the L2-norm uniformly in time. The corresponding proofs are given in the
Appendix A. In section 4 we prove the regularity properties of the Kolmogorov equation, which a
crucial tool to obtain the weak convergence rate proven in Section 5.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. Let N = {1, 2, . . .} denote the set of (strictly) positive integers and N0 = {0} ∪ N.
For any x ∈ [0,∞) we denote by ⌊x⌋ = sup{n ∈ N0 : n ≤ x} the integer part of x. For any x, y ∈ R

we set x ∧ y = min(x, y) and x ∨ y = max(x, y).
Given two Banach spaces (X, ‖·‖X) and (Y, ‖·‖Y ) we let (L(X,Y ), ‖·‖L(X,Y )) denote the Banach

space of bounded linear operators from X to Y ; we set L(X) = L(X,X). The dual of a Banach
space X is denoted by X∗, and the adjoint of an operator C ∈ L(X,Y ) is denoted by C∗. Given
a Banach space X, a measure space (S,Σ, µ), and p ∈ [1,∞) we let Lp(S,X) denote the Bochner
space of strongly measurable, p-integrable functions from S to X; if X is separable the strong and
weak measurability are equivalent by Pettis’ theorem.

Given a Hilbert space (H, 〈·, ·〉), we let L1(H) denote the space of trace-class operators on H and
we let L2(H) denote the space of Hilbert–Schmidt operators on H.

We let Ck(H,R) denote the Banach space of k-times continuously (Fréchet) differentiable func-
tions. We denote the (real) Lebesgue spaces on (0, 1) by (Lp, ‖ · ‖Lp), p ∈ [1,∞]; the inner product
on L2 is denoted by 〈·, ·〉L2 .

We denote the Sobolev spaces with smoothness parameter k ∈ N and integrability parameter
p ∈ [1,∞] by W k,p, for a definition see e.g. [41, Section 1.11.2]. We denote the fractional (real)
Slobodeckij–Sobolev spaces on (0, 1) with smoothness parameter α ∈ (0,∞) and integrability pa-

rameter p ∈ [1,∞) by (Wα,p, ‖ · ‖Wα,p) (see e.g. [18, Section 2]), i.e., for f ∈W ⌊α⌋,p we set

‖f‖Wα,p = ‖f‖W ⌊α⌋,p +
(

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

|f ⌊α⌋(y)− f ⌊α⌋(z)|p
|y − z|1+(α−⌊α⌋)p dy dz

)
1
p
,

and we set Wα,p = {f ∈ W ⌊α⌋,p : ‖f‖Wα,p < ∞}. For p ∈ [1,∞) and α > 1
p we set Wα,p

0 = {f ∈
Wα,p : f(0) = f(1) = 0} (this makes sense owing to the Sobolev inequality (2.3) below).

Given a function φ : H → R which is twice (Fréchet) differentiable, for all x ∈ H we let
Dφ(x) : H ∋ h 7→ Dφ(x).h and D2φ(x) : H × H ∋ (g, h) 7→ D2φ(x).(g, h) denote the first and
second order derivatives of φ at x ∈ H.
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2.2. Some inequalities. We recall some useful inequalities. Firstly, on the domain (0, 1) the
Poincaré inequality:

(2.1) ‖x‖L2 ≤ 1√
2
‖∇x‖L2 , ∀x ∈W 1,2

0 ,

which is an immediate consequence of the fundamental theorem of calculus and Hölder’s inequality.
We shall also frequently use the Sobolev inequalities, namely, for all p ∈ [1,∞) and q ∈ (p,∞),

one has W
1
p
− 1

q
,p ⊆ Lq and there exists Cp,q ∈ (0,∞) such that

(2.2) ‖x‖Lq ≤ Cp,q‖x‖
W

1
p− 1

q ,p , ∀x ∈W
1
p
− 1

q
,p,

see, e.g., [18, Theorem 6.5]. Moreover, for all α ∈ (0, 1) and all p ∈ ((1 − α)−1,∞), one has

W
α+ 1

p
,p ⊆ Cα and there exists Cα,p ∈ (0,∞) such that

(2.3) ‖x‖Cα ≤ Cα,p‖x‖
W

α+1
p ,p , ∀x ∈Wα+ 1

p
,p,

see, e.g., [18, Theorem 8.2]. Since W 1,2 ⊆ Cα for all α ∈ (0, 12), we easily deduce that W 1,2 is an
algebra: there exists C ∈ (0,∞) such that

(2.4) ‖x1x2‖W 1,2 ≤ C‖x1‖W 1,2‖x2‖W 1,2 , ∀x1, x2 ∈W 1,2.

Finally, we recall a special case of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequalities (see, e.g., [41, Theorem
1.37]): for all p ∈ (2,∞), there exists Cp ∈ (0,∞) such that

(2.5) ‖x‖Lp ≤ Cp‖x‖
1
2
+ 1

p

L2 ‖x‖
1
2
− 1

p

W 1,2 , ∀x ∈W 1,2.

2.3. Setting. Throughout this paper we fix a terminal time T ∈ (0,∞).

We let A : W 1,2
0 ∩W 2,2 ⊆ L2 → L2 denote the Dirichlet Laplace operator on L2, i.e.,

(2.6) Ax = −
∑

k∈N
(πk)2〈x, hk〉L2hk, ∀x ∈W 2,2 ∩W 1,2

0 ,

where hk =
√
2 sin(kπ·) for all k ∈ N. The eigenvectors

(

hk
)

k∈N define a complete orthornormal

system of L2. Note that A generates an analytic C0-semigroup (etA)t≥0 on L2.
We let B : W 1,2 ×W 1,2 → L1 denote the bilinear operator defined by

(2.7) B[x1, x2] = x1∇x2 + x2∇x1, ∀x1, x2 ∈W 1,2,

and we set B(x) = B[x, x] for x ∈ W 1,2. Note that an integration by parts yields the identity
〈B(x), x〉L2 = 0 for all x ∈W 1,2.

We fix a positive trace class self-adjoint linear operator Q ∈ L1(L
2) and we let (ek)k∈N be a

complete orthonormal system of eigenvectors of Q corresponding to the eigenvalues (qk)k∈N. The
bounded linear operators Q ∈ L1(L

2) and
√
Q ∈ L2(L

2) are given by

Qx =
∑

k∈N
qk〈x, ek〉L2ek,

√

Qx =
∑

k∈N

√
qk〈x, ek〉L2ek, ∀ x ∈ L2.

We fix a filtered probability space (Ω,F ,P, (Ft)t∈[0,T ]), which is assumed to be large enough

to allow for the existence of a (Ft)t∈[0,T ]-Brownian motion WQ : [0, T ] × Ω → L2 with covariance
operator Q: this means that there exists a sequence of independent standard (Ft)t∈[0,T ]-Brownian

motions (W (k))k∈N such that

(2.8) WQ(t) =
∑

k∈N

√
qkW

(k)(t)ek, ∀t ∈ [0, T ].
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For every p ∈ [4,∞) and every F0-measurable X0 ∈ Lp(Ω, L2) there exists an unique continuous

(up to versions) (Ft)t∈[0,T ]-adapted process X : [0, T ] × Ω → H such that P(Xt ∈ W 1,2
0 ) = 1 for all

t ∈ [0, T ],

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖X(t)‖p
L2 +

∫ T

0
‖∇X(t)‖2L2 dt

]

<∞,

and

(2.9) X(t) = X0 +

∫ t

0

[

AX(s) +B(X(s))
]

ds+WQ(t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

The above follows from [31, Theorem 1.1 and Remark 3.1] (in the notation of [31] we take

V = W 1,2
0 , H = L2, ρ(x) = ‖x‖4L4 , α = β = 2, θ = 1, ft ≡ 2 ∨ ‖Q‖L1(H), K = 2; by (2.5) there

exists a C ∈ (0,∞) such that ρ(x) ≤ C‖x‖2L2‖x‖2W 1,2 for all x ∈ W 1,2
0 ). We refer to the process X

as the solution to the Burgers equation (with initial value X0).
For M ∈ N, set

HM = span(h1, . . . , hM ) ⊆W 1,2
0 ∩W 2,2

and let PM ∈ L(L2) denote the orthogonal projection onto HM . We define the linear operator
AM ∈ L(L2,HM ) and the bilinear operator BM : L2 × L2 → HM by AM = PMAPM (= APM ) and

(2.10) BM [x1, x2] = PMB[PMx1, PMx2], ∀x1, x2 ∈ L2.

We set BM (x) = BM [x, x] for all x ∈ L2. It again follows from [31, Remark 3.1 and Theorem 1.1]
(see also (B) below, or see [36, Theorem 3.1.1]) that for every p ∈ [4,∞) and every F0-measurable
X0 ∈ Lp(Ω, L2) there exists unique (up to versions) stochastic process XM : [0, T ]× Ω → HM such
that

(2.11) XM (t) = PMX0 +

∫ t

0

[

AMXM (s) +BM (XM (s))
]

ds+ PMW
Q(t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

(in the notation of [31], we take V = (HM , ‖ · ‖W 1,2), H = (HM , ‖ · ‖L2), ρ(x) = ‖x‖4L4 , α = β = 2,
θ = 1, ft ≡ 2 ∨ ‖Q‖L1(H), K = 2; note that [31, Hypothesis 4] can be verified uniformly in M
using (2.24) below). Moreover, the solution XM can be written using the following mild formulation:

(2.12) XM (t) = etAPMX0 +

∫ t

0
e(t−s)ABM (XM (s)) ds +

∫ t

0
e(t−s)APM dWQ(s), ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

We refer to the processes XM , M ∈ N, as the Galerkin approximations of X.

2.4. Properties of the operators A, B, and PM . For any α ∈ [0,∞) we can define the fractional
powers (−A)α : D((−A)α) ⊆ L2 → L2 of −A, by

D((−A)α) =
{

x ∈ L2 :
∑

k∈N
(πk)4α〈x, hk〉2L2 <∞

}

and

(2.13) (−A)αx =
∑

k∈N
(πk)2α〈x, hk〉L2hk, ∀x ∈ D((−A)α).

Furthermore, we define (−A)−α ∈ L(((−A)α)∗, L2) to be the adjoint of Aα. Parseval’s identity
implies that

(2.14) ‖(−A)αx‖L2 ≤ ‖(−A)βx‖L2

for all α, β ∈ (−∞,∞) satisfying α < β and all x ∈ D((−A)β∨0).
6



Proposition 2.1. The fractional domains of −A satisfy

(2.15) D((−A)α) =
{

W 2α,2; α ∈ (0, 14 ),

W 2α,2
0 ; α ∈ (14 , 1)

with equivalence in norms.

Proof. It follows from [41, Theorem 16.12] that

(2.16) D((−A2)
α) =

{

H2α; α ∈ (0, 14 ),

H2α
p,D; α ∈ (14 , 1).

with equivalence in norms, where H2α
2 is the Lebesgue-Sobolev space defined in [41, Sections 1.11.3-

4], and H2α
2,D = {f ∈ H2α

2 : f(0) = f(1) = 0}, see [41, p. 560]. Next, note that the definition of

the spaces Hs
p (s ∈ [0,∞), p ∈ [1,∞)) in [41, Section 1.11.3-4] coincides with the definition of

these spaces in [39], see [39, Theorem 2.3.3(a) and Definition 4.2.1]. Finally, [39, Theorem 4.6.1]
ensures Hs

2 = Bs
2,2 for s ∈ (0,∞) \ N, and from [39, 4.4.1/Remark 2] we obtain that Bs

p,p = W s,p

for s ∈ (0,∞) \N (note also that Hk
2 =W k,2 for k ∈ N, see [41, p.41]). �

In view of Proposition 2.1 above, owing to the Sobolev inequalities (2.3), and to the inequal-

ity (2.14), for all δ ∈ (0,∞), one has D((−A) 1
4
+δ) ⊆ L∞ and there exists Cδ ∈ (0,∞) such that

(2.17) ‖x‖L∞ ≤ Cδ‖(−A)
1
4
+δx‖L2 , ∀ x ∈ D((−A) 1

4
+δ).

By a duality argument, one obtains the inequality

(2.18) ‖(−A)−( 1
4
+δ)y‖L2 ≤ Cδ‖y‖L1 , ∀y ∈ L1.

The following result summarizes some well-known properties of the fractional powers of A, and
of the semigroup

(

etA
)

t≥0
, see e.g. [35, Chapter 2.6]. In our setting the proof is elementary.

Lemma 2.2. For all α ∈ (0,∞), β ∈ [0, 1], t ∈ (0,∞), and x ∈ L2 one has

(1) ‖(−A)αetAx‖L2 ≤ eα(log(α)−1)t−α‖x‖L2 ,
(2) ‖(−A)−β(etA − I)x‖L2 ≤ tβ‖x‖L2 .

Proof. Those inequalities are immediate consequences of the fact that A is diagonizable with σ(A) ⊆
(−∞, 0) ( one has Ahk = −(πk)2hk for all k ∈ N, see (2.6)), and of the elementary inequalities

sup
λ∈(0,∞)

λαe−λt ≤ eα(log(α)−1)t−α and sup
λ∈(0,∞)

λ−β(1− e−λt) ≤ tβ. �

Let us now provide a useful product inequality.

Lemma 2.3. For all γ ∈ (0, 18), there exists Cγ ∈ (0,∞) such that for all x1 ∈ D((−A) 1
4
+4γ) and

all x2 ∈ D((−A)4γ) one has

‖(−A)γ(x1x2)‖L2 ≤ Cγ‖(−A)1/4+4γx1‖L2‖(−A)4γx2‖L2 .

Note that below Lemma 2.3 is used for arbitrarily small γ.

Proof. Let p, q ∈ (1,∞) be such that 1/p+1/q = 1. Let x1 ∈ D((−A) 1
4
+4γ) and all x2 ∈ D((−A)4γ).

Owing to [6, Inequality (12)], one obtains

‖(−A)γ(x1x2)‖L2 ≤ Cγ,p,q‖(−A)2γx1‖L2p‖(−A)2γx2‖L2q .
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for some Cγ,p,q ∈ (0,∞) which does not depend on x1, x2. Let us choose q = 1
1−8γ ∈ (1,∞) and

observe that 1
4 − 1

4q = 2γ. Therefore applying the inequality (2.17), the Sobolev inequality (2.2)

and the equivalence of norms property (2.15) one obtains the upper bounds

‖(−A)2γx1‖L2p ≤ ‖(−A)2γx1‖L∞ ≤ Cγ‖(−A)
1
4
+4γx1‖L2 ,

‖(−A)2γx2‖L2q ≤ Cq‖(−A)
1
4
− 1

4q
+2γx2‖L2 = Cq‖(−A)4γx2‖L2 .

Gathering the upper bounds concludes the proof. �

Next let us state some properties related to the behavior of the gradient operator ∇ and of the
fractional powers of −A, obtained by interpolation.

Lemma 2.4. For all α ∈ [0, 12 ] and all x ∈W 1,2 one has

(2.19) ‖(−A)−α∇(−A)− 1
2
+αx‖L2 ≤ ‖x‖L2 .

Proof. For all x ∈ D((−A) 1
2 ), one has ‖∇x‖L2 = ‖(−A) 1

2x‖L2 . Therefore one has the property

∇ ∈ L
(

D((−A) 1
2 ), L2

)

. In addition, by duality one has ∇ ∈ L
(

L2, (D((−A) 1
2 )∗)

)

. The result then
follows from complex interpolation theory and the fact that A has bounded imaginary powers (see,

e.g., [32, Theorems 2.6 and 4.17]; it is also used that [L2, (D((−A) 1
2 )∗]α = ([L2,D((−A) 1

2 )]α)
∗,

see [8]). �

We will also need a similar result for the realization of the operator A in Lp: let Ap : D(Ap) ⊆
Lp → Lp denote the realization of A in Lp; by [41, Theorem 2.19] this is again the generator of an
analytic C0-semigroup. In particular, following [41, Section 2.7.7] we can define fractional powers
(−Ap)

α : D((−Ap)
α) → Lp for all α ∈ (0,∞) (see also [35, Chapter 2]). We shall need the following:

Lemma 2.5. Let p ∈ (1,∞). There exists Cp ∈ (0,∞) such that

(2.20) ‖(−Ap)
− 1

2∇x‖Lp ≤ Cp‖x‖Lp , ∀x ∈W 1,p.

Proof. Note that Ap has a bounded H∞-calculus by e.g. [30, Theorem 1.1] (take γ = 0) or [29,
Section 8.2 and Theorem 10.15]. It thus follows from [41, Theorem 16.15 and Section 1.11.2] that

D((−Ap)
1
2 ) = W 1,p

0 , i.e., (−Ap)
− 1

2 ∈ L(L2,W 1,p
0 ). Let q ∈ (1,∞) be such that 1

p + 1
q = 1. By

definition, one has ∇ ∈ L(W 1,q
0 , Lq), i.e., ∇∗ ∈ L(Lp, (W 1,q

0 )∗). As ∇∗x = −∇x this completes the
proof. �

As for the operator B, recall that for x1, x2 ∈W 1,2
0 one has

〈x1, B[x1, x2]〉L2 =

∫ 1

0
x1(θ)∇(x1x2)(θ) dθ = [x21x2]

θ=1
θ=0 −

∫ 1

0
(∇x1)(θ)(x1x2)(θ) dθ

= −1
2〈x2, B(x1)〉L2 .(2.21)

Note that for BM as defined in (2.10), using (2.21) one has

〈x1, BM [x1, x2]〉L2 = 〈x1, PMB[PMx1, PMx2]〉L2 = −1
2〈x2, BM (x1)〉L2 .(2.22)

Thus, we deduce that

(2.23) 〈x,BM (x)〉L2 = 0, ∀ x ∈ HM .

Finally, on several occasions we shall need the following observation:

PM∇x = ∇QMx, x ∈W 1,2, M ∈ N,(2.24)

∇PMx = QM∇x, x ∈W 1,2
0 , M ∈ N,(2.25)

where QM ∈ L(L2) is the orthogonal projection onto span{cos(kπ·) : k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M}}.
8



3. (Exponential) moment bounds and regularity properties

Moment bounds for (a Galerkin approximation of) the stochastic Burgers equation have been
established in e.g. [13, Proposition 2.1] and [31, Lemma 2.2]. Moreover, exponential moment bounds
for (the Galerkin approximation of) the stochastic Burgers equation have been established in e.g. [11,
Equation (5.5)], [13, Proposition 2.2]. However, to the best of our knowledge the precise bounds
that we needed to obtain the necessary regularity results of the associated Kolmogorov equation are
not yet available in the literature (for example, [31, Lemma 2.2] deals with a different projection of
the noise, [11] and [13] take deterministic initial values, etc.). We thus provide the required bounds
in Lemmas 3.1 and 3.3 below.

As the proofs of Lemmas 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 are technical but follow from classical arguments, they
are postponed to Appendix A.

Lemma 3.1. (i) For all p ∈ [4,∞) there exists Cp(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞) such that if the initial condition
satisfies E[‖X0‖pL2 ] <∞, then

(3.1) sup
M∈N

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖XM (t)‖p
L2 +

∫ T

0
‖XM (t)‖p−2

L2 ‖∇XM (t)‖2L2 dt
]

≤ Cp(T,Q)E[‖X0‖pL2 ].

(ii) Assume that there exists a γ0 ∈ (0,∞) such that the initial value X0 satisfies the exponential
moment bound E[exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)] <∞. For all β ∈ (0, γ0

1+2γ0‖Q‖L(L2)
) one has

(3.2)
sup
M∈N

E

[

exp
(

β sup
0≤t≤T

‖XM (t)‖2L2 + β

∫ T

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds

)]

≤ 2eβT Tr(Q)
(

E
[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)])
β
γ0 .

Note that if the initial value X0 is deterministic, i.e., if there exists x0 ∈ L2 such that P(X0 =
x0) = 1, then for all β ∈ (0, 1

2‖Q‖L(L2)
) one has

(3.3) sup
M∈N

E

[

exp
(

β sup
0≤t≤T

‖XM (t)‖2L2 + β

∫ T

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds

)]

≤ 2eβT Tr(Q) exp
(

β‖x0‖2L2

)

.

We next provide some moment bounds for the L∞ norm of XM , this is an intermediate step to
obtain Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.2. For all α ∈ (14 ,
1
2) and p ∈ [83 ,∞), there exists Cp,α(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞), such that if the

initial value satisfies the conditions X0 ∈ D((−A)α) a.s. and E
[

‖(−A)αX0‖pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖3pL2

]

<∞,
then

sup
M∈N

E
[

sup
t∈[0,T ],z∈[0,1]

|XM (t)(z)|p
]

≤ Cp,α(T,Q)
(

1 + E
[

‖(−A)αX0‖pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖3pL2

]

)

.(3.4)

Finally, the following lemma provides moment bounds for the space-time regularity of XM .

Lemma 3.3. Let α ∈ (14 ,
1
2) and p ∈ [43 ,∞). For all λ, γ ∈ (0, 12 ) satisfying the condition λ +

γ < α, there exists Cα,γ,λ,p(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞) such that if the initial value satisfies the conditions

X0 ∈ D((−A)α) a.s. and E
[

‖(−A)αX0‖2pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖6pL2

]

<∞, then one has

sup
M∈N

E
[

‖(−A)λXM‖p
Cγ([0,T ],L2)

]

≤ Cα,γ,λ,p(T,Q)
(

1 + E
[

‖(−A)αX0‖2pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖6pL2

]

)

.(3.5)

Remark 3.4. The integrability conditions imposed on the initial value X0 in Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3
may not be optimal, e.g., in order to obtain moments of order p for XM , assuming that ‖X0‖2L ∈
L3p(Ω, L2) or ‖X0‖2L ∈ L6p(Ω, L2) for (3.4) and (3.5) respectively is sufficient in the proofs given
in Appendix A but may not be necessary.
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4. Regularity properties for solutions of the associated Kolmogorov equations

In order to obtain estimates for the weak error, we need to analyse the regularity properties
of solutions to the Kolmogorov equation associated with the Galerkin approximation XM of the
stochastic Burgers equation, and to obtain bounds which are uniform with respect to M ∈ N.

For any M ∈ N and any x ∈ HM , the solution of (2.11) with initial value XM (0) = x is denoted
by
(

Xx
M (t)

)

t≥0
. Given a T ∈ (0,∞) and a function ϕ ∈ C2(L2,R) with bounded first and second

order derivatives, we define the function uM : [0, T ]×HM → R by

(4.1) uM (t, x) = E[ϕ(Xx
M (t))], ∀ t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ HM .

By classical results on the Kolmogorov backward equation (see, e.g., [28, Theorem 4.8.6] or [15,
Theorem 7.5.1] combined with a localization argument (to deal with the fact that both BM and
DBM are not bounded) one has uM ∈ C1,2([0, T ]×HM ,R). Moreover, the mapping uM is solution
to the partial differential equation
(4.2)










∂uM

∂t (t, x) = 1
2

∑

j∈N
qjD

2uM (t, x).(PM ej , PMej) +DuM (t, x).(Ax+BM (x)), t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ HM ;

u(0, x) = ϕ(x), x ∈ HM ,

which is referred to as the Kolmogorov equation associated with the finite dimensional stochastic
evolution equation (2.11). Above the first and second derivatives DuM (t, x) and D2uM (t, x) are
considered with respect to the variable x ∈ HM , see the notation introduced in Section 2.1.

The main result of this section is the following result on the first and second order derivatives
DuM (t, x) and D2uM (t, x).

Theorem 4.1. Let T ∈ (0,∞) and assume that ϕ ∈ C2(L2,R) has bounded first and second order
derivatives.

(i) Let α ∈ [0, 1), and let δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞) be arbitrarily small auxiliary parameters. There exists
Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M ∈ N, all x, h ∈ HM , and all t ∈ (0, T ] one has

|DuM (t, x).(h)| ≤ Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) t
−α eǫ‖x‖

2
L2
(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖6L2

)

‖(−A)−αh‖L2 .(4.3)

(ii) Let α, β ∈ [0, 1) be such that α + β < 1, and let δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞) be arbitrarily small auxiliary
parameters. There exists Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M ∈ N, all x, g, h ∈ HM , and
all t ∈ (0, T ] one has

|D2uM (t, x).(g, h)|

≤ Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) t
−(α+β) eǫ‖x‖

2
L2
(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖16L2

)

‖(−A)−αg‖L2‖(−A)−βh‖L2 .(4.4)

Let us describe the strategy for the proof of Theorem 4.1. It is based on several intermediate
results that we shall present below. The first order derivative DuM (t, x).(h) can be expressed as
follows: for all M ∈ N, x, h ∈ HM , and t ≥ 0, one has

DuM (t, x).(h) = E
[

Dϕ(Xx
M (t)).(ηhM (t))

]

,(4.5)

where the process t ∈ [0,∞) 7→ ηhM (t) ∈ HM is the solution to the linear evolution equation

(4.6)







d

dt
ηhM (t) = AηhM (t) + 2BM

[

Xx
M (t), ηhM (t)

]

, t ≥ 0,

ηhM (0) = h.

This is proven in e.g. [15, Theorem 7.3.6] for the case that the drift and diffusion coefficients are
bounded and have bounded derivatives; we can reduce to this setting by localization. To simplify
notation, the dependence of ηhM (t) with respect to x is not mentioned, and the same applies to the
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other auxiliary processes introduced below. More generally, for any s ≥ 0, we introduce the process
t ∈ [s,∞) 7→ ηhM (t|s) defined on [s,∞) by

(4.7)







d

dt
ηhM (t|s) = AηhM (t|s) + 2BM

[

Xx
M (t), ηhM (t|s)

]

, t ≥ s,

ηhM (s|s) = h.

Finally, we define the random linear operators ΠM (t, s) ∈ L(HM ) for all t ≥ s given by

ΠM (t, s)h = ηhM (t|s), ∀ t ≥ s ≥ 0, ∀x, h ∈ HM .

Observe that one has the identity ηhM (t) = ΠM (t, 0)h. The solution to (4.7) has the mild formulation

(4.8) ηhM (t|s) = e(t−s)Ah+ 2

∫ t

s
e(t−r)ABM

[

Xx
M (r), ηhM (r|s)

]

dr, ∀ t ≥ s.

In view of this mild formulation and the smoothing property of etA (see Lemma 2.2), the term
t−α‖(−A)−αh‖L2 on the right-hand side of (4.3) is to be expected. However, the mild formulation
above is not sufficient to prove (4.3) and obtain the required properties for the linear operators
ΠM (t, s). We thus define

(4.9) η̃hM (t|s) = ηhM (t|s)− e(t−s)Ah, t ≥ s.

Properties of the linear operators ΠM (t, s) are then obtained by writing

(4.10) ΠM (t, s)h = ηhM (t|s) = e(t−s)Ah+ η̃hM (t|s),
and it is thus necessary to understand how η̃hM (t|s) depends on h. It is straightforward to check

that t ∈ [s,∞) 7→ η̃hM (t|s) ∈ HM is solution to the evolution equation

(4.11)







d

dt
η̃hM (t|s) = Aη̃hM (t|s) + 2BM

[

Xx
M (t), η̃hM (t|s)

]

+ 2BM

[

Xx
M (t), e(t−s)Ah

]

, t ≥ s,

η̃hM (s|s) = 0.

The variation of constants formula implies the following expression for η̃hM (t|s):

(4.12) η̃hM (t|s) = 2

∫ t

s
ΠM (t, r)BM

[

Xx
M (r), e(r−s)Ah

]

dr, ∀ t ≥ s.

Let us now explain the strategy for the analysis of the second order derivative D2uM (t, x).(g, h),
which can be expressed as follows: for all M ∈ N, x, g, h ∈ HM , and t ≥ 0, one has

D2uM (t, x).(g, h) = E
[

D2ϕ(Xx
M (t)).(ηgM (t), ηhM (t))

]

+ E
[

Dϕ(Xx
M (t)).(ζg,hM (t))

]

,(4.13)

where the processes
(

ηgM (t)
)

t≥0
and

(

ηhM (t)
)

t≥0
are solutions of (4.6) with initial values g and h

respectively, and the process t ≥ 0 7→ ζg,hM (t) ∈ HM is solution to the evolution equation

(4.14)







d

dt
ζg,hM (t) = Aζg,hM (t) + 2BM

[

Xx
M (t), ζg,hM (t)

]

+ 2BM

[

ηgM (t), ηhM (t)
]

, t ≥ 0,

ζg,hM (0) = 0.

The linear operators ΠM (t, s) play also a fundamental role for the analysis of the second order
derivative. Indeed, applying again the variation of constants formula yields the following expression

of ζg,hM (t):

(4.15) ζg,hM (t) = 2

∫ t

0
ΠM (t, s)BM

[

ηgM (s), ηhM (s)
]

ds, ∀ t ≥ s.

In view of the expressions (4.12) and (4.15) for the first and second order derivatives, we conclude
that it is necessary to derive bounds on the operators ΠM (t, s) for 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T . Indeed,
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we state and prove three auxiliary results below; these upper bounds reveal the importance of the
(exponential) moment bounds and regularity properties for the solutionXx

M (t) obtained in Section 3.
First, Lemma 4.2 gives an upper bound for ‖ΠM (t, s)h‖L2 depending on ‖(−A)−αh‖L2 in the

range α ∈ [0, 12). The techniques of the proof are based on classical energy inequalities. To go

further and obtain estimates in the range α ∈ [12 , 1), see Lemma 4.3, it is necessary to use the

expression (4.12) for η̃hM (t|s). Finally, Lemma 4.4 gives upper bounds for ‖(−A)γΠM (t, s)h‖L2 with

γ ∈ [0, 12) depending on ‖(−A)−αh‖L2 with α ∈ [0, 1), using the mild formulation of ηhM (t|s). Note
that all the upper bounds are given in the almost sure sense. The three auxiliary results are then
combined with the (exponential) moment bounds and regularity results from Section 3 to obtain
Corollary 4.5 below, and finally this corollary is used to prove Theorem 4.1.

Lemma 4.2. Let α ∈ [0, 12) and ǫ ∈ (0,∞). There exists Cα,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M ∈ N,
all x ∈ HM , all h ∈ HM \ {0} and all 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T , one has

(4.16)
‖ΠM (t, s)h‖L2

‖(−A)−αh‖L2

≤ Cα,ǫ(T )

(t− s)α
eǫ

∫ t
s
‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖Xx
M (r)‖L∞ + 1

)

.

Proof. Owing to the identity (4.10) and to the smoothing property stated in Lemma 2.2, it is
sufficient to deal with η̃hM (t|s) defined by (4.9).

Note that η̃hM (t|s) ∈ HM . Using standard energy equality techniques applied to the evolution
equation (4.11) and integrating in time, one obtains

‖η̃hM (t|s)‖2L2 + 2

∫ t

s
〈(−A)η̃hM (r|s), η̃hM (r|s)〉 dr

= 4

∫ t

s

(

〈η̃hM (r|s), B[Xx
M (r), η̃hM (r|s)]〉L2 + 〈η̃hM (r|s), B[Xx

M (r), e(r−s)Ah]〉L2

)

dr.

By integration by parts, one has 〈(−A)η̃hM (r|s), η̃hM (r|s)〉 = ‖∇η̃hM (r|s)‖2L2 . Note also that owing

to (2.21) one has 〈x1, B[x2, x1]〉L2 = −1
2〈x2, B(x1)〉L2 = 1

2〈∇x2, x21〉L2 for x1, x2 ∈ HM ⊆W 1,2
0 .

On the one hand, applying the identity above, the Hölder inequality, and the Gagliardo-Nirenberg
inequality (2.5) (with p = 4) and the Poincaré inequality (2.1) (which is applicable as η̃hM (r|s)
takes values in HM ⊆ W 1,2

0 ), one obtains the following upper bounds: there exists C ∈ (0,∞)
(independent of x, h, T , r, s, and M) such that

∣

∣〈η̃hM (r|s), B[Xx
M (r), η̃hM (r|s)]〉L2

∣

∣ ≤ 1
2

∣

∣〈∇Xx
M (r), η̃hM (r|s)2〉L2

∣

∣ ≤ 1
2‖∇X

x
M (r)‖L2‖η̃hM (r|s)‖2L4

≤ C‖∇Xx
M (r)‖L2‖∇η̃hM (r|s)‖

1
2

L2‖η̃hM (r|s)‖
3
2

L2 .

Given an auxiliary parameter ǫ ∈ (0,∞), applying twice the Young inequality, one then obtains the
upper bound

∣

∣〈η̃hM (r|s), B[Xx
M (r), η̃hM (r|s)]〉L2

∣

∣ ≤ 1
4‖∇η̃

h
M (r|s)‖2L2 + 3

4

(

C‖∇Xx
M (r)‖L2‖η̃hM (r|s)‖

3
2

L2

)
4
3

≤ 1
4‖∇η̃

h
M (r|s)‖2L2 +

(

ǫ
4‖∇X

x
M (r)‖2L2 + C4

ǫ2

)

‖η̃hM (r|s)‖2L2 .

On the other hand, integrating by parts and applying the Cauchy-Schwarz and Young inequalities
yields

∣

∣〈η̃hM (r|s), B[Xx
M (r), e(r−s)Ah]〉L2

∣

∣ =
∣

∣〈∇η̃hM (r|s),Xx
M (r)e(r−s)Ah〉L2

∣

∣

≤1
4‖∇η̃

h
M (r|s)‖2L2 + ‖Xx

M (r)‖2L∞‖e(r−s)Ah‖2L2 .

Therefore, one has for all t ≥ s

‖η̃hM (t|s)‖2L2 ≤
∫ t

s

(

(

ǫ‖∇Xx
M (r)‖2L2 + 4C4

ǫ2

)

‖η̃hM (r|s)‖2L2 + 4‖Xx
M (r)‖2L∞‖e(r−s)Ah‖2L2

)

dr.
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Recall that η̃hM (s|s) = 0. Appyling Grönwall’s lemma and the smoothing property Lemma 2.2(1),

for all α ∈ [0, 12 ), there exists Cα ∈ (0,∞) such that for all s ≤ t ≤ T one has

‖η̃hM (t|s)‖2L2 ≤ 4

∫ t

s
exp

(

ǫ

∫ t

r1

‖∇Xx
M (r2)‖2L2 dr2 +

4C4

ǫ2 (t− r1)
)

‖Xx
M (r1)‖2L∞‖e(r1−s)Ah‖2L2 dr1

≤ Cα exp
(

∫ t

s
ǫ‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2L2 dr + 4C4

ǫ2
(t− s)

)

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖Xx
M (r)‖2L∞

∫ T

s
(r − s)−2α dr‖(−A)−αh‖2L2

≤ CαT
1−2α exp(4C

4

ǫ2
T ) exp

(

∫ t

s
ǫ‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2L2 dr
)

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖Xx
M (r)‖2L∞‖(−A)−αh‖2L2 .

(4.17)

Recalling from (4.10) that ΠM (t, s)h = ηhM (t|s) = η̃hM (t|s) + e(t−s)Ah for all t ≥ s, and applying
Lemma 2.2(1) then yields the inequality (4.16), which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.2. �

Next, one needs to extend the range of admissible values from α ∈ [0, 12) to α ∈ [0, 1). The

limitation to α ∈ [0, 12) in Lemma 4.2 is due to using energy inequalities techniques. It is overcome
below using the mild formulation (4.12) instead. An additional auxiliary positive parameter denoted
δ ∈ (0,∞) is required; this parameter may be chosen arbitrarily small, however, the implied constant
Cα,δ,ǫ(T ) may blow up as δ tends to 0.

Lemma 4.3. Let α ∈ [0, 1), and δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞). There exists Cα,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all
M ∈ N, x ∈ HM , all h ∈ HM \ {0} and 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T one has

‖ΠM (t, s)h‖L2

‖(−A)−αh‖L2

≤ Cα,δ,ǫ(T )

(t− s)α
eǫ

∫ t

s
‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖(−A) 1
4
+δXx

M (r)‖2L2 + 1
)

.(4.18)

Proof. In view of Lemma 4.2 (and of the Sobolev inequality (2.17)), we only need to consider the
case α ∈ [12 , 1). Without loss of generality in this proof assume that δ ∈ (0, 1−α). Let also M ∈ N,
T ∈ (0,∞) and x, h ∈ HM be fixed.

Using the expression (4.12) of η̃hM (t|s) and applying Lemma 4.2 (with α = 1
2 − δ

4), there exists
Cδ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all t ∈ [s, T ] one has

‖η̃hM (t|s)‖L2 ≤ 2

∫ t

s
‖ΠM (t, r)BM [Xx

M (r), e(r−s)Ah]‖L2 dr

≤ Cδ,ǫ(T )e
ǫ
∫ t
s
‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖Xx
M (r)‖L∞ + 1

)

×
∫ t

s
(t− r)−

1
2
+ δ

4 ‖(−A)− 1
2
+ δ

4B[Xx
M (r), e(r−s)Ah]‖L2 dr.(4.19)

Since α ≥ 1
2 and δ < 1 − α, one has δ < 1

2 ; therefore Lemmas 2.4 (with α = 1
2 − δ

4) and 2.3 (with

γ = δ
4 ) imply that there exists Cδ ∈ (0,∞) such that for all r ∈ [s, t] one has

‖(−A)− 1
2
+ δ

4B[Xx
M (r), e(r−s)Ah]‖L2 = ‖(−A)− 1

2
+ δ

4∇
(

Xx
M (r)e(r−s)Ah

)

‖L2

≤ ‖(−A) δ
4

(

Xx
M (r)e(r−s)Ah

)

‖L2

≤ Cδ‖(−A)
1
4
+δXx

M (r)‖L2‖(−A)δe(r−s)Ah‖L2 .

Plugging this upper bound into (4.19), and applying the smoothing property from Lemma 2.2(1)
and the Sobolev inequality (2.17), one deduces that there exists Cα,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all
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t ∈ [s, T ] one has

‖η̃hM (t|s)‖L2 ≤ Cα,δ,ǫ(T )e
ǫ
∫ t
s
‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr( sup

r∈[s,t]
‖(−A) 1

4
+δXx

M (r)‖2L2 + 1
)

×
∫ t

s
(t− r)−

1
2
+ δ

4 (r − s)−δ−α dr ‖(−A)−αh‖L2 .

Owing to the condition δ + α < 1 imposed at the beginning of the proof on the parameter δ, the
change of variable r = s+ (t− s)θ in the integral above implies that there exists Cα,δ(T ) ∈ (0,∞)
such that
∫ t

s
(t− r)−

1
2
+ δ

4 (r − s)−δ−α dr = (t− s)
1
2
− 3δ

4
−α

∫ 1

0
θ−(α+δ)(1− θ)−

1
2
+ δ

4dθ ≤ Cα,δ(T )(t− s)−α,

where the last upper bound uses the inequality (t − s)
1
2
− 3δ

4 ≤ T
1
2
− 3δ

4 which is deduced from the
condition δ < 1− α ≤ 1

2 .

Recalling that from (4.10) one has ΠM (t, s)h = η̃hM (t|s) + e(t−s)Ah for all t ≥ s, and applying
Lemma 2.2(1), this yields the inequality (4.18), which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.3. �

It remains to state and prove the last auxiliary result on the linear operators ΠM (t, s).

Lemma 4.4. Let α ∈ [0, 1), γ ∈ [0, 12), and δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞). There exists Cα,γ,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such
that for all M ∈ N , x ∈ HM , h ∈ HM \ {0}, and 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T , one has

‖(−A)γΠM (t, s)h‖L2

‖(−A)−αh‖L2

≤ Cα,γ,δ,ǫ(T )

(t− s)α+γ
eǫ

∫ t

s
‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖(−A) 1
4
+δXx

M (r)‖3L2 + 1
)

.(4.20)

Proof. Let M ∈ N, T ∈ (0,∞) and x, h ∈ HM be fixed.
Recall that ΠM (t, s)h = ηhM (t|s), and that the mild formulation for the solution ηhM (t|s) to (4.7)

is given by (4.8).
Therefore, applying Lemma 2.2(1) (with α = 1

2 + γ) and Lemma 2.4, then Lemma 4.3 and the
Sobolev inequality (2.17), one deduces that there exists Cα+γ , Cγ,δ,ǫ(T ), Cα,γ,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such
that for all t ≥ s one has

‖(−A)γηhM (t|s)‖L2 ≤ ‖(−A)γe(t−s)Ah‖L2 + Cγ,δ,ǫ(T )

∫ t

s
(t− r)−( 1

2
+γ)‖Xx

M (r)‖L∞‖ηhM (r|s)‖L2 dr

≤ Cα+γ(t− s)−(α+γ)‖(−A)−αh‖L2

+ Cα,γ,δ,ǫ(T )

∫ t

s
(t− r)−( 1

2
+γ)(r − s)−α dr

× eǫ
∫ t
s
‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖(−A) 1
4
+δXx

M (r)‖3L2 + 1
)

‖(−A)−αh‖L2 .

Owing to the conditions 1
2 + γ < 1 and α < 1, performing the change of variable r = s+ (t− s)θ in

the integral above, one has
∫ t

s
(t− r)−( 1

2
+γ)(r − s)−α dr ≤ T

1
2 (t− s)−α−γ

∫ 1

0
(1− θ)−( 1

2
+γ)θ−α dθ.

One thus obtains the inequality (4.20), which concludes the proof of Lemma 4.4. �

We are now in a position to state and prove moment bounds for ηhM (t) and ζg,hM (t) in Corollary 4.5
below , using the properties of the linear operators ΠM (t, s) obtained above. Corollary 4.5 is the
final ingredient needed for the proof of Theorem 4.1.
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Corollary 4.5. (1) Let α ∈ [0, 1), γ ∈ [0, 12), δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞); then there exists Cp,α,γ,δ,ǫ(T,Q) ∈
(0,∞) such that for all M ∈ N, x, h ∈ HM , and t ∈ [0, T ], one has

(4.21)
(

E
[

‖(−A)γηhM (t)‖p
L2

])
1
p ≤ Cp,α,γ,δ,ǫ(T,Q)t−(α+γ)eǫ‖x‖

2
L2
(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖6L2

)

‖(−A)−αh‖L2 ,

where we recall that t 7→ ηhM (t) is the solution to (4.6).
(2) Let α, β ∈ [0, 1) be such that α+β < 1, and let δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞). There exists Cp,α,β,δ,ǫ,µ(T,Q) ∈

(0,∞) such that for all M ∈ N, x, g, h ∈ HM , t ∈ [0, T ], one has

(4.22)

(

E
[

‖ζg,hM (t)‖p
L2

])
1
p

≤ Cp,α,β,δ,ǫ(T,Q)t−(α+β)eǫ‖x‖
2
L2
(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖16L2

)

‖(−A)−αg‖L2‖(−A)−βh‖L2 ,

where we recall that t 7→ ζg,hM (t) is the solution to (4.14).

Proof. Proof of 1. Let us first prove the inequality (4.21). Recall that ηhM (t) = ΠM (t, 0)h.
Therefore, the inequality (4.20) from Lemma 4.4 (applied with ǫ replaced by ǫ/2) and the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality imply, given ǫ ∈ (0,∞), the existence of Cα,γ,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all
M ∈ N, x, h ∈ HM , t ∈ [0, T ].

(

E
[

‖(−A)γηhM (t)‖p
L2

])
1
p ≤ Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T )t

−(α+γ)‖(−A)−αh‖L2

(

E

[

eǫp
∫ t
0 ‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

])
1
2p

×
(

E

[

1 + sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖(−A) 1
4
+ δ

2Xx
M (s)‖6p

L2

])
1
2p
.

The exponential moment bounds (3.3) from Lemma 3.1 (applied with λ = 1
4 + δ

2 and γ = δ
2)

imply that for all ǫ ∈ (0, 1
4p‖Q‖L(L2)

) there exists Cǫ,p(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞) such that

sup
M∈N

(

E

[

e
ǫ
2
p
∫ t

0
‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

])
1
2p ≤ Cǫ,p(T,Q)eǫ‖x‖

2
L2 .

The regularity result given by inequality (3.5) from Lemma 3.3 implies that there exists Cδ,p,µ(T,Q) ∈
(0,∞) such that

sup
M∈N

(

E

[

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖(−A) 1
4
+ δ

2Xx
M (s)‖6p

L2

])
1
2p ≤ Cδ,p(T,Q)

(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖6L2 + ‖x‖18L2

)

.

Since ‖x‖18L2 ≤ Cǫe
ǫ
2
‖x‖2

L2 , combining the upper bounds above then yields the inequality (4.21).

Proof of 2. Let us now prove the inequality (4.22). Recall the expression of ζg,hM (t) given
by (4.15).

Let λ ∈
(

0 ∨ (α + β − 3
4 ),

1
4

)

denote an auxiliary parameter. Applying the inequality (4.18) in

Lemma 4.3 (with α = 3
4 + λ) implies that there exists Cλ,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that, for all M ∈ N,

x, h ∈ HM , and t ∈ [0, T ], one has

‖ζg,hM (t)‖L2 ≤ Cλ,δ,ǫ(T )e
ǫ
2

∫ t
0 ‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[0,t]

‖(−A) 1
4
+ δ

2Xx
M (r)‖2L2 + 1

)

×
∫ t

0
(t− s)−( 3

4
+λ)‖(−A)−( 3

4
+λ)BM [ηgM (s), ηhM (s)]‖L2 ds.(4.23)

Applying the inequality (2.18), one obtains the upper bound

‖(−A)−( 3
4
+λ)BM [ηgM (s), ηhM (s)]‖L2 ≤ ‖(−A)−( 3

4
+λ)B[ηgM (s), ηhM (s)]‖L2

≤ Cλ‖(−A)−
1
2B[ηgM(s)ηhM (s)]‖L1 .
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Set q = 2
1+4λ and observe that by definition of λ we have q > 1. Applying the inequality (2.20)

from Lemma 2.5 and Hölder’s inequality implies that there exists Cq ∈ (0,∞) such that one has
the upper bounds

‖(−A)− 1
2B[ηgM (s), ηhM (s)]‖L1 ≤ ‖(−A)− 1

2B[ηgM (s), ηhM (s)]‖Lq

≤ Cq‖ηgM (s)ηhM (s)‖Lq

≤ Cq‖ηgM (s)‖L2q‖ηhM (s)‖L2q .

From the Sobolev inequality (2.2) and Proposition 2.1, one then obtains the upper bound

‖(−A)− 1
2B[ηgM (s), ηhM (s)]‖L1 ≤ Cq‖(−A)

1
4
− 1

4q ηgM (s)‖L2‖(−A)
1
4
− 1

4q ηhM (s)‖L2 .

Applying the inequality (4.20) from Lemma 4.4 with γ = 1
4 − 1

4q = 1
8 − λ

2 , one deduces that there

exists Cα,β,λ,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M ∈ N, all x, g, h ∈ HM , and all s ∈ [0, T ]

‖(−A)− 1
2B[ηgM (s), ηhM (s)]‖L1 ≤ Cα,β,λ,δ,ǫ(T )s

−(α+β+ 1
4
−λ)e

ǫ
2

∫ s
0 ‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

×
(

sup
r∈[0,s]

‖(−A) 1
4
+ δ

2Xx
M (r)‖6L2 + 1

)

‖(−A)−αh‖L2‖(−A)−βg‖L2 .

Plugging the above inequality in (4.23) and recalling that λ is an auxiliary parameter chosen such
that α+ β + 1

4 − λ < 1, one thus obtains that there exists a Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that

‖ζg,hM (t)‖L2 ≤ Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T )e
ǫ
∫ t
0 ‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[0,t]

‖(−A) 1
4
+ δ

2Xx
M (r)‖8L2 + 1

)

×
∫ t

0
(t− s)−( 3

4
+λ)s−(α+β+ 1

4
−λ) ds‖(−A)−αh‖L2‖(−A)−βg‖L2

≤ Cα,β,δ,ǫ(T )t
−(α+β)eǫ

∫ t
0 ‖∇Xx

M (r)‖2
L2 dr

(

sup
r∈[s,t]

‖(−A) 1
4
+ δ

2Xx
M (r)‖8L2 + 1

)

× ‖(−A)−αh‖L2‖(−A)−βg‖L2 .

In order to obtain the inequality (4.22), it thus remains to proceed as in the proof of the inequal-
ity (4.21), using Hölder’s inequality, the exponential moment bounds (3.3) from Lemma 3.1 and the
regularity properties from Lemma 3.3. The details are omitted. This concludes the proof of the
inequality (2).

The proof of Corollary 4.5 is thus completed. �

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Recall that the mapping ϕ : L2 → R is assumed to be twice continu-
ously differentiable with bounded first and second order derivatives. Moreover, the expressions
of DuM (t, x).(h) and D2uM (t, x).(g, h) are given by (4.5) and (4.13) respectively.

To prove the inequality (4.3), it suffices to note that owing to (4.5) one has

|DuM (t, x).(h)| ≤ C(ϕ)E[‖ηhM (t)‖L2 ]

and to apply the inequality (4.21) from Corollary 4.5.
To prove the inequality (4.4), observe that owing to (4.13) one has

|D2uM (t, x).(g, h)| ≤ C(ϕ)
(

(

E[‖ηgM (t)‖2L2 ]
)

1
2
(

E[‖ηhM (t)‖2L2 ]
)

1
2 + E[‖ζg,hM (t)‖L2 ]

)

.

Applying the inequalities (4.21) and (4.22) from Corollary 4.5 then yields the inequality (4.4).
The proof of Theorem 4.1 is thus completed. �
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Remark 4.6. The degrees 1, 2 and 3 of polynomial dependence with respect to Xx
M in the in-

equalities (4.16) from Lemma 4.2, (4.18) from Lemma 4.3 and (4.20) from Lemma 4.4 may not be

optimal. Similarly, the degrees 6 and 16 for the dependence with respect to ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖L2 appearing

in Corollary 4.5 and finally in Theorem 4.1 may also not be optimal. See also Remark 3.4.

5. Weak error estimates for the spectral Galerkin approximation

This section is devoted to the rigorous statement of the main result of this article: we provide
weak error estimates for the spectral Galerkin approximation.

Theorem 5.1. Assume that there exists γ0 ∈ (0,∞) such that E[exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)] < ∞, and that

there exist p ∈ (32,∞) and δ0 ∈ (0,∞) such that E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

]

<∞.
Let X be the solution to the Burgers equation (2.9), and let XN , N ∈ N, be the associated

Galerkin approximations (2.11). Let ϕ ∈ C2(L2,R) have bounded first and second derivatives. For
all α ∈ (0, 1 ∧ (34 + δ0)) there exists Cα,γ0,δ0,p(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all N ∈ N one has

(5.1)
|E[ϕ(X(T ))] − E[ϕ(XN (T ))]|

≤ Cα,γ0,δ0,p(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2α

(

1 + E
[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)])2
(

1 + E
[

‖ −A)
1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

]

)

.

Remark 5.2. Before providing the proof of Theorem 5.1, let us compare the weak error estimates
with strong error bounds obtained previously in the literature. We recall from [22, Equation (107)]
that for all p ∈ [8,∞), all r, q ∈ (0,∞) such that 4

p + 1
q = 1

r and all α ∈ (12 ,∞), there exists

Cα,γ0,p,q(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞) such that

sup
M∈N

(

Mα sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

E[‖X(t)−XM (t)‖rL2 ]
)

1
r

)

≤ Cα,γ0,p,q(T,Q)
(

E[exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)]
)

1
q

×
(

1 ∧ lim inf
M→∞

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

E[‖(−A)α
2XM (t)‖

p
2

L2 ]
)

4
p

)

.

In view of Lemma 3.3 this implies that under the assumptions of Theorem 5.1 one has for all r, q ∈
(0,∞) satisfying 4

p+
1
q = 1

r and all α ∈ (0, 1∧(12 +2δ0)) that there exists a Cα,γ0,δ0,p,q(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞)

such that for all N ∈ N one has

(5.2) sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

E[‖X(t) −XN (t)‖rL2 ]
)

1
r ≤ Cα,γ0,δ0,p,q(T,Q,X0)N

−α,

where

Cα,γ0,δ0,p,q(T,Q,X0)

≤ Cα,γ0,δ0,p,q(T,Q)
(

E[exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)]
)

1
q

(

1 + E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖3pL2

]

)
4
p
<∞.

Note that E[exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)] <∞ implies E
[

‖X0‖3pL2

]

<∞.

Observe that when δ0 ≥ 1
4 , one may take arbitrary α ∈ (0, 1), meaning that the weak order 2α is

twice the strong order α. For δ0 ∈ [0, 14) the weak rate we obtain is more than twice the strong rate
obtained in [22]. However, we have no indication that the (weak or strong) rates obtained in the
regime where δ0 ∈ (0, 14) are optimal. In particular, [9, Corollary 7.5] proves that a weak rate 2 is
optimal for Galerkin approximations of certain linear parabolic equations. Moverover, results in [34]
imply that a strong rate 1 is optimal for Galerkin approximations of certain semilinear parabolic
equations. We do not know of any lower bounds for approximations of the Burgers’ equation (weak
or strong), let alone that it is known whether they depend on the regularity of the initial value.
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In order to prove Theorem 5.1, two additional auxiliary lemmas are required. First, Lemma 5.3
gives a property on the solutions uM of the Kolmogorov equation, in order to extend the defini-
tion (4.1) of uM (t, x) for deterministic x ∈ HM to random initial values x = XM (0). The result is
classical but requires some care to deal with the nonlinearity in a rigorous way. A proof is provided
in Appendix B.

Lemma 5.3. Assume that there exists p ∈ [4,∞) such that E[‖X0‖pL2 ] < ∞. Let M ∈ N and let

ϕ : L2 → R be twice continuously differentiable with bounded first and second derivatives, and let
uM be defined by (4.1). Then one has

(5.3) uM (t,XM (0)) = E[ϕ(XM (t))|XM (0)] a.s.

for all t ∈ [0, T ], M ∈ N.

Second, given parameters δ, ǫ ∈ (0,∞) and q ∈ [1,∞), set

(5.4) Ψδ,ǫ,q(x) = exp
(

ǫ‖x‖2L2

)(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δx‖q

L2

)

, ∀ x ∈ D((−A) 1
4
+δ).

Lemma 5.4. Assume that there exists γ0 ∈ (0,∞) such that E[exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)] <∞, and that there

exist p ∈ (32,∞) and δ0 ∈ (0,∞) such that E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

]

<∞.

Then for all q ∈ [1, p2 ), δ ∈ [0, δ0) and ǫ ∈ (0, (1−2q
p )

γ0
1+2γ0‖Q‖L(L2)

), there exists Cγ0,δ,δ0,ǫ,p,q(T,Q) ∈
(0,∞) such that

(5.5)

sup
M∈N

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

Ψδ,ǫ,q(XM (t))
]

≤ Cγ0,δ,δ0,ǫ,p,q(T,Q)
(

1 + E
[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)])2
(

1 + E
[

‖ −A)
1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

]

)
2q
p
.

Proof. Recall that ‖(−A)αx‖L2 ≤ ‖(−A)βx‖L2 for all x ∈ D((−A)β) and all α < β (see (2.14)).
Thus, without loss of generality, we can assume δ0 <

1
4 . Applying Hölder’s inequality, one has for

all M ∈ N

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

Ψδ,ǫ,q(XM (t))
]

≤
(

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

exp
( pǫ
p−2q‖XM (t)‖2L2

)

]

)1− 2q
p

×
(

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δXM (t)‖q

L2

)
p
2q

]

)
2q
p

.

Applying the exponential moment bounds (3.2) from Lemma 3.1 (with β = pǫ
p−2q ) and the inequal-

ity (3.5) from Lemma 3.3 (with λ = 1
4 + δ, γ ∈ (0, δ0 − δ), α = 1

4 + δ0) one obtains that there exists
Cǫ,p,q, Cδ,δ0,p ∈ (0,∞) such that

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

exp
( pǫ
p−2q‖XM (t)‖2L2

)

]

≤ Cǫ,p,q(T,Q)
(

E
[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)])

pǫ
(p−2q)γ0

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δXM (t)‖q

L2

)
p
2q

]

≤ Cδ,δ0,p(T,Q)
(

1 + E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖3pL2

]

)

.

Note that ǫ < γ0, therefore one has
(

E
[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)])
ǫ
γ0 ≤ 1 + E

[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)]

.

Moreover, there exists Cγ0,p ∈ (0,∞) such that

1 + E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖3pL2

]

≤
(

1 + E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

])(

1 + E
[

‖X0‖3pL2

])

≤ Cγ0,p

(

1 + E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

])(

1 + E
[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)])

.
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Combining the upper bounds then yields the inequality (5.5) and concludes the proof of Lemma 5.4.
�

Finally, in the proof of Theorem 5.1 below, the following inequality is employed to obtain con-
vergence rates of error terms with respect to N : for all N,M ∈ N, if M > N , one has

(5.6) ‖(−A)−α(PN − PM )x‖L2 ≤ (πN)−2α‖x‖L2 , ∀ x ∈ L2,

for all N,M ∈ N satisfying M > N , see (2.13).
We are now in a position to prove Theorem 5.1. In the sequel, the objective is to obtain a rate

of convergence with respect to N ∈ N, and an auxiliary integer M ∈ N is introduced for technical
reasons. The condition M ≥ N is imposed below.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Without loss of generality we can assume that α ≥ 1
2 and δ0 <

1
4 . Since

α < 1∧ (34 + δ0), we can choose an auxiliary parameter δ ∈ (0, δ0) satisfying α < 3
4 + δ ∈ (0, 1). Set

β = 1
4 − δ and observe that β ∈ [0, 1− α).

Note that for all q ∈ [1,∞) and ǫ > 0 there exists Cǫ,q ∈ (0,∞) such that

(5.7) E[‖X0‖qL2 ] ≤ Cǫ,qE[exp(ǫ‖X0‖2L2)].

For all N ∈ N, define
εN = E[ϕ(XN (T ))]− E[ϕ(X(T ))],

and for all M > N set
εN,M = E[ϕ(XN (T ))]− E[ϕ(XM (T ))].

It follows from the strong convergence result (5.2) that for all N ∈ N one has

(5.8) εN = E[ϕ(XN (T ))]− E[ϕ(X(T ))] = lim
M→∞

(

E[ϕ(XN (T ))] − E[ϕ(XM (T ))]
)

= lim
M→∞

εN,M .

It thus suffices to prove upper bounds for |εN,M | which are independent of the auxiliary parameter
M under the condition M > N , to obtain upper bounds for |εN |.

Recall that the mapping uM is defined by Equation 4.1. Applying the identity (5.3) from
Lemma 5.3 and the tower property of conditional expectation, one obtains

ǫN,M = E[uM (0,XN (T ))]− E[uM (T,XM (0))] = ε1N,M + ε2N,M ,(5.9)

where for all M > N the auxiliary error terms are defined by

ǫ1N,M = E[uM (0,XN (T ))]− E[uM (T,XN (0))],

ǫ2N,M = E[uM (T,XN (0))] − E[uM (T,XM (0))] = E[uM (T, PNX0)]− E[uM (T, PMX0)].

We deal with the error terms ǫ1N,M and ǫ2N,M separately.

Treatment of ǫ1N,M . The mapping uM defined by (4.1) is of class C1,2([0, T ]×HM ,R). Therefore,

applying the Itô formula to the stochastic process [0, T ] ∋ t 7→ uM (T−t,XN (t)), using the evolution
equation (2.11) for XN and the definition (2.8) of the Wiener process WQ, one obtains, for all
M > N :

ǫ1N,M = E
[

uM (0,XN (T ))] − uM (T,XN (0))
]

= −
∫ T

0
E
[

∂uM

∂t (T − t,XN (t))
]

dt

+

∫ T

0
E
[

DuM (T − t,XN (t)).
(

AXN (t) +BN (XN (t))
)]

dt

+ 1
2

∫ T

0

∑

j∈N
qjE[D

2uM (T − t,XN (t)).
(

PNej , PNej
)

] dt,
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Next, recall that the mapping uM is solution to the Kolmogorov equation (4.2). Therefore, ǫ1N,M

is decomposed as

(5.10) ǫ1N,M = ǫ1,1N,M + ǫ1,2N,M ,

where for all M > N the error terms ǫ1,1N,M and ǫ1,2N,M are defined by

ǫ1,1N,M =

∫ T

0
E
[

DuM (T − t,XN (t)).
(

BN (XN (t))−BM(XN (t))
)]

dt,

ǫ1,2N,M =
1

2

∫ T

0

∑

j∈N
qjE
[

D2uM (T − t,XN (t)).
(

(PN − PM )ej , (PN + PM )ej
)]

dt.

• Treatment of ǫ1,1N,M .

Recall that it is assumed that M > N , thus XN (t) ∈ HN ⊆ HM , and thus for all t ∈ [0, T ] one
has

BN (XN (t))−BM (XN (t)) = (PN − PM )B(XN (t)).

Recall that β = 1
4 − δ ∈ [0, 1 − α). Applying the inequality (5.6) and the inequality (4.3)

from Theorem 4.1 regarding the first order derivative DuM (t, ·), for all ǫ, δ ∈ (0,∞), there exists
Cα,δ,ε(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M > N and for all t ∈ (0, T ) one has

∣

∣E
[

DuM (T − t,XN (t)).
(

BN (XN (t))−BM (XN (t))
)]∣

∣

≤ Cα,δ,ε(T,Q,ϕ)(T − t)−(α+β)
E
[

Ψδ,ǫ,6(XN (t))‖(−A)−(α+β)(PN − PM )B(XN (t))‖L2

]

≤ 2Cα,δ,ε(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2(α+β)(T − t)−(α+β)

E
[

Ψδ,ǫ,6(XN (t))‖B(XN (t))‖L2

]

,

where Ψδ,ǫ,6(XN (t)) is defined by (5.4).
Recall from (2.4) that the Sobolev space W 1,2 is an algebra. This observation combined with the

Poincaré inequality (2.1) and with Lemma 2.4 yields

(5.11) ‖B(XN (t))‖L2 ≤ ‖XN (t)2‖W 1,2 ≤ ‖XN (t)‖2W 1,2 ≤ 3
2‖∇XN (t)‖2L2 = 3

2‖(−A)
1
2XN (t)‖2L2 ,

where the standard definition ‖·‖2W 1,2 = ‖·‖2L2+‖∇·‖2L2 is considered. Notice that in Section 3 there

are no moment bounds for ‖(−A) 1
2XN (t)‖L2 , whereas the inequality (3.5) from Lemma 3.3 provides

moment bounds for ‖(−A) 1
2
− δ

2XN (t)‖L2 , for positive δ, uniformly with respect to t ∈ [0, T ]. Those
moment bounds can be exploited by applying the inverse inequality on HN : for all β ∈ (0, 12) and
N ∈ N one has

(5.12) ‖(−A) 1
2x‖L2 ≤ (πN)2β‖(−A) 1

2
−βx‖L2 , ∀ x ∈ HN .

Combining the upper bounds above, recalling that 1
2 − β = 1

4 + δ, one thus obtains the upper
bounds

E
[

Ψδ,ǫ,6(XN (t))‖B(XN (t))‖L2

]

≤ 3(πN)2β

2
E
[

Ψδ,ǫ,6(XN (t))‖(−A) 1
2
−βXN (t)‖2L2

]

≤ 3(πN)2β

2
E
[

Ψδ,ǫ,8(XN (t))
]

.

Therefore for all M > N there exists a Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M > N one has

(5.13) |ǫ1,1N,M | ≤ Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2α

∫ T

0
(T − t)−(α+β) dt sup

t∈[0,T ]
E
[

Ψδ,ǫ,8(XN (t))
]

.
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Let ǫ = p−2q
2p

γ0
1+2γ0‖Q‖L(L2)

with q = 8. Applying the inequality (5.5) from Lemma 5.4, one obtains

the following inequality: for all M > N there exists a Cα,γ0,δ,δ0,p(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that
(5.14)

|ǫ1,1N,M | ≤ Cα,γ0,δ,δ0,p(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2α

(

1 + E
[

exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)
])2
(

1 +
(

E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

])

)
16
p
.

• Treatment of ǫ1,2N,M .

Owing to the inequality (4.4) from Theorem 4.1 regarding the second order derivative D2uM (t, ·)
(applied with β = 0), for all ε, δ ∈ (0,∞) there exists a Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all
t ∈ (0, T ) and all M > N one has

∣

∣E
[

D2uM (T − t,XN (t)).
(

(PN − PM )ej , (PN + PM )ej
)

]
∣

∣

≤ Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ)(T − t)−α
E[Ψδ,ǫ,16(XN (t))]‖(−A)−α(PN − PM )ej‖L2‖(PN + PM )ej‖L2

≤ 2Cα,δ,ǫ(T,Q,ϕ)(T − t)−α
E[Ψδ,ǫ,16(XN (t))]N−2α,

using the inequality (5.6) in the last step, and where Ψδ,ǫ,16(XN (t)) is defined by (5.4).
Recall that

∑

j∈N
qj = Tr(Q) < ∞. There thus exists Cα,δ,ε(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all

M > N one has

(5.15) |ǫ1,2N,M | ≤ Cα,δ,ε(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2α

∫ T

0
(T − t)−(α+β) dt sup

t∈[0,T ]
E
[

Ψδ,ǫ,16(XN (t))
]

.

Let ǫ = p−2q
2p

γ0
1+2γ0‖Q‖L(L2)

with q = 16. Applying the inequality (5.5) from Lemma 5.4, one obtains

that there exists a Cα,γ0,δ,δ0,p(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M > N one has
(5.16)

|ǫ1,2N,M | ≤ Cα,γ0,δ,δ0,p(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2α

(

1 + E
[

exp(γ0‖X0‖2L2)
])2
(

1 +
(

E
[

‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖pL2

])

)
32
p
.

Treatment of ǫ2N,M .

For all M > N , one has

|ǫ2N,M | = |E[uM (T, PNX0)− uM (T, PMX0)]|

=
∣

∣

∣
E

[

∫ 1

0
DuM(T, (PMX0 + r(PN − PM )X0)).(PNX0 − PMX0) dr

]∣

∣

∣
.

Since PN and PM are the orthogonal projections on the eigenspaces HN and HM of A, one has

(5.17) ‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0(PMX0 + r(PN − PM )X0)‖L2 ≤ ‖(−A) 1

4
+δ0X0‖L2 , ∀ r ∈ [0, 1].

Owing to this and to the inequality (4.3) from Theorem 4.1 (with ǫ = γ0/3) regarding the first order
derivative DuM (t, ·), there exists Cα,γ0,δ0(T,Q,ϕ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for all M > N one has

|ǫ2N,M | ≤ Cα,γ0,δ0(T,Q,ϕ)E
[

exp
(γ0

3 ‖X0‖2L2

)(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖6L2

)

‖(−A)−α(PN − PM )X0‖L2

]

≤ Cα,γ0,δ0(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2α

E[exp
(γ0

3 ‖X0‖2L2

)(

1 + ‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖6L2

)

‖X0‖L2

]

.

Therefore applying (5.7) and Hölder’s inequality, one obtains that there exists a Cα,γ0,δ0(T,Q,ϕ) ∈
(0, 1) such that for all M > N one has

(5.18) |ǫ2N,M | ≤ Cα,γ0,δ0(T,Q,ϕ)N
−2α
(

E[exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)

]
)

2
3
(

1 +
(

E[‖(−A) 1
4
+δ0X0‖18L2

)
1
3
)

.

Conclusion.

Combining (5.8), (5.9), (5.10), (5.14), (5.16) and (5.18) completes the proof of Thoerem 5.1. �
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Appendix A. Proof of the moment bounds

A.1. Proof of Lemma 3.1.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. (i) Using the property (2.23), applying Itô’s formula for ‖.‖2L2 and performing
an integration by parts, we deduce the following energy equality, for any stopping time τ : Ω → [0, T ]:

(A.1) ‖XM (τ)‖2L2 + 2

∫ τ

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds = ‖PMX0‖2L2 + 2

∫ τ

0
〈XM (s), dWQ(s)〉L2 + τ Tr(Q).

For any R ∈ (0,∞) define the stopping time τR := inf{t ∈ [0, T ] : ‖XM (t)‖L2 ≥ R}. Owing to
global well-posedness of (2.11), note that limR→∞ τR = T .

Let p ∈ [4,∞). Applying the Itô formula to (A.1) for the C2-function ξ 7→ ξ
p
2 , one has for any

t ∈ [0, T ]

‖XM (t ∧ τR)‖pL2 + p

∫ t∧τR

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 ds

= ‖PMX0‖pL2 + p

∫ t∧τR

0
‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 〈XM (s), dWQ(s)〉L2

+ p
2 Tr(Q)

∫ τ∧τR

0
‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 ds + p
4 (p− 2)

∫ τ∧τR

0
‖XM (s)‖p−4

L2 ‖
√

QXM (s)‖2L2 ds.(A.2)

The linear operator
√
Q is bounded with ‖√Q‖2L(L2) = ‖Q‖L(L2) ≤ Tr(Q); thus taking expectations

(note that ‖XM (t ∧ τR)‖L2 ≤ R + ‖X0‖L2 a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ], therefore the stochastic integral
above is a martingale) we deduce that for any t ∈ [0, T ]

E
[

‖XM (t ∧ τR)‖pL2

]

+ pE
[

∫ t∧τR

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 ds
]

≤ E[‖PMX0‖pL2 ] +
p2

4 Tr(Q) E
[

∫ t

0

(

‖XM (s ∧ τR)‖pL2 + 1
)

ds
]

.

Recalling that ‖PMX0‖L2 ≤ ‖X0‖L2 , neglecting the second term in the above left hand side and
applying the Grönwall lemma, we deduce that there exists Cp(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞) such that

(A.3) sup
M∈N

sup
R∈(0,∞)

sup
t∈[0,T ]

E
[

‖XM (t ∧ τR)‖pL2

]

≤ Cp(T,Q)E[‖X0‖pL2 ].

Furthermore, the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality (see, e.g., [14, Theorem 3.14 and Theorem
4.12]) yields

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣

∣

∣

∫ t∧τR

0
‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 〈XM (s), dWQ(s)〉L2

∣

∣

∣

]

≤ 3E
[(

∫ T∧τR

0
‖XM (s)‖2p−4

L2 ‖
√

QXM (s)‖2L2 ds
)

1
2
]

≤ 3Tr(Q)E
[

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖XM (s ∧ τR)‖
p
2

L2

(

∫ T∧τR

0
‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 ds
)

1
2
]

.
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Therefore, owing to (A.2) we deduce that for every t ∈ [0, T ]

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

‖XM (t ∧ τR)‖pL2 + p

∫ t∧τR

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 ds
)]

≤ E[‖X0‖pL2 ] + 3pTr(Q) E
[

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖XM (s ∧ τR)‖
p
2

L2

(

∫ T∧τR

0
‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 ds
)

1
2

]

+
p2

4
Tr(Q) E

[

∫ T

0

(

‖XM (s ∧ τR)‖pL2 + 1
)

ds
]

≤ E[‖X0‖pL2 ] +
1
2E
[

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖XM (s ∧ τR)‖pL2

]

+
19p2

4
Tr(Q) E

[

∫ T

0

(

‖XM (s ∧ τR)‖pL2 + 1
)

ds
]

.

Note that sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖XM (t ∧ τR)‖pL2 ≤ Rp + ‖X0‖pL2 , thus E
[

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖XM (s ∧ τR)‖pL2

]

< ∞. As a

result, applying the upper bound (A.3) shows that there exists Cp(T,Q) ∈ (0,∞) such that

sup
M∈N

sup
R∈(0,∞)

E

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

‖XM (t ∧ τR)‖pL2 + p

∫ t∧τR

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2‖XM (s)‖p−2

L2 ds
)]

≤ Cp(T,Q)E[‖X0‖pL2 ].

Letting R→ ∞ and applying the monotone convergence theorem implies that the upper bound (3.1)
holds for every p ∈ [4,∞).

(ii) Multiplying the identity (A.1) (with τ = t) by β ∈ (0,∞), we deduce

β‖XM (t)‖2L2+β

∫ t

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds = β‖PMX0‖2L2 + βtTr(Q)

+ 2β

∫ t

0
〈XM (s) dWQ(s)〉L2 − β

∫ t

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds, ∀t ≥ 0.(A.4)

For all β ∈ (0,∞) and all t ∈ [0, T ] set

N (β)(t) = 2β

∫ t

0
〈XM (s), dWQ(s)〉L2 ,

and define the random variable

(A.5)

Y (β) = exp
(

β sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

2

∫ t

0
〈XM (s), dWQ(s)〉L2 −

∫ t

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds

)

)

= exp
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

N (β)(t)− β

∫ t

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds

)

)

.

The stochastic process (N (β)(t))0≤t≤T is a square integrable martingale, and its quadratic variation
(

〈N (β)〉t
)

t≥0
is given by

〈N (β)〉t = 4β2
∫ t

0
‖
√

QXM (s)‖2L2 ds, ∀ t ≥ 0.

Owing to the Poincaré inequality (2.1) and observing that ‖√Q‖2L(L2) = ‖Q‖L(L2),

〈N (β)〉t ≤ 2β2‖Q‖L(L2)

∫ t

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds, ∀t ≥ 0.
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To ease notations, set c(β) = 1
2β‖Q‖L(L2)

. Combining equation (A.5) with the above upper bound

one obtains for all t ∈ [0, T ]

−β
∫ t

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds ≤ −c(β)〈N (β)〉t,

and thus the upper bound

Y (β) ≤ exp
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

N (β)(t)− c(β)〈N (β)〉t
)

)

.

For all t ∈ [0, T ], set

N̂ (β)(t) = 2c(β)N (β)(t), M (β)(t) = exp
(

N̂ (β)(t)− 1

2
〈N̂ (β)〉t

)

.

For all K ∈ (0,∞), owing to the Markov inequality we deduce

P(Y (β) ≥ eK) = P
(

(Y (β))2c(β) ≥ e2c(β)K)

≤ P

(

exp
(

2c(β) sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

N (β)(t)− c(β)〈N (β)〉t
)

)

≥ e2c(β)K

)

≤ P

(

exp
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

(

N̂ (β)(t)− 1

2
〈N̂ (β)〉t

)

)

≥ e2c(β)K

)

≤ P

(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

M (β)(t) ≥ e2c(β)K
)

.

Note that (see e.g. [37, Proposition 3.4, p. 140]) the process M (β) is a (continuous) local martin-

gale, and hence (see e.g. [37, Exercise 1.46 p. 129]) that M (β) is a supermartingale. Finally, since

M (β)(0) = 1, [37, Exercise 1.15, p. 55] implies the following maximal inequality

P

(

sup
t∈[0;T ]

M (β)(t) ≥ e2c(β)K
)

≤ e−2c(β)K .

Assume from now on that β ∈ (0, 1
2‖Q‖L(L2)

); this implies that c(β) > 1 and that

P(Y (β) ≥ eK) ≤ e−2K , ∀K > 0.

Therefore one obtains

E(Y (β)) =

∫ ∞

0
P(Y (β) > y) dy ≤ 1 +

∫ ∞

1
P(Y (β) ≥ y) dy ≤ 1 +

∫ ∞

0
P
(

Y (β) ≥ eK
)

eK dK

≤ 1 +

∫ ∞

0
e−K dK = 2, ∀β ∈

(

0,
1

2‖Q‖L(L2)

)

.

Using the identity (A.4) and the definition (A.5) of the random variable Y (β), we deduce

E

[

exp
(

β sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖XM (t)‖2L2 + β

∫ T

0
‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds

)]

≤ E
[

Y (β) exp
(

β‖X0‖2L2

)]

exp(βTTr(Q)).

Recall that the condition β < γ0
1+2γ0‖Q‖L(L2)

is assumed to be satisfied. Applying Hölder’s inequality

with the conjugate exponents p = γ0
β and q = γ0

γ0−β , we deduce

E
[

Y (β) exp
(

β‖X0‖2L2

)]

≤
(

E
[

(Y (β))
γ0

γ0−β
])

γ0−β

γ0

(

E
[

exp
(

γ0‖X0‖2L2

)])
β
γ0 .
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Note that E[(Y (β))
γ0

γ0−β ] = E[(Y
(

βγ0
γ0−β

)
]; the condition on β above yields the inequality βγ0

γ0−β <
1

2‖Q‖L(L2)
, thus applying the inequality above one has E[(Y (qβ))] ≤ 2. The proof of the exponential

moment bounds (3.2) is thus completed.
This concludes the proof of Lemma 3.1.

�

A.2. Some auxiliary tools. Before proceeding with the proofs of Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3, let us
introduce some notation and state auxiliary results.

We first establish regularity results of the stochastic convolution using the factorization method
of Da Prato, Kwapień, and Zabczyk [16]. Such results are classical, see also [40, Theorem 10.5], so
we provide the argument here only for the readers’ convenience.

Lemma A.1. Given M ∈ N, let IM : [0, T ] ×Ω → L2 be defined by

(A.6) IM (t) =

∫ t

0
e(t−s)APM dWQ(s), ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

For all λ, µ ∈ (0, 1) satisfying λ+µ < 1
2 and all p ∈ [1,∞) there exists Cλ,µ,p(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that

IM (t) ∈ D((−A)λ) a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ] and

sup
M∈N

E
[

‖(−A)λIM‖p
Cµ([0,T ],L2)

]

≤ Cλ,µ,p(T )(Tr(Q))p/2.(A.7)

Proof. By Hölder’s inequality it suffices to prove that (A.7) holds for p sufficiently large, which
can be obtained from the Da Prato–Kwapieǹ–Zabczyk factorization method [16]. More specifically,

assume that p > 2
1−2(λ+µ) and apply [40, Proposition 4.2] with α ∈ (1p ,

1−2(λ+µ)
2 ) (e.g., take α

to be the midpoint of this interval), λ = µ, η = λ, θ = 0, E = H = L2, p > 2
1−2(λ+γ) , and

Φ ≡ PM
√
Q. Note that in reference [40] the stochastic integral is defined in terms of an H-

cylindrical Brownian motion, that E0 = E = L2, that Eη = D((−A)η), that since E0 is a Hilbert
space (and hence a UMD space, see e.g. [25, Proposition 4.2.14]), the set γ(L2(0, t;H), E0) of
radonifying operators from L2(0, t;H) to E0 coincides with L2(0, t;L2(L

2)) by [26, pages 258-259],

and finally that ‖Φ‖L2(L2) ≤ (Tr(Q))1/2. �

Let us also introduce the Green function G : (0,∞) × [0, 1]2 → R associated with the operator
∂t −A, which is given by

G(t; y, z) =
∑

n∈N
e−n2π2t sin(nπy) sin(nπz), ∀ t ∈ (0,∞), ∀ y, z ∈ [0, 1].

Recall the following heat kernel estimates from e.g. [20, p. 93], [19, Theorem VI.23, p.221] and the
references therein: for any integer k ∈ {0, 1, 2}, there exist Ck, bk ∈ (0,∞) such that one has

∣

∣

∣

∂kG
∂zk

(t; y, z)
∣

∣

∣
≤ Ckt

− k+1
2 exp

(

− bk
|y − z|2

t

)

, ∀t ∈ (0,∞), ∀y, z ∈ [0, 1].(A.8)

The Green function is employed to obtain from the mild formulation (2.12) the following expres-
sion: for all t ≥ 0 and all z ∈ [0, 1]

XM (t, z) =etAPMX0(z) +

∫ t

0

∫ 1

0
G(t− s; z, y)

(

PM∇(X2
M (s, ·)

)

(y) dy ds+ IM (t)(z).(A.9)
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A.3. Proof of Lemma 3.2.

Proof. For all t ≥ 0 and all z ∈ [0, 1] let

J(XM )(t, z) =

∫ t

0

∫ 1

0
G(t− s; z, y)(PM∇X2

M (s))(y) dy ds.(A.10)

Owing to the mild formulation (A.9) and to the definition (A.6) of the stochastic convolution IM ,
we obtain

sup
(t,z)∈[0,T ]×[0,1]

|XM (t)(z)| ≤ sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖etAPMX0‖L∞ + sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖IM (t)‖L∞

+ sup
(t,z)∈[0,T ]×[0,1]

|J(XM )(t, z)|.(A.11)

Applying the Sobolev inequality (2.17) and using the condition α > 1/4, there exists Cα ∈ (0,∞)
such that

(A.12) sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖etAPMX0‖L∞ ≤ Cα sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖(−A)αetAPMX0‖L2 ≤ Cα‖(−A)αX0‖L2 .

Moreover, owing again to the the Sobolev inequality (2.17), if λ ∈ (14 ,∞) and µ ∈ (0,∞), then
there exists Cλ,µ ∈ (0,∞) such that one has

(A.13) sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖IM (t)‖L∞ ≤ Cλ,µ‖(−A)λIM‖Cµ([0,T ],L2).

Thus, in view of Lemma A.1, all that remains is to prove upper bounds for J(XM )(t, z) defined
by (A.10). First, since PM is a self-adjoint operator, one obtains

J(XM )(t, z) =

∫ t

0
〈G(t − s; z, ·), PM∇X2

M (s)〉L2 ds = −
∫ t

0
〈∇PMG(t− s; z, ·),XM (s, ·)2〉L2 ds.

Let p̃ = 3p
4 ∈ [2,∞) and q̃ = p̃

p̃−1 be conjugate exponents, where p ∈ [83 ,∞) is given in the statement

of Lemma 3.2. Since L∞ ⊆ Lq̃, one has

‖X2
M (s, .)‖Lq̃ ≤ ‖XM (s, .)‖

1
2
L∞‖X2

M (s, .)‖
3
4

Lq̃ ,

and applying Hölder’s inequality we deduce

|J(XM )(t, z)| ≤
∫ t

0
‖∇PMG(t− s; z, ·)‖Lp̃‖X2

M (s, .)‖Lq̃ ds

≤ sup
(s,y)∈[0,t]×[0,1]

|XM (s, y)| 12
∫ t

0
‖∇PMG(t− s; z, ·)‖Lp̃‖X2

M (s, .)‖
3
4

Lq̃ ds.(A.14)

On the one hand, the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (2.5) yields

‖∇PMG(t− s; z, ·)‖Lp̃ ≤ C‖∇PMG(t− s; z, ·)‖1/2+1/p̃
L2 ‖∇2PMG(t− s; z, ·)‖1/2−1/p̃

L2

+ C‖∇PMG(t− s; z, ·)‖L2 .

Observe that G(t, z, ·) ∈ W 1,2
0 ∩W 2,2 for all t ∈ (0,∞) and all z ∈ [0, 1], and note that ∇2PM =

PM∇2 on W 1,2
0 ∩W 2,2 owing to (2.24) and (2.25). Using the identity (2.25), the fact that PM and

QM are L2-orthogonal projections, and the heat kernel estimates (A.8) with k = 1, 2, as a result
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there exists C ∈ (0,∞) such that for all t > s ≥ 0 and z ∈ [0, 1]

sup
M∈N

‖PM∇G(t− s; z, ·)‖Lp̃

≤ C
(

‖∇G(t− s; z, ·)‖1/2+1/p̃
L2 ‖∇2G(t− s; z, ·)‖1/2−1/p̃

L2 + ‖∇G(t− s; z, ·)‖L2

)

≤ C (t− s)
1
2p̃

− 5
4

∥

∥

∥
exp

(

− b1
|z − ·|2
t− s

)
∥

∥

∥

1/2+1/p̃

L2

∥

∥

∥
exp

(

− b2
|z − ·|2
t− s

)
∥

∥

∥

1/2−1/p̃

L2

+ C (t− s)−1
∥

∥

∥
exp

(

− b1
|z − ·|2
t− s

)
∥

∥

∥

L2

≤ C
(

(t− s)
1
2p̃

−1
+ (t− s)−

3
4
)

≤ C(1 + T
1
4
− 1

2p̃ )(t− s)
1
2p̃

−1
.(A.15)

On the other hand, applying again the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality (2.5) and the Poincaré

inequality (noting that XM takes values in HM ⊆ W 1,2
0 ) and using the condition 1

p̃ + 1
q̃ = 1, we

deduce the existence of C ∈ (0,∞) such that

‖X2
M (s, .)‖Lq̃ = ‖XM (s, .)‖2L2q̃(0,1) ≤ C‖XM (s, .)‖2−1/p̃

L2 ‖∇XM (s, .)‖1/p̃
L2 , ∀s ≥ 0.(A.16)

Define for all t ≥ 0

J (XM )(t) =

∫ t

0
(t− s)−(1− 1

2p̃
)‖XM (s)‖3/2−3/(4p̃)

L2 ‖∇XM (s)‖3/(4p̃)
L2 ds.

Plugging the upper bounds (A.15) and (A.16) in the inequality (A.14), and applying Young’s in-
equality, there exists C(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that

|J(XM )(t, z)| ≤ C(T ) sup
(s,y)∈[0,t]×[0,1]

|XM (s)(y)|1/2 J (XM )(t)

≤ 1
2 sup
(s,y)∈[0,t]×[0,1]

|XM (s)(y)|+ (C(T ))2

2 |J (XM )(t)|2,(A.17)

Applying Hölder’s inequality with conjugate exponents 8p̃
8p̃−3 and 8p̃

3 then yields

(A.18)

J (XM )(t) ≤
(

∫ t

0
(t− s)−1+1/(8p̃−3) ds

)1−3/(8p̃)(
∫ t

0
‖XM (s)‖4p̃−2

L2 ‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds
)3/(8p̃)

≤ (8p̃− 3)1−3/(8p̃)T 1/(8p̃)
(

∫ t

0
‖XM‖4p̃−2

L2 ‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds
)3/(8p̃)

.

The process XM solves a finite-dimensional stochastic differential equation with values in HM ⊆
D(A); therefore, sup

(t,z)∈[0,T ]×[0,1]
|XM (t, z)| < ∞ almost surely. Thus, combining (A.11), (A.12),

(A.17), and (A.18), we deduce that there exists Cp̃(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such that

sup
(t,z)∈[0,T ]×[0,1]

|XM (t, z)| ≤ Cα‖(−A)αX0‖L2 + 2 sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖IM (t)‖L∞

+ Cp̃(T )
(

∫ T

0
‖XM (s)‖4p̃−2

L2 ‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds
)3/(4p̃)

.

Raising both sides of the above equation to the power p = 4p̃
3 and taking expectation, one obtains

the moment bounds (3.4) by employing Lemma 3.1, Lemma A.1 and the inequality (A.13). The
proof of Lemma 3.2 is thus completed. �
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A.4. Proof of Lemma 3.3.

Proof. Fix λ, γ ∈ (0, 12), M ∈ N and observe that as λ+ γ < α is a strict inequality we can assume

(with a slightly larger λ if needed) that λ 6= 1
4 ; this allows us to apply Proposition 2.1. Recall

the mild representations (2.12) and (A.9), and note that XM ∈ D(A) ⊆ W 1,2
0 a.s. by construction.

Thus, we only need to prove that (3.5) holds. By Proposition 2.1, Lemma 2.2, the estimate (2.14),
and the inequalities ‖etA‖L(L2) ≤ 1 and ‖PM‖L(L2) = 1 one has

(A.19)
‖(−A)λ(etAPMX0 − esAPMX0)‖L2 = ‖(−A)λ(e(t−s)A − I)esAPMX0‖L2

≤ ‖(−A)−γ(e(t−s)A − I)esAPM (−A)λ+γX0‖L2 ≤ (t− s)γ‖(−A)αX0‖L2 ,

for all 0 ≤ s < t <∞ and all M ∈ N. This proves

(A.20) sup
M∈N

E
[

‖t 7→ (−A)λetAPMX0‖pCγ([0,T ],L2)

]

≤ E
[

‖(−A)αX0‖pL2

]

.

The required regularity of the stochastic convolution has been obtained in Lemma A.1. Hence it
only remains to prove that the deterministic convolution in (2.12) satisfies the desired regularity

result. To this end, first of all note that by Lemma 2.2, Lemma 2.4, and the identity (−A)−1/2PM =

PM (−A)−1/2, there exists Cδ,λ ∈ (0,∞) such that

‖(−A)δ+λetAPM∇v‖L2 ≤ ‖(−A)δ+λ+1/2etA‖L(L2)‖(−A)−
1
2∇‖L(L2)‖v‖L2

≤ Cδ,λt
−(δ+λ+1/2)‖v‖L2

for all δ ≥ 0, t ∈ (0,∞) and v ∈ L2. It then follows from [10, Proposition 3.6] with Y1 = Y2 = L2,

Ψ(t) = (−A)λetAPM∇, θ = 1− γ, and g(t) = Ct−(λ+γ+1/2) that there exists Cγ,λ(T ) ∈ (0,∞) such
that for any Φ ∈ L∞([0, T ], L2) one has

sup
M∈N

∥

∥

∥

∥

t 7→ (−A)λ
∫ t

0
e(t−s)APM∇Φ(s) ds

∥

∥

∥

∥

Cγ([0,T ],L2)

≤ Cγ,λ(T )‖Φ‖L∞([0,T ],L2).

This implies
(A.21)

sup
M∈N

E

[

∥

∥

∥

∥

t 7→ (−A)λ
∫ t

0
e(t−s)APM∇X2

M (s) ds

∥

∥

∥

∥

p

Cγ([0,T ],L2)

]

≤ Cγ,λ(T ) sup
M∈N

E
[

‖XM‖2p
L∞([0,T ],L4)

]

.

Using (2.12) and the identity PM∇X2
M = BM (XM ), we deduce that the proof reduces to check that

sup
M∈N

E
[

‖XM‖2p
L∞([0,T ],L4)

]

≤ C
(

1 + E
[

‖(−A)αX0‖2pL2

]

+ E
[

‖X0‖6pL2

]

)

.

Since ‖ ·‖L4 ≤ ‖·‖L∞ , this is a straightforward consequence of Lemma 3.2. The proof of Lemma 3.3
is thus completed.

�

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 5.3

Proof of Lemma 5.3. For n ∈ N let ψn ∈ C2(R,R) be a monotone increasing function with bounded
first and second derivative satisfying

ψn(x) =











−2n, x ∈ (−∞,−2n];

x, x ∈ [−n, n];
2n, x ∈ [2n,∞),
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and define ϕn = ψn ◦ϕ. The monotone convergence theorem for the conditional expectation implies
that it suffices to verify (5.3) for ϕn, i.e., we can from now on assume without loss of generality that
ϕ is bounded.

Recall that Xx
M denotes the solution to (2.11) with initial value x ∈ L2. If X0 is a simple

F0-measurable L2-valued random variable, say, X0 =
∑n

k=1 xk1Ak
with x1, . . . , xn ∈ L2 and

A1, . . . , An ∈ F0, then it follows from the uniqueness of the solution (see Section 2.3) that XM (t) =
∑n

k=1X
xk

M (t)1Ak
for all M ∈ N and all t ∈ [0, T ]. The identity (5.3) then follows from the definition

of uM (see (4.1)) and the fact that Xxk

M is independent of F0 for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
Next, recall that (hj)j∈N is an orthonormal basis for L2 and define

(B.1) X0,n =
n
∑

j=1

k=22n
∑

k=−2−2n

k2−nhj1{〈X0,hj〉L2∈[k2−n,(k+1)2−n)}, n ∈ N.

Note that (X0,n)n∈N is a sequence of simple σ(X0)-measurable L2-valued random variables such that
limn→∞ ‖X0,n − X0‖L2 = 0 a.s. Moreover, σ(X0,n) ⊆ σ(X0,n+1) and σ(X0) = σ({X0,n : n ∈ N}).
Let XM,n denote the solution to (2.11) with initial value PMX0,n (M,n ∈ N). Thanks to Doob’s
martingale convergence theorem one has, for all p ∈ (1,∞) and all ξ ∈ Lp(Ω), that

(B.2) lim
n→∞

E[ξ|X0,n] = E[ξ|X0] a.s. and in Lp.

Note that for all n,M ∈ N and all t ≥ 0 one has

XM (t)−XM,n(t)

= PM (X0 −X0,n) +

∫ t

0

[

A(XM (t)−XM,n(t)) +BM (XM (t))−BM (XM,n(t))
]

dt.

It follows from [31, Remark 3.1] that there exists a constant C ∈ (0,∞) such that one has, for all
M ∈ N and all x, y ∈ HM ,

〈A(x− y) +BM (x)−BM (y), x− y〉L2 = 〈A(x− y) +B(x)−B(y), x− y〉L2

≤ −3
4‖∇(x− y)‖L2 + C‖x‖4L4‖x− y‖2L2 .

This, the Poincaré inequality (2.1), and the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (2.5) (recalling that XM

takes values in HM ⊆W 1,2
0 ) imply that there exists C ∈ (0,∞) (possibly changing values from line

to line) such that one has

‖XM (t)−XM,n(t)‖2L2 = ‖PM (X0 −X0,n)‖2L2

+ 2

∫ t

0
〈XM (s)−XM,n(s), A(XM (t)−XM,n(t)) +BM (XM (t))−BM (XM,n(t))〉L2 ds

≤ ‖X0 −X0,n‖2L2 + C

∫ t

0
‖XM (s)‖4L4‖XM (s)−XM,n(s)‖2L2 ds

≤ ‖X0 −X0,n‖2L2 + C

∫ t

0
‖XM (s)‖2L2‖∇XM (s)‖2L2‖XM (s)−XM,n(s)‖2L2 ds

for all n,M ∈ N and all t ∈ [0, T ]. Gronwall’s lemma hence implies

‖XM (t)−XM,n(t)‖2L2 ≤ ‖X0 −X0,n‖2L2 exp

(

C

∫ t

0
‖XM (s)‖2L2‖∇XM (s)‖2L2 ds

)

for all t ∈ [0, T ], M ∈ N. This, the fact that limn→∞ ‖X0 −X0,n‖L2 = 0 a.s., and inequality (3.1)
from Lemma 3.1 imply that limn→∞ ‖XM (t)−XM,n(t)‖L2 = 0 a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ] and all M ∈ N.
As the mapping ϕ is assumed to be bounded, the dominated convergence theorem implies that

(B.3) lim
n→∞

E[|E[ϕ(XM,n(t))− ϕ(XM (t))|X0,n]|] ≤ lim
n→∞

E[|ϕ(XM (t))− ϕ(XM,n(t))|] = 0
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for all t ∈ [0, T ] and all M ∈ N. Thus we can extract a subsequence (nk)k∈N such that

(B.4) lim
n→∞

E[ϕ(XM,nk
(t)) − ϕ(XM (t))|X0,n] = 0 a.s.

This combined with (B.2) implies that one has

(B.5) lim
k→∞

E
[

ϕ(XM,nk
(t))|X0,nk

]

= E[ϕ(XM (t))|X0] a.s.

for all t ∈ [0, T ], M ∈ N. This, the fact that we verified (5.3) for simple random variables, and the
fact that uM (t, ·) is continuous completes the proof of (5.3). �
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